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ROYAL    COMMISSION 

TO     INQUmB    INTO    CERTAIN    MATTERS    CONNECTED    WITH    THE 
WORKING  OF  THE  METROPOLITAN  BOARD  OF  WORKS. 


VICTORIA  B. 

Victoria,  by  the  Grace  of  God    of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and 
Ireland,  Queen,  Defender  of  the  Faith : 

To  Our  right  trusty  and  well-beloved  Councillor,  Farrer,  Baron  Herschell ;  Our 
trusty  and  well-beloved  Frederick  Albert  Bosanquet,  Esquire,  one  of  Our  counsel 
learned  in  the  law;  and  Our  trusty  and  well-beloved  Henry  Riversdale  Grenfell, 
Esquire;   Greeting! 

Whereas  an  humble  Address  has  been  presented  to  Us  by  the  Knights,  Citizens, 
Bui^essee,  and  Commissioners  of  Shires  and  Burghs  in  Parliament  assembled, 
praying  that  We  will  be  graciously  pleased  to  appoint  a  Royal  Commission  to  inquire 
into  and  report  upon  the  Working  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  and  into  the 
irregularities  which  are  alleged  to  have  taken  place  in  connexion  therewith : 

Now  know  ye,  that  We,  reposing  great  trust  and  confidence  in  your  knowledge 
and  ability,  do  by  these  presents  authorise  and  appoint  you,  the  said  Farrer,  Baron 
Herschell,  Frederick  Albert  Bosanquet,  and  Henry  Riversdale  Grenfell,  to  be  Our 
Commissioners  for  the  purposes  of  the  said  inquiry : 

And  We  do  by  these  presents  will  and  ordain  that  this  Our  Commission  shall 
continue  in  full  force  and  virtue,  and  that  you.  Our  said  Commissioners,  may  from 
time  to  time  proceed  in  the  execution  thereof  ^  and  of  every  matter  and  thing  therein 
contained,  although  the  same  be  not  continued  from  time  to  time  by  adjournment : 

And  We  do  further  ordain  that  you  have  liberty  to  report  your  proceedings  under 
this  Our  Commission  from  time  to  time,  if  you  shall  judge  it  expedient  so  to  do : 

And  Our  further  will  and  pleasure  is  that  you  do,  with  as  little  delay  as  possible, 
report  to  Us,  under  your  hands  and  seals,*  your  opinion  upon  the  several  matters  herein 
submitted  for  your  consideration. 

Given  at  Our  Court  at  Saint  James's,  the  twentieth  day  of  March,  one  thousand 
eight  hundred  and  eighty-eight,  in  the  fifty-first  year  of  Our  reign. 

By  Her  Majesty's  command, 

(Signed)        Henbt  Matthbws. 


i    5414S.      wt       .  ^2 
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METROPOLITAN  BOARD  OF  WORKS  COMMISSION. 


INTERIM  REPORT  of  the  Royal  Commissioners. 


To  THE  Queen's  most   Excellent  Majesty,  We,    the  undersigned   Commissioners     • 
appointed  to  inqtdre  into  the  working  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  and  into 
the  irregularities  which  are  alleged  to  have  taken  place  in  connexion  therewith,  desire 
huinbly  to  submit  to  Your  Majesty  the  following  jReport  upon  the  matters  which  we 
have  been  directed  to  inyestigate. 

1.  It  may  be  desirable,  at  the  outset,  briefly  to  allude  to  the  circumstances  which  Circam- 
led  to  the  appointment  of  the  Commission.  stances 

In  the  month  of  January  1885  an  agreement  was  come  to  by  the  Metropolitan  Board  Ji^^^i^t^ 
of  Works  to  let  to  Mr.  Villiers  a  plot  of  land  on  which  the  London  Pavilion  and  ment  of  the 
Piooadilly  Restaurant  have  since  been  erected.     This  land  had  formed  part  of  the  area  Commission, 
cleared  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  new  street  known   as   Shaftesbury  Avenue. 
Considerable  indignation  was  expressed  that  so  fine  a  site  had  been  thus  disposed  of, 
md  more  &an  one  of  the  London  vestries  passed  a  resolutioii  condenming  the  pro- 
ceedings of  the  Board  in  not  inviting  public  competition  for  the  site.     Suggestions, 
too,  were  freely  made  that  the  agreement  with  Mr.  Villiers  had  been  brought  about  by 
some  corrupt  or  underhand  proceedings,  and  Mr.  Eobertson,  who  filled  the  position 
of  assistant  to  the  superintending  architect,  was  pointed  at  as  having  been  involved 
in  these  improper  proceedings. 

la  consequence  of  these  imputations  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  appointed 
a  committee  to  inquire  into  the  circumstances  attending  the  letting  of  the  site  in 
question  and  the  conduct  of  Mr.  Robertson  in  relation  to  it.  In  the  course  of  this 
inquiry  it  transpired  that  a  brother  of  Bobertson's,  who  had  assumed  the  name  of 
Grey,  had  an  interest  in  a  portion  of  the  land  acquired  by  Villiers,  viz.,  that  upon 
which  the  Piccadilly  Restaurant  had  been  built,  and  that  there  had  been  pecuniary 
tr^sactions  between  Robertson  and  his  brother  with  reference  to  it.  Beyond  this, 
no  new  fact  of  importance  came  to  light  bearing  upon  the  circumstances  under  which 
the  "  Pavilion"  site  had  been  acquired.  Suspicion^  were, nevertheless,  entertained  that 
the  whole  truth  had  not  been  elicited. 

The  course  pursued  by  the  Board  -as  regards  the  "^  Pavilion  "  site  -tvas  not  the  only- 
subject  of  attack.  The  mode  in  which  they  had  dealt  and  were  dealing  with  their 
surplus  lands,  and  indeed  the  action  of  the  architect's  department  generally,  were 
seriously  impugned. 

A  movement  wa,&  set  on  foot  to  induce  the  appointment  of  a  Royal  Commission 
with  a  view  to  a  more  complete  inquiry  being  made  into  the  charges  which  had  been 
levelled  against  the  Board.     This  resulted  in  an  Address  by  the  House  of  Commons 

raying  Your  Majesty  to  appoint  such  a  Commission,  and  in  response  to  this  Address 
'our  Majesty  was  pleased  to  nominate  us  as   Commissioners  to  make  the  desired 
inquiry. 

2.  We  have  thought  it  desirable  to  recapitulate  these  facts  in  order  to  explain  the 
course  we  have  taken  and  the  limits  within  which  we  have  confined  our  investigations. 

Although  we  were  directed  to  inquire  into  the  working  of  the  .Board  as  well  as 
into  the  irregularities  alleged  to  have  taken  place  in  connexion  with  it,  we  have  not 
thought  it  necessary  to  pursue  our  investigations  into  the  working  of  the  Board 
further  than  was  essential,  in  order  to  elucidate  the  circumstances  connected  with  the 
misconduct  and  irregularitiee  whiqh  have  been  disclosed  by  the  evidence,  and  to  deter- 
mine the  responsibility  of  the  Board  generally  and  of  its  individual  members  in 
relation  to  them. 

3.  Whilst  we  were  engaged  upon  the  duties  entrusted  to  us,  a  measure,  which  has 
now  become  law,  was  pending  in  Parliament,  having  as  one  of  its  objects  the  transfer 
to  a  counly  council  of  the  functions  at  present  discharged  by  the  Metropolitan  Board 
of  Worka. 

Under  these  circujoastances  it  appeared  to  us  that  no  advantage  was  likely  to  be 
djers^ved  from  an  inquiry  how  far  the  method  of  indirect  representation  by  which  the 
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Board  was  constituted  had  conduced  or  was  calculated  to  conduce  to  a  sound  system 
of  administration.  Nor  did  we  think  that  any  good  end  was  likely  to  be  served  by  a 
detailed  review  of  the  work  which  had  been  accomplished  by  the  Board,  though  we 
shall  make  some  general  reference  to  it  hereafter. 

4.  Certain  points  connected  with  the  working  of  the  Board  have,  however,  presented 
themselves  incidentally  in  the  course  of  our  inquiries,  to  which  we  shall  direct  attention, 
inasmuch  as  they  suggest  matter  worthy  of  the  consideration  of  the  newly  created 
body  to  whom  the  acSoinistration  of  the  local  affairs  of  the  Metropolis  is  hereafter 
to  be  entrusted. 

5.  Seeing  that  the  inquiry  committed  to  us  arose  to  a  great  extent  out  of  the 
circumstances  connected  with  the  letting  of  the  ''  Pavilion  '*  site,  we  may  commence 
with  a  statement  of  the  facts  relating  to  it,  which  have  been  elicited  in  the  course  of 
that  inquiry. 

In  the  year  1877  an  Act  was  passed  empowering  the  Board  to  take  the  lands 
necessary  for  forming  the  new  street  now  called  Shaftesbury  Avenue.  In  1878  the 
Board  learned  that  Mr.  Loibl,  the  proprietor  of  the  old  Pavilion  Music  Hall,  was 
contemplating  the  expenditure  of  a  considerable  sum  of  money  upon  the  building. 
They  therefore  deemed  it  prudent  to  serve  him  at  once  witii  a  notice  to  treat, 
although  they  had  no  immediate  need  of  the  land.  In  September  1878  Loibl  was 
award^  109,300Z.  as  compensation,  and  the  Board  became  entitled  to  possession ; 
but  Loibl  remained  for  a  time  in  occupation  and  desired  to  continue  to  do  so  until 
the  Board  actuaUy  required  to  clear  the  site,  offering  to  pay  a  rental  of  7,000Z.  a  year. 
The  Board  however  having,  as  is  alleged,  heard  that  the  entertainments  at  his 
establishment  had  been  so  conducted  that  it  was  reasonable  to  apprehend  that  the 
licenses  might  be  placed  in  jeopardy,  refused  to  accept  him  as  tenant,  unless  he  would 
give  substantial  guarantees  that  the  performances  should  be  so  carried  on  that 
nothing  should  be  done  to  endanger  the  licenses.  This,  Loibl's  solicitors,  with  whom 
the  Board  was  ir  communication,  stated  that  he  was  unwilling  to  do.  The  Board 
accordingly  sought  for  another  tenant  who  would  take  the  premises  on  the  terms  of 
giving  up  possession  when  required  to  do  so. 

In  August  1879  they  were  let  to  Mr.  Villiers  at  a  rental  amounting  to  7,000Z.  a 
year,  substantial  guarantees  being  given  for  the  proper  conduct  of  the  business.  An 
offer  had  been  made  by  Messrs.  Speedy  and  Poole  to  pay  a  rent  of  7,500^  a  year, 
but  Villiers  was  accepted  as  tenant  at  the  lower  rent,  apparently  on  the  ground  that 
Speedy  and  Poole,  being  proprietors  of  other  music  halls,  it  was  feared  that  the 
licenses  might  not  be  safe  in  their  hands. 

6.  Whatever  suspicions  may  now  be  entertained,  owing  to  what  afterwards  occurred, 
there  is  no  evidence  that  this  original  agreement  witli  Villiers  was  induced,  so  far  as 
the  members  of  the  Board  were  concerned,  by  any  other  motive  than  a  desire  to 
make  the  best  arrangement  practicable  under  the  circumstances.  It  was  at  that  time 
contemplated  that  the  site  would  be  required  at  no  distant  date,  and  that  any  arrange- 
ment come  to  would  be  of  a  very  temporary  character. 

7.  The  agreement  with  Villiers  contained  stringent  conditions  as  to  the  mode  in 
which  the  entertainments  were  to  be  conducted,  and  the  Board  had  power  to  appoint 
a  person  to  inspect  and  to  report  whether  these  conditions  were  complied  with.  This 
duty  was  entrusted  to  Mr.  Goddard,  the  chief  valuer  of  the  Board,  and  the  next  in 
authority  under  the  superintending  architect,  and  Villiers  received  official  notification 
of  the  appointment. 

8.  A  few  months  afterwards  Mr.  Dunoh,  a  surveyor,  who  was  a  friend  of  Villiers 
and  also  acquainted  with  Goddard,  stated  to  Villiers  that  Goddard  expected  something 
for  himself. 

It  was  accordingly  arranged  that  Villiers  should  pay  Goddard,  through  Dunch,  50f. 
a  quarter,  and  these  quarterly  payments  were  re^larly  made  throughout  the  whole 
time  that  Villiers  remained  tenant  of  the  old  Pavihon  building. 

9.  It  is  needless  to  comment  at  length  on  so  scandalous  a  transaction.  The 
suggestion  that  these  payments  should  be  made  undoubtedly  originated  with  Goddard, 
who  said,  according  to  Dunch,  that  Villiers  ought  to  give  him  something  for  the 
extra  trouble  he  should  have  in  supervising  the  Pavilion.  Whether  this  be  regarded 
as  the  levying  of  blackmail,  or  the  suggestion  of  a  bribe,  it  is  deserving  of  the  severest 
condemnation.  The  conduct  of  the  otiier  parties  to  the  transaction  bears  a  different 
aspect  to  that  of  Goddard.     No  doubt  Villiers  apprehended  that  if  he  did  not  comply 
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with  GUxIdard's  request,  he  was  likely  to  suffer  for  it.     According  to  Dunch  the  money  "Pavilion" 

was  '*  not  a  bribe  to  Gk)ddard  in  any  way  ;*'  Villiers  "  wanted,  if  he  possibly  could,  to  ^^' 

"  prevent  hostility  on  the  part  or  Gk>ddard/'     But  we  cani;tot  acquit  either  Dunch 

or  Villiers  of  blame.     If  they  had,  as  we  think  it  was  their  duty  to  do,  communicated 

to  the  Board  Goddard's  request  for  payment,  the  confidence  which  the  Board  reposed 

in  that  official  would  have  been  at  an  end,  and  it  would  no  longer  have  been  possible 

for  him  to  betray  the  interests  of  his  employers  for  his  own  advantage. 

10.  Owing  to  certain  provisions  contained  in  the  Act  of  1877,  it  was  not  until  the  Compact 
year  1884  that  the  Board,  was  in  a  position  to  proceed  with  the  improvements  for  ^.^^^ 
the  purpose  of  which  the  old  Pavilion  had  been  acquired.     It  was  however  of  course  Goddard, 
known,  prior  to  that  time,  that  the  Board  would  sooner  or  later  clear  a  considerable  and  Robert- 
area  of  buildings  and  that  the  site  on  which  the  new  Pavilion  now  stands  would  have  ^^y  1^83. 
to  be  disposed  of  by  them.     It  appears  from  the  evidence  of  Villiers  that  in  the  Q-  ^"^^^  ^^ 
year  1883,  when  it  was  supposed  that  the  old  Pavilion  would  be  demolished  sooner  ^^' 

than  proved  to  be  the  case,  a  meeting  took  place  between  himself,   Goddard,  and 
Bobertson,  at  which  it  was  arranged  that  if  Villiers  obtained  the  site,  Grey  (Robert- 
son s  brother)  should  have  the  piece  s)t  land  at  the  west  comer,  being  the  best  portion 
of  the  block,  at  the  same  proportionate  price  as  that  given  by  Villiers  for  the  whole, 
Villiers  paying  the  entire  sum  required  by  the  Board  in  respect  of  the  licenses.     In 
talking  the  matter  over,  Gk)ddard  and  Bobertson  estimated  that  a  comer  public-house 
in  that  situation,  at  the  rental  put  upon  it,  would  be  likely  to  realise  a  profit  of 
10,0002.,  which  was  to  be  divided  between  Robertison  and  Q-oddard.     Villiers  stated 
before  us  that  this  was  the  arrangement  as  to  what  Goddard  and  Bobertson  were  to 
receive  for  assisting  him  to  obtain  the  entire  site.     He  was  unaware  what  agreement 
existed  between  Grey  and  Robertson,  but  the  impression  produced  upon  his  mind  was, 
that  the  latter  was  the  principal,  and  the  former  his  nominee. 

11.  We  entertain  no  doubt  that  the  account  given  us  by  Villiers  was  substantially 
correct.     It  received  ample  corroboration  from  the  letters  written  during  the  present  Q.  3907  et 
year  by  Goddard  to  Villiers,  as  well  as  from  the  other  evidence  adduced  before  us.  *^^" 

12.  Nothing  more  took  place  until  the  month  of  November  1884,  when  Robertson  -^PP^,^?^*^'^ 
called  one  evening  upon  Villiers  and  told  him  that  he  must  at  once  apply  to  the  f^^  thJ  g^^ 
Board  for  permission  to  make  an  offer  for  the  new  site.     Accordingly  on  me  12th  November ' 
of  November  1884  Villiers  wrote  a  letter  asking  to  be  informed  whether  the  Board  1884. 
would  be  prepared  to  entertain  a  proposal  from  him  on  the  basis  of  his  rebuilding 

the  hall  on  the  triangular  piece  of  land  that  would  remain  after  the  formation  of  the 
new  road. 

13.  On  the  17th  of  November  the  Works  and  General  Purposes  Committee  con-  Prooeedingft 
sidered  this  letter,  and  the  architect  and  solicitor  were  directed  to  report  upon  the  of  the  Board 
proposal.  ^^^°' 

It  may  be  well  to  state  that  the  Works  and  General  Purposes  Committee  was  a 
committee  consisting  of  all  the  members  of  the  Board,  and  that  to  it  was  delegated 
all  the  business  Connected  with  the  works  to  be  executed  under  the  Act  of  1877,  to 
which  we  have  already  referred. 

The  only  difference  between  a  meeting  of  this  Committee  and  a  meeting  of  the 
Board  was,  that  the  transactions  of  the  former  were  reported  to  the  latter,  and  that 
whilst  all  the  proceedings  of  the  Board  were  public,  the  Committee  sat  in  private,  and 
what  took  place  only  became  public  so  far  as  it  was  reported  to  the  Board. 

We  shall  have  occasion  later  on  {see  para.  90)  to  make  further  allusion  to  this 
point,  but  at  this  stage  we  content  ourselves  with  explaining  the  nature  and 
constitution  of  the  conmiittee. 

14.  On  the  24th  of  November  the  report  of  the  architect  came  imder  the  considera-  Report  of 
tion  of  the  committee.  This  report  stated  the  superficial  area  of  the  land  in  question  ^^-  ^^ 
to  be  11,913  feet,  on  which  a  ground  rent  of  3,000Z.  per  annum  should  be  placed.  It  g^rin-^ 
valued  the  licenses  in  addition  at  15,000/.  It  pointed  out  that  the  site  was  peculiarly  tending 
adapted  for  a  place  of  public  amusement,  and  might  not  fetch  so  high  a  price  for  Architect. 
any  other  purpose,  and  that  if  the  licenses  were  to  be  secured  a  new  hall  ought  at 

once  to  be  erected  upon  it.  Attention  was  also  called  to  the  careful  superintendence 
of  the  existing  Pavilion  by  Mr.  Villiers  whilst  he  had  been  the  tenant  of  the  Board, 
and  to  the  satisfactory  manner  in  which  his  establishment  had  been  conducted. 

The  draft  of  this  report  is  in  the  handwriting  of   Goddard.    It  was   given  by  Probable 
Mr.  VuUiamy  to  Bobertson  to  be  copied,  and  he  made  a  few  verbal  alterations  in  it,  ^^^J*/  ^*^ 
after  which  the  fair  copy  was  signed  by  Vulliamy.     We  think  there  can  be  little  doubt  Qj^^JIJ^J^a 
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that  although  Vulliamy  signed  this  report,  it  was,  like  mauy  other  of  tibte*  oreportB 
signed  by  him,  much  more  the  work  of  his  subordinates,  Gfoddia*d  and  Robertson, 
than  his  own  independent  production.  We  see  no  reason  to  question  his  honesty, 
but  he  was  undoubtedly  during  the  later  years  of  his  connexion  with  the  Board  yery 
much  in  the  hands  of  G-oddard  and  Robertson,  who  were  his  immediate  assistants, 
and  on  whom  he  evidently  placed  great  reliance.  It  wa&  after  consultation  with 
them  that  the  report  was  made,  and  the  valuation  of  the  rental  at  5s.  a  foot,  and  of 
the  licenses  at  15,000Z.,  was,  we  cannot  doubt,  at  least  as  much  theirs  as  his.  We 
know  now  that  they  had  a  direct  pecuniary  motive  to  induce  them  to  put  the  rental  as 
low  as  possible.  But  it  must,  in  justice  to  Vulliamy,  be  remembered  that,  so  far  as 
we  can  tell,  he  had  no  knowledge  of  that  fact. 

15.  After  the  report  had  been  read  to  the  Committee  on  the  24th  of  November, 
some  discussion  ensued,  and  ultimately  a  resolution  was  carried  by  19  against  3,  "  That 
"  the  Board  are  prepared  to  let  the  ground  in  question  for  the  purposes  of  a  music 
"  hall/'  Two  further  resolutions  were  afterwards  carried :  the  one,  "  That  Mr.  Villiers 
"  be  informed  that  the  committee  will  receive  any  proposal  from  him  with  a  view  to 
'*  subsequent  negotiations ;  "  the  other,  **  That  ttib  reply  of  Mr.  Villiers  be  submitted 
"  to  the  committee  unopened,  and  be  opened  by  the  chairman." 

16.  In  pursuance  of  these  resolutions  the  superintending  architect  wrote  to  Villiers 
informing  him  that  the  Board  would  be  prepared  to  receive  an  oflfer  from  him.  He 
replied  by  a  letter  of  the  29th  November,  oflTering  to  take  the  land  at  a  ground  *ent  of 
2,700i!.  per  annum,  with  an  option  of  purchasing  the  freehold  at  27  years  purchase, 
and  to  give  16,0(X)Z.  as  a  premium  for  the  licenses. 

Villiers  states  that  Robertson  told  him  that  he,  Vulliamy,  and  Groddard  had  been 
talking  over  the  price,  that  it  would  be  about  5s.  a  foot,  and  that  Villiers  had  better 
tender  for  that  amount.  He  also  states  that  one  of  them,  he  thinks  Goddard,  advised 
him  to  offer  15,000Z.  for  the  licenses.  He  accordingly  made  the  offer  just  referred 
to.  The  2,700Z.  a  year  was  intended  to  represent  5*.  a  foot,  though  it  was,  in  fact, 
somewhat  below  that  amount  owing  to  an  error  made  by  Robertson  in  calculating  the 
area  of  the  site. 

It  thus  appears  that  the  terms  of  Villiers'  oflfer  were  not  arrived  at  by  any  inde- 
pendent estimate  of  his  own,  but  were  dictated  to  him  by  Robertson  and  Qoddard. 

17.  On  the  1st  of  December  Villiers'  oflfer  came  before  the  Comipittee.  A  letter, 
dated  the  same  day,  from  Mr.  Joseph  Pyke,  addressed  to  the  Chairman,  was  also 
opened,  asking  that  he  might  be  permitted  to  make  an  offer  for  the  land.  Thereuppn 
it  was  moved  by  ^Mr.  Harben,  seconded  by  Mr.  Runtz,  and  resolved  "  That  the  land 
''  be  oflPered  to  Mr.  Villiers  on  the  following  terms :  a  ground  rent  of  3,000Z.'  per 
"  annum,  option  of  purchase  at  27  years,  a  payment  of  15,000Z.  upon  confirmation 
"  of  the  license."  An  amendment  was  moved  by  Mr.  Selway,  and  seconded  by  Lord 
F.  FitzRoy,  "  That  the  oflfer  of  Mr.  Villiers  be  declined."  The  amendment  was  lost ; 
5  voting  for  it  and  18  against  it,  after  which  the  original  motion  was  carried  by  19 
to  2. 

No  action  was  taken  upon  Pyke's  letter  asking  to  be  allowed  to  tender.  The 
following  is  the  explanation  of  this  given  by  Mr.  Selway,  who  has  been  a  member 
of  the  Board  for  15  years,  and  taken  an  active  part  in  its  proceedings,  and  who 
was  throughout  opposed  to  letting  the  site  for  the  purpose  of  a  music  hall :  "  If  I 
"  may  be  allowed  to  give  an  impression,  which  is  not  recorded,  I  bfelieve  the  Com* 
"  mittee  felt  that  they  had  gone  too  far  with  Mr.  Villiers  at  that  time  to  entertain 
"  any  other  application,  as  well  as  his  being  in  possession,  and  considering  the 
"  importance  of  getting  the  work  done  quickly,  and  various  considerations  of  that 
''  sort." 

''  Q.  176.  They  had  done  nothing  beyond  telling  him  he  might  make  a  tender? — 
"  No,  they  had  not  gone  beyond  that. 

"  Q.  177,  He  had  made  a  tender  which  they  were  not  prepared  to  accept  ? — ^Yes ;  but 
"  it  was  so  near  the  amount  which  they  wished  to  have,  that  it  was  then  considered 
''  advisable  to  offer  it  to  him  at  the  sum  at  which  the  architect  had  valued  it. 

"  Q.  178.  I  suppose  they  wished  to  have  as  much  as  they  could  get? — No  doubt,  but 
"  there  was  no  knowledge  that  Mr.  Pyke  would  give  more  than  Mr.  Villiers  at  that 
'*  time. 

"  Q.  179.  Did  not  it  seem  worth  while  to  find  out  ? — ^Well,  it  hardly  did,  I  think. 
"  You  see  Mr.  Villiers  had  been  tenant  for  five  years  and  upwards,  and  paid  his  rent 
"  with  the  greatest  possible  regularity,  and  had  conducted  the  place  respectably. 
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case. 


"  the  land  was  determined  upon  ?  —Quite  so. 

*'  Q.  181.  He  had  come  into  possession  with  a  full  knowledge  that  he  had  no  claim 
"  or  no  right  beyond  that  of  a  monthly  tenant? — Very  possibly.*' 

18.  The  next  proceeding  was  a  letter  of  the  4th  of  December  from  VuUiamy  to  Discussions 
Villiers,  ofifering  him  the  land  on  the  terms  set  out  in  the  resolution  above  quoted.    An  a*  ^e  Board, 
answer  was  written  by  Villiers  on  the  same  day  accepting  these  terms.  Q*  ^^^  *'- 

The  Committee  met  again  on  the  8th  of  December,  when  a  letter  from  Pyke  was  *^' 
opened  and  read,  in  which  he  stated  that  he  was  prepared  to  offer  for  the  plot  of  land 
4,000/.  a  year  ground  rent,  adding  in  a  postscript,  "  Should  there  be  any  other  scheme 
**  in  the  mode  of  rental,  such  as  a  premium  or  otherwise,  I  trust  I  may  be  allowed 
**  the  offer  of  the  same." 

The  only  action  taken  upon  this  letter  was  to  acknowledge  its  receipt. 

Prior  to  the  meeting  of  the  Committee  the  question  had  been  raised  by  some 
members  of  the  Board  whether  the  transaction  with  Villiers  amounted  at  that  time 
to  a  binding  contract.  The  solicitor,  being  appealed  to,  advised  that  there  being  no 
document  under  seal,  the  Board  was  not  bound.  Thereupon  Mr.  Edwards  moved,  and  q.  199  et 
Lord  F.  FitzRoy  seconded,  a  proposal  to  repudiate  the  letter  written  by  the  architect,  seq. 
and  to  advertise  the  land  for  public  tender.  To  tJiis  an  amendment  was  moved  by 
Mr.  Harben,  and  seconded  by  Mr.  Buntz,  "  That  the  resolution  of  the  committee  on 
**  Monday  last  on  this  subject  be  adhered  to,  and  that  it  be  referred  to  the  solicitor 
**  to  carry  it  into  effect." 

The  amendment  was  carried  by  18  to   11,  and  this  practically  closed  the  transaction, 
though  other  dilatory  amendments  were  proposed.     On  the  9th  of  January  1885  the 
seal  of  the  Board  was  affixed  to  the  agreement,  notwithstanding  a  motion  by  Mr.  Cook  Conclusion 
that  the  seal  be  not  affixed.     The  resolution  to  affix  the  seal  was  carried  on  a  division  of  theagree- 
i.     1  o  X     10  ment  with 

by  18  to  12.  ViUiers. 

19.  We  may  state  here  at  once  that,  in  our  opinion,  the  Board  gravely  erred  in  thus  Reflection 
disposing  of  this  important  site  to  Villiers,  and  not  inviting  public  competition  ^^  .*^®  *^^* 

We  see  no  reason  to  suppose  that,  with  one  exception,  the  members  of  the  Board  induct  of 
who  advocated   and  supported  the  action  that  it  took   had  any  motive  to  favour  the  Board 
Villiers.     The  exception  we  refer  to  is  Mr.  Alderman  Saunders,  to  whose  engagement  considered. 
as  architect  of  the  new  Pavilion  building  we  shall  have  occasion  to  refer  bye  and  bye 
(see  para.  56  to   59).     We  believe  that  tSiey  were  honestly  actuated  by  the  desire  to 
do  what  was  right,  and  to  make  the  best  arrangement  possible  m  the  public  interest. 
When  the  definite  oflFer  of  Pyke  was  before  the  Committee  on  the  8th  of  December  we 
think  it  probable  that  many  of  the  members  shared  Selway's  view,  that  although  the 
Board  was  not  legally  bound  to  Villiers,  it  was  morally  so  bound,  and  such  a  view 
was  not  altogether  unreasonable.     But  on  the  1st  of  December,  when  the  Board  was 
in  no  way  pledged  to  Villiers,  and  when  there  was  presented  to  its  members  only  an 
offer  from  nim,  which  they  were  unwilling  to  accept,  Pyke  asked  to  be  permitted  to 
tender.     Why  was  not  the  opportunity  of  doing  so  afforded  him  ?     We  have  already 
quoted  the  only  explanation  vouchsafed  to  us  on  behalf  of  the  Board,  which  is  to 
be  found  in  the  answers  given  by  Mr.  Selway,     We  have  no  hesitation  in  saying  that, 
in  our  opinion,  this  explanation  is  altogether  unsatisfactory.     No  doubt  the  members 
of  the  Board  who  thus  acted  were  influenced  by  the  idea  tibat  time  was  pressing,  that 
Villiers,  as  having  been  a  satisfactory  tenant,  had  some  claim  to  consideration,  and 
that  he  was  offering  as  much  as  their  own  architect  estimated  that  they  ought  to 
require.     They  were  also  informed  that  his  view  of  the  value  of  the  site  had  been 
confirmed  by  two  experienced  surveyors,  Mr.  B.eid  and  Mr.  Gates.     We  now  know 
that  these  gentlemen  were  never  professionally  consulted,  and  never  made  any  distinct 
report  as  to  the  value  of  the  site,  and  that  the  only  justification  (if  it  can  be  so  caUed)  Q-  6691  et 
for  VuUiamy's  statement  that  they  concurred  with  him  was  that  he  had  some  casual  Q^'iQogo 
conversation  with  them  on  the  subject.     But  the  members  of  the  Committee  were  not  ^z  ,eal 
aware  of  this.     After  making  due  allowance,  however,  for  all  these  considerations, 
we  repeat  that  a  serious  error  was  committed  in  not  inviting  public  competition,  and 
not  even  permitting  the  limited  competition  which  was  forced  upon  their  consideration 
by  Pyke's  application. 

Their  sole  duty  was  to  obtain,  in  the  public  interest,  the  best  terms  that  could  be 
had.  Villiers  had  no  real  claim  upon  them.  We  should  have  thought  it  was  obvious 
that  if  they  had  taken  the  natural  course  there  was  at  least  a  fair  prospect  of  better 
terms  being  obtained  than  those  offered  by  Villiers.  It  has  been  suggested  that  Pyke's 
offer  was  a  **  bogus ''  one ;  we  see  no  ground  for  thinking  so.     But  even  if  it  were,  Q.  1016. 

i    64142.  B 
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'<  Pavilion*'    wl\at  reason  wps  there  for  suppp^ng  th»t.uo,p^her  mojpaber  of  the  public  wo^ld  tpnder 

case.  more,  or  that  Villiers  himself,  under  the  stress  of  competition,  would  not  increase  his 

pflTer? 

That  the  Board's  action  was,  in  fact,  disadvantageous  from  a  pecuniary  point  of 
view,  appears  to  us  certain.     It  is  probable  that  20,(XX)f.   at  least  might  have  been 

Q.  3S36.  obtained  beyond  what  the  Board  actually  received.  Villiers  himsetf  says,  "The 
"  moment  I  received  that  letter  from  the  Board  saying  I  might  tender,  in  my  im- 
*'  pression  the  rest  remained  only  a  question  of  negotiation.  T  was  prepared  to 
"  negotiate  on  any  terms  the  Board  might  stipulate. 

*'  Q.  ^^837.  Whatever  terms  Mr.  Robertson  or  Mr.  Vulliamy  or  Mr.  Groddard  had 
"  determined  upon,  those  you  were  determined  to  give,  I  understand  ? — ^Yes." 

Q.  3930.  And  in  a  letter  written  on  the  12th  of  May  of  the  present  year  by  Goddard  to 

Villiers,  he  says : — *'  I  feel  that  I  did  not  get  the  full  value  for  the  land ;  my  valuation 
"  was  7s.  per  foot,  and  20,000?.  for  the  licenses.  I  was  persuaded  by  the  arguments 
"  of  Robertson  that  the  land  was  only  worth  5«.,  as  I  see  now,  that  he  might  have  his 
'*  restaurant  the  cheaper.'*  This  letter  commences  with  the  statement  that  the  writer 
had  resolved,  though  it  involved  ruin  to  him,  "  to  make  a  clean  breast  of  it  and  take 
"  his  punishment.'*  And  further  on  he  says : — **  If  I  concealed  anything  at  the 
"  enquiry  I  should  be  liable  to  perjury,  whereas  a  revelation  gets  a  bill  of  discharge." 
It  has  been  suggested  that  at  the  time  Goddard  wrote  this  letter  his  mind  was 
unhinged,  and  that  the  statements  contained  in  it  cannot  be  relied  on.  We  see  no 
reason  for  such  a  conclusion,  though  his  health  was  no  doubt  seriously  affected,  and 

Q.  3723.  we  were  satisfied  that  there  would  have  been  risk  to  his  life  if  we  had  attempted 
to  examine  him  as  a  witness. 

The  action  of  the  majority  of  the  Board  is  the  more  to  be  regretted,  inasmuch  as 
they  were,  though  unconsciously,  playing  into  the  hands  of  Goddard  and  Robertson, 
whose  disgraceful  scheme  they  would  have  gone  far  to  defeat  if  they  had  taken  the 
right  course. 

Conduct  of  20.  Before  passing  to  other  matters  we  will  complete  the  narration  of  the  circum- 
w^^^^  ^^  stances  connected  with  the  Pavilion  site,  so  far  as  they  concern  Goddard,  Robertson, 
considered,      ^nd  Vllhers. 

In  October  1885  it  was  arranged  that  two  leases  of  the  site  should  be  granted  by  the 
Board,  the  one  of  that  portion  on  which  the  Pavilion  was  built  at  a  rental  of  2,650Z., 
and  the  other  of  the  part  upon  which  the  restaurant  was  erected,  at  a  rental  of  360Z. 
On  the  5th  of  February  following  Villiers  obtained  from  the  Board  a  license  to  assign 
the  lease  of  the  restaurant  plot  to  William  Wedderspoon  Grey,  Robertson's  brother. 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that  the  arrangement  deposed  to  by  Villiers  was  strictly  carried 
out.  The  result,  however,  did  not  fulfil  the  expectations  entertained.  An  endeavour 
was  unsuccessfully  made  to  form  a  company  to  purchase  the  Piccadilly  restaurant. 
The  company  was  duly  registered,  the  memorandum  of  association  being  signed  by 
J.  Thompson  (a  brother-in-law  of  Robertson's),  W.  Pett,  Clements,  Larkin,  Hobspn, 
W.  W.  Grey,  and  John  Grey  (another  brother  of  Robertson),  each  for  one  share.  But 
the  attempt  to  float  the  company  failed,  and  Robertson,  and  possibly  Grey  (though 
we  do  not  know  what  the  arrangement  between  them  really  was),  lost  a  considerable 
sum  of  money. 

Villiers  continued  paying  Goddard  at  the  rate  of  200Z.  a  year  after  the  New  Pavilion 
was  opened;  two  payments  being  made,  one  of  lOOZ.,  and  the  other  of  501.  In 
December  1886,  Villiers  sold  the  Pavilion  to  a  company,  receiving  the  purchase 
money  partly  in  cash  and  partly  in  debentures  of  the  company.  5,000Z.  of  these 
debentures  he  made  over  to  Goddard,  and  at  a  later  date  gave  him  1,000Z.  in  cash, 
receiving  back  one  of  the  debentures.  Villiers'  explanation  of  this  transaction  is  con- 
tained in  the  following  answers  :— 

"  Q.  3882.  Did  you  give  Goddard  5,000Z.  of  those  debentures  ?— Yes. 

**  Q.  3883.  What  was  that  for  ? — ^That  was  for  his  assistance  in  obtaining  the  site, 
and  for  his  previous  services  and  supervision,  as  he  was  the  custodian  or  censor  of  the 
place. 

"  Q.  3895.  Had  there  been  any  conversation  between  you  and  Goddard,  or  any 
promise  which  led  to  your  giving  him  the  5,000Z.  in  debentures  ? — It  was  tindei^stoc>d 
that  he  was  to  have  that  in  compensation,  because  there  was  nothing  gained  out  of 
the  site.     It  was  a  failure. 

"  Q.  3896.  It  turned  out  th^t  the  site  [of  the  Piccadilly  Restaurant]  did  not  realise 
the  amount  it  was  expected  it  would.  That  was  when  they  attempted  to  turn  it 
into  a  company  ? — Yes ;  it  did  not  turn  into  a  company,  it  did  not  float.     There  was 
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Hotting  going,  and  he  considered  he  was  entitled  from  me  to.  an  equivalent  of  the  "  PavUion " 
200Z.  a  year  that  he  had,  or  something  for  his  assistance  in  the  matter.  ^^*^' 

21.  It  is  unnecessary  for  us  to  characterise  the  conduct  of  Goddard  and  Robertson 
in  rdation  to  the  Pavilion  site.  The  transaction  carries  its  own  condemnation  on  the 
face  of  it.  Their  duty  was  to  advise  and  to  assist  the  Board,  to  the  best  of  their 
ability,  to  obtain  the  highest  possible  price  for  the  land  that  was  to  be  disposed  of. 
Notwithstanding  this,  they  entered  into  a  secret  arrangement  which  made  it  their 
direct  interest  to  advise  and  act  in  the  very  contraiy  direction  to  that  which  their  duty 
dictated.  A  more  scandalous  breach  of  their  obligation  to  their  employers  it  is 
scarcely  possible  to  conceive. 

22.  The  transaction  with  which  we  have  hithei*to  been  dealing  was  not  the  only 
instimce  in  which  Goddard  and  Robertson  used  their  official  position  and  knowledge 
to  further  their  own  pecuniary  interests.  They  have  done  so  in  many  other  cases 
both  previously  and  since.  Before  detailing  these,  we  will  call  attention  to  the  position 
whieh  each  of  them  from  time  to  time  occupied  imder  the  Board. 

23.  Goddard's  first   connexion  with  the   Board  was  a   temporary  engagement   in  Position  of 
December  1862,  as  assistant  in  the  architect's  department  at  three  guineas  a  week.  [jj*/.^w*^*  ^d 
In  November  1863  he  was  appointed  to  a  similar  post  at  a  salary  of  300^.  a   year.  After  *^^ 
His  salary  was  increased  from  time  to  time  until,  at  Christmas  1871,  it  stood  at  425i.,  Q.  5592. 
with  the  right  to  an  annual  increment  of  25/.  until  it  reached  500Z.  a  year.     In  January 

1873  it  was  resolved  that  Goddard  should  be  in  future  designated  ^'  Chief  Assistant 
Surveyor  and  Valuer,*'  and  that  his  salary  should  be  raised  to  6001.  per  annum.  It 
was  again  raised  in  1876  and  1880,  and  in  1882  it  was  fixed  at  1,000Z.  per  annum. 

The  position  which  Goddard  occupied  in  the  oflBce  may  be  gathered  from  his  own 
words,  contained  in  a  circular  letter  addressed  by  him  to  the  Chairman  and  members 
of  the  Board,  when  applying  in  June  1886  for  the  office  of  superintending  architect 
in  succession  to  VuUiamy. 

"  I  am  near  the  fulfilment  of  24  years  of  service,  during  20  of  which  I  have  had 
the  control  of  all  the  valuations,  estimates,  purchases,  pricing  of  the  Board's  surplus 
lands,  &c. 

"  In  the  past  15  years  I  have  had  to  give  evidence  before  the  Houses  of  Parliament 
on  the  Board's  Bills  and  contra,  juries,  arbitrations.  Royal  Commissions  of  Enquiry, 
and  other  public  bodies,  practically  acting  in  the  capacity  of  chief. 

"  For  many  years  past  all  reports  upon  compensations,  valuations,  and  estimates 
have  been  dealt  with  by  me,  Mr.  Vulliamy  merely  signing  when  submitted  to  him, 
and  all  negotiations  have  been  conducted  by  me." 

24.  In    1866   Robertson,   being  then   16   years   old,   received  the  appointment  of  Position  of 
assistant  clerk  in  the  accountant's  department  at  a  salary  of  60Z.  a  year.     In  1868  he  A^p"^*^^ 
was  transferred  to  the  superintending  architect's  department  at  90Z.  a  year.     In  1874  q.  5410. 
the  architect  testified  to  his  **  zeal,  care,  and  ability,"  and  he  was  promoted  to  be  a 
second  class  assistant  clerk,  with  a  salary  commencing  at  162Z.  10«.     In  1875  he  was 

placed  amongst  the  first  class  officers  at  a  minimum  salary  of  200i.,  the  architect 
reporting  that  he  had  "  always  shown  great  aptitude  and  attention  to  business,  and 
"  taken  a  very  responsible  and  prominent  part  in  the  compensation  office.*'  In  1882 
it  was  resolved  that  he  should  be  in  future  designated  "  Assistant  Surveyor,*'  and  his 
salary,  which  had  in  the  meantime  been  raised  to  400Z.,  was,  in  1884,  fixed  at  425 Z. 
a  year. 

25.  Mr.  Ryde,  the  well-known  surveyor  who  appeared  as  a  witness  before  us,  states  other  cases 
that  some  20  years  ago   Mr.  Marrable,  who   had  been  for  a  time   superintending  ofillegiti- 
architect  to  the  Board,  but  was  then  in  private  practice,  asked  him  to  act  as  referee  ^^^^  P*^^" 
in  a  dispute  between  Q-oddard  and  himself.     Ryde  enquired  what  was  the  nature  of  G^dard. 
the  reference  which  it  was  desired  he  should  undertake.     Marrable  then  told  him  that  Q.  5593  et 
some  time  after  he  left  the  Board  Goddard  said  to  him  "  We  are  about  to  buy  the  land  *«y- 

•*  for  the  Thames  Embankment.  I  shall  meet  with  a  number  of  claimants  who  are 
•*  without  a  surveyor.  I  can  say  to  them,  *  Mr.  Marrable  is  a  surveyor  who  has  great 
*<  *  influence  with  the  Board  by  reason  of  his  former  connexion  with  it.  If  you  put 
**  '  your  cases  into  his  hands  he  will  get  you  large  compensation.*  If  I  send  such 
*•  people  to  you  will  you  give  me  one-third  of  your  fees."  Marrable  further  told 
Byde  that  he  agreed  to  Goddard's  proposal,  and  that  a  number  of  compensation 
cases  came  into  his  Hands  in  consequence  of  this  arrangement.  Marrable  undertook 
these  cases  on  the  terms  that?  he  was  to  receive  5  per  cent,  commission  on  the  com- 
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pensation  obtained.  He  took  the  view  that  Goddard  was,  under  their  arrangement, 
only  entitled  to  one-third  of  the  surveyor's  fee  allowed  to  the  claimants  by  the  Board, 
and  sent  him  a  cheque  for  that  amount.  Goddard,  on  the  other  hand,  contended  that 
he  was  entitled  to  one-third  of  the  5  per  cent.,  which  was  a  larger  sum.  Hence  the 
dispute  in  respect  of  which  Ryde's  services  were  invoked  as  arbitrator.  That  gentle- 
man however  refused  to  have  anything  to  do  with  the  matter,  pointing  out  to 
Marrable  how  improper  the  transaction  was. 

If  Goddard  really  entered  into  this  arrangement,  his  misconduct  commenced  at  an 
early  period  of  his  employment  by  the  Board.  But  as,  for  the  reason  stated  above, 
we  were  unable  to  call  Goddard  as  a  witness,  and  as  Marrable  died  some  years  ago, 
we  do  not  think  it  right  to  lay  any  stress  upon  it. 

26.  We  pass  on,  therefore,  to  cases  in  which  we  have  the  direct  evidence  of  persons 
concerned  in  making  illegitimate  payments  to  Goddard.  In  the  year  1866  Mr.  Robert 
Reid  was  first  employed  by  the  Board  as  an  auctioneer  and  valuer  in  compensation 
cases.  In  1870  Goddard  intimated  to  Reid  that  he  should  expect  him  to  pay 
something  out  of  the  fees  he  received  from  the  Board.  Reid  was  very  averse  to 
entertaining  this  suggestion,  but  fearing  that  Goddard  might,  as  he  intimated,  have 
opportunities  of  diverting  business  wluch  would  otherwise  come  to  him  from  the 
Board,  he  submitted,  and  paid  Goddard  various  sums  from  time  to  time  out  of  the 
commissions  he  received,  such  payments  amounting  to  about  15  per  cent,  of  the  sums 
received.  Down  to  1879  only  YlOl.  was  paid  in  this  way,  but  the  payments  afterwards 
increased  considerably  in  amount.  The  largest  sum  which  Goddard  received  from 
this  source  in  any  one  year  was  354J.  in  1883,  and  the  last  payment  was  145Z.  on  the 
7th  of  April  in  the  present  year. 

27.  A  more  definite  arrangement  was  entered  into  with  another  firm,  Messrs.  Fleuret 
and  Son,  who  made  valuations  in  connexion  with  public-house  property  which  was 
taken  by  the  Board.  They  first  began  to  do  work  for  the  Board  about  the  year  1873, 
and  it  was  then  agreed  that  they  should  allow  Goddard  one-third  of  the  commission 
they  received.  This  commission  was  fixed  upon  a  certain  scale  proportioned  to  the 
amoimt  at  which  the  compensation  was  settled,  whether  it  was  assessed  by  arbitrators 
or  a  jury,  or  was  arrived  at,  as  was  not  unfrequently  the  case,  by  agreement  between 
the  Board  and  the  claimant.  The  terms  of  the  settlement  undoubtedly  rested  very 
much  with  Goddard,  who  was  the  chief  valuer  to  the  Board,  and  on  whose  experience 
and  advice  reliance  was  naturally  placed.  It  will  be  observed  that  whilst  his  duty 
was  to  stand  out  for  the  best  terms  that  he  could  make  for  the  Board,  and  to  reduce 
the  amount  of  compensation  to  the  lowest  possible  figure,  his  interest  lay  in  exactly 
the  opposite  direction.  Fleuret  and  Reid  both  state  that  Goddard  appeared  to  fight 
his  best  for  the  Board,  and  they  suggest  that  the  difierence  between  the  sum  which 
he  would  receive,  whether  the  compensation  were,  within  any  conceivable  limits,  larger 
or  smaller,  was  so  insignificant  as  to  offer  no  real  temptation  to  unfair  dealing  on 
his  part.  But  allowing  full  force  to  this  consideration,  it  is  manifest  that  the  same 
vigilance  and  zeal  in  protecting  an  employers  interest  cannot  be  reckoned  upon 
where  the  person  employed  has  a  direct  pecuniary  motive  to  relax  his  vigilance  and 
diminish  his  zeal  as  where  he  has  no  such  motive. 

It  is  not  only  because  he  thus  placed  himself  in  a  position  in  which  it  was  to  his 
advantage  to  betray  his  trust  that  Goddard's  conduct  must  be  condemned,  but  also 
on  account  of  the  manner  in  which  he  used  the  confidence  known  to  be  reposed  in 
him  to  extort  payments  from  those  whose  services  the  Board  engaged,  by  threatening 
to  divert  the  employment  to  other  channels. 

28.  Another  transaction  of  a  similar  character  was  that  with  Mr.  Miles,  who  was 
also  employed  by  the  Board  with  reference  to  public-house  property.  As  long  ago 
as  1879,  Goddard  borrowed  lOOZ.  of  Mr.  Lovejoy,  a  former  partner  of  Miles,  which 
he  never  repaid.  But  no  payments  were  made  by  Miles  to  Goddard  imtil  1882, 
between  which  date  and  1885  he  received  268Z.  According  to  Miles  there  was  no 
imderstanding  that  he  should  give  a  certain  percentage  ;  Goddard  had  the  figures 
himself,  and  when  he  called  used  to  make  special  reference  to  the  commission  on 
the  sale  of  public-house  property,  and  say : — "  I  think  you  ought  to  give  me  so  much 
''  more  out  of  that."  In  March  of  this  year  he  came  to  Miles  and  pressed  him  for  a 
further  payment  on  account  of  the  pecuniary  difficulties  in  which  he  was  involved. 
He  based  his  appeal  on  the  professional  advantages  in  connexion  with  the  Board 
which  he  was  in  a  position  to  extend  to  or  withdraw  from  Miles,  who  "  preferring, 
''  of  course,  to  have  him  as  a  friend  rather  than  an  enemy,"  handed  him  100/. 
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29.  One  other  case  of  a  somewhat  different  character,  in  which  Goddard  received 
payments  from  a  surveyor  employed  by  the  Board,  must  be  referred  to.     The  firm 
of  Henry  Haines  and  Sons,  who  did  work  for  the  Board  from  time  to  time  for  a  Q-  ^742,  et 
period  extending  over  many  years,  made  an  arrangement  more  than  24  years  ago  by  *^^* 
winch,  when  that  firm  were  engaged  to  value  licensed  property,  Goddard  was  to  supply 
them  with  a  profit  and  loss  account  of   the  trade,  and  to  receive   for  so  doing  a 
payment  of  2Z.  2«.  or  so  in  each  case.     The  total  amount  received  in  this  way  was 
only  173Z.  and  the  matter  is  not  of  any  great  importance  though  we  may  suspect  that 
the  payments  ought  to  have  been  received  by  the  Board  rather  than  Goddard. 

In  addition  to  the  sum  we  have  mentioned  as  paid  by  his  firm,  Mr.  Eaines  made 
a  payment  of  52Z.  10«.  to  Goddard  in  connexion  with  the  Criterion  Theatre.  This  is 
a  matter  of  greater  importance,  but  we  reserve  any  further  statement  with  regard 
to  it  until  we  deal  hereafter  with  the  whole  of  the  circumstances  relating  to  the  closing 
and  reconstruction  of  that  theatre. 

30.  We  have  now  to  notice  cases  of  payments  made  to  Goddard  by  persons  who  Il^ti"J^*f 
became  tenants  of  the  Board.  Their  aspect  is  different  from  that  of  the  payments  G^dard  by 
made  by  the  auctioneers  and  valuers,  but  no  less  serious.  persons  who 

In  1874  Mr.  Thomas  Legge  became  the  tenant  of  the  '*  Yorkshire  Grey,"  a  public-  became 
house  which  had  been  acquired  by  the  Board  for  the  purposes  of  the  Theobalds  Road  ^^^^ 
improvements.     He   had   known  Robertson  for   some  years  previously,  and  it  was  ..  -g--    ' 
owing   to  Robertson's   introduction   of   him    to   Goddard  that   he    becanie    tenant.  ^ 
Although  it  is  anticipating  somewhat,  inasmuch  as  we  shall  hereafter  deal  separately  Cageofthe 
with  the  monies  improperly  received  by  Robertson,  it    will  be  convenient  to   call  "Yorkshire 
attention  at  once   to   the   payments  made  to  him  by  h^gge  in  connexion  with  the  Grey." 
*'  Yorkshire  Grey."    The  action  of  Robertson  and  Goddard  in  reference  to  this  trans- 
action is  so  much  mixed  up  that  it  would  only  cause  confusion  if  we  were  to  attempt 
to  deal  with  it  separately. 

During  the  time  that  Le^ge  occupied  the  "  Yorkshire  Grey "  as  tenant  he  made 
Robertson  presents  amountmg  to  about  40/.,  as  he  states,  "for  his  introduction." 
At  the  end  of  1877  Legge  was  desirous  of  becoming  the  purchaser  of  the  site  on 
which,  when  the  improvement  was  carried  out,  a  new  house  could  be  erected.  He 
told  Robertson  that  he  should  be  prepared  to  give  a  fair  sum  for  it,  who  replied  that 
if  he  liked  to  submit  a  price  it  should  be  put  before  the  Board.  Legge  accordingly 
offered  2,500Z.,  which  was  accepted.  When  he  applied  for  the  site,  Kobertson  said 
that  2,0()0Z.  would  have  to  be  given  to  somebody,  to  which  Legge  replied  "  Very  well. 
"  If  I  can  get  the  license  for  the  new  site  I  can  afford  to  give  it.  If  I  do  not  get 
**  the  license  then  I  shall  not  be  able  to  give  anything.*'  The  license  was  afterwards 
granted,  and  the  2,000Z.  was  paid,  according  to  Legge,  to  a  nominee  of  Goddard's. 
He  was  unable  to  give  us  the  name  of  this  nominee,  but  stated  it  was  by  Robertson's 
direction  that  he  made  the  payment  in  this  way.  Ho  could  not  tell  us  either  the 
manner  in  which  the  money  was  paid,  but  said  that  he  thought  it  was  paid  by  his 
order  out  of  certain  monies  he  borrowed.  However  this  may  be,  we  do  not  see  any 
sufficient  reason  for  doubting  Legge's  assertion  that  he  did  in  fact  disburse  this 
money,  and  that  it  found  its  way  either  to  Goddard  or  Robertson,  or  partly  to  one 
and  partly  to  the  other. 

31.  One  other  transaction  in  which  Goddard  took  an  active  part  remains  to  be  Cases  of  tho 
described.  IS^^^^ 

8ome  years  ago  a  Mr.  Stephens,  who  was  at  that  time  tenant  to  the  Board  of  the  tiie**Crown/' 
**  Carpenter's  Arms "   in  Farringdon  Street,  asked  Mr.  F.  Gannaway  to  take  over  his  q  ^^^  ^^ 
licence  for  a  time,  as  he  was  about  to  apply  on  behalf  of  the  Board  for  a  licence  for  ,^y^ 
another  site  somewhere  in  the  neighboumood.     The  business<i)till  remained  Stephens', 
the  connexion  of  Gannaway  with  it  being  merely  nominal.     On  a  later  occasion  he 
rendered  a  similar  service  in  respect  of  another  house  of  which  Stephens  was  tenant. 
On  that  occasion  he  pointed  out  to  Goddard  that  he  had  done  the  Board  some  service, 
and  that  if  they  had  a  public-house  to  dispose  of  he  should  be  ^^o,  to  take  it     A 
few  months  afterwards  he  received  a  communication  stating  that  uie  Board  was  about 
to  take  over  a  house  in  Whitecross  Street,  St.  Lukes,  and  that  if  it  suited  him  he 
could  make  a  tender  for  it.     He  accordingly  offered  the  Board  the  rental  paid  by  the 
previous  occupier,  and  was  accepted  as  tenant. 

Soon  after  he  was  in  the  house,  Stephens  intimated  to  him  that  150Z.  was  required 
of  him  in  relation  to  the  transaction.     He  accordingly  went  and  saw  Goddard. 

His  account  of  what  passed   is  as  follows :   "  I  told  him  what  the  message  was  I 
**  had  received  from  Stephens.     He   said   something   to  me  in  Latin  which  I  could 
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"  not  catcli — a  Latin  quotation  which  he  would  not  repeat — and  I  have  not  been  able 
"  to  find  out  what  it  was  since,  though  I  have  taki^n  a  great '  deal,  of  tro\ible.  After-' 
"  wards  te  said,  *  Well,  you  had  better  pay  Mr.  Stephens/  I  saw  which  way  the  wind 
bldw  then,  and  I  went  away."  After  some  days'  consideration  he  gave  Stephens  a 
cheque  for  150Z. 

Alter  Gahnaway  left  this  house,  upon  its  sale  by  the  Board,  he  applied  to  Goddard! 
for  the  tenancy  of  the  **  Crown  **  in  Crown  Street,  with  the  proprietor  of  which  the 
Board  had  just  settled. 

Having  ascertained  that  the  net  ratitig  of  the  house  was  3001.  a  year,  he  ofifered  to 
becoihe  tentat  at  that  rental,  and  his  offer  was  accepted.  A  few  weeks  only  elapsed 
when  he  receiviBd  an  intimation  that  Goddard  desired  to  see  him.  Past  experience 
enabled  Gannaway  readily  to  guess  what  this  meant.  He  therefore  went  to  see 
Goddard  provided  with  a  blank  envelope  containing  a  cheque  for  751.  He  describes 
Q.  7087.  his  interview  as  follows : — "  After  some  little  conversation  about  commonplace  matters, 
I  put  the  blank  envelope  down  on  hi«  desk,  and  I  said,  '  There  is  something  in 
"  *  that  envelope.*  He  looked  at  it  and  said  '  Well,  all  right,  you  will  be  able  to 
"  *  give  me  two  of  these  a  year.'  I  was  astounded,  and  I  said  *  You  are  putting  the 
"  *  screw  on  me  terribly.'  He  said,  '  Oh  well,  you  know  how  to  work  up  a  business ; 
''  *  you  tell  me  you  are  doing  very  well.'  At  that  time  he  had  looked  to  see  how 
"  much  was  in  the  envelope.  I  said  I  could  not  do  it.  He  said,  *  I  want  the 
"  other  particularly  in  a  month,' — the  other  751.  I  said  I  would  see  what  I  could 
"d4)." 

Gtmnaway  paid  this  75i.  at  the  end  of  a  month,  and  before  he  left  the  house  in 
July  1886  made  two  other  payments  to  Goddard  of  751.  and  37Z.  lOs. 

32.  It  is  obvious  that  in  these  transactions  with  Legge  and  Gannaway  the  Board 
was  distinctly  defrauded.  If  it  was  worth  Legge's  while  to  pay  Goddard  or  Robertson 
2,000L  for  the  license,  that  sum,  if  they  had  done  their  duty,  could  and  ought  to  have 
been  secured  for  th?  Board..  And  there  can  be  little  or  no  doubt  that  if  Goddard 
had  been  consultiag  his  employers'  interests,  and  not  his  own,  more  advantageous 
terms,  either  in  the  shape  of  a  premium  or  a  higher  rental  could  have  been  obtained 

>  from  Gannaway. 

33.  We  have  no  means  of  telling  whether  all  the  cases  in  which  Goddard  abused 
his  position  for  his  own  ends  have  come  to  our  knowledge.  But  it  is  of  little  moment 
whether  therp  were  toy  or  even  many  other  such  cases.  Enough  has  transpired  to 
show  that  foi"  many  years,  if  not  during  the  whole  time  that  he  was  in  the  service 
of  the  Board,  he  was  altogether  undeserving '  of  the  coilfidence  imdoubtedly  reposed 
in  him. 

Proceedings        34.  In  turning  now  to  consider  the  proceedings  of  Robertson,  and  the  light  which 

of  Robertson,  hag  been '  thrown  on  them  by  the  evidence  we  have  taken,  it  may  be  well  to  recall 

the  mode  in  which  the  Board  were  in  the  habit  of  dealing  with  the  disposal  of  the 

large  areas  of  surplus  lands  which  from  time  to  time  remained  on  their  hands  as 

the  result  of  the  street  improvements  which  iJiey  carried  out.     During  the  period  with 

Q.260et       which  we  are  specially  concerned,  the  public  were  in  general  invited  to  tender  for 

seg.  these  surplus  lands.     The  tenders  were  opened  by  the  chairman,  and  then  considered 

and  dealt  with  by  the  Works  and  General  Purposes  Committee.     To  guide  them  in 

their  deliberations  they  were  informed  whether  the  tender  was  or  was  not  in  excess 

of  the  Slim  fixed  by  the  superintending  architect  as  the  minimum  which   ought  to 

be  accepted.     The  architect  did  not  in  practice  communicate  this  sum  to  the  Com^ 

mittee,  and  it  was  supposed  to  be  known  t6  himself  alone.     In  point  of  fact,  however, 

there   can   be  no  doub^  that  Robertson  also  was   acquainted  with  it,  and  that  the 

minimum   price  was  really  determined  on  in   consultation   between  Robertson   and 

Vulliamy.     And  during  recent  years  there  is  reason  to  suppose  that  Robertson  took 

the  most  active  part  in   settling  what  price  should  be  required  from  applicants  for 

sites.     We  have  already  drawn  attention  (para.  14.)  to  the  fact  that,,  in  the  later  years 

of  his  life,  Vulliamy  depended  much  upon  the  advice  of  his  subordinates.     Indeed, 

Q.  3144  et      we  were   informed  by  Mr.  Harper,  a  clerk  in  the  architect's  department,  that  from 

seq.  the  year  1878  until   a   recent  period,  when  he  was  transferred  to  other  duties,  the 

body  of  the  reports  signed  by  Vulliamy  was  written  by  Harper,  and  either  '  dictated 

by  Robertson  or  copied  from  drafts  made  by  him. 

It  is  necessary  to  bear  these  facts  in  miind  in  ordet'  correctly  ^to  appreciate  the 
action  taken  '  by  Robertson  in  relation  to  the  letting  and  "purcliase  of  various  sites 
to  which  we  will  now  call  attentipn.  '         ■  ^       ^  .  •    -  ». 
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3$.  Wehave.ift  a  preceding  paragraph  (para.  3pL)  narrated  what  passed  between 
Sob^rtsopi,  ^nd  Legge  with  reference  to  the  punchase  by  the  latter  of  the  site  of 
the  "  Yorkshire  Grey."  This  was  not  the  only  transaction  in  which  these  two  were 
^ngagej. 

in  1878  Legge^  in  consequence  of  conversations  with  Robertson,  applied  for  an  Leases  in 
80  years'  lease  of  two   properties  in  Tite  Street,  Chelsea,  belonging  to  the  Board.  ^*®  Street, 
Legge  states  that  his  offer  was  accepted,  and  that  he  became  the  lessee.     Two  years  o^alofif 
afterwards  he  asked  Robertson  to  get  rid  of  the  leases  for  him.     To  this,  Robertson  J^, 
replied  that  he  was  willing  to  give  260Z.  for  them.     This  proposal  was  assented  to 
by  Legge,  and  they  were  thereupon,  at  Robertson's  request,  transferred  to  a  Mr.  Larkin, 
who  was  unquestionably  merely  a  nominee  of  Robertson ;  this  course  being  obviously 
adopted  to  prevent  the  Board  knowing  that  Robertson  had  become  possessed  of  the 
leasee.     On  the  production  to  us  by  the  Board  of  the  documents  relating  to  these 
tanansactions,  it  appeared  that,   in  April  1878,  the  architect  presented  a  tender  by 
Legge  for  certain  of  the  plots  at  80L   per  annum,  and  reported  that  his  valuation 
was  84Z.     It  was  accordingly  resolved  to  offer  the  plots  to  Legge  at  that  rental,  and 
the  architect  afterwards  reported  that  Legge  had  accepted  the  Board's  terms.     In 
the  month  of  June,  following  th^  architect  reported  that  Legge  had  agreed  to  take 
another  plot  at  the  same ,  rental  as  that  to  be  paid  for  those  already  agreed  fot, 
adding  '*  the  Committee  will  please  therefore  instruct  the  solicitor  to  include  plot  46 
"  in  the  agreement  with  Mr.  Legge,  under  which  the  total  rent  payable  will  be  98/. 
"  per  annum."     These  reports  were  signed  by  VuUiamy,  but  the  body  of  them  is  in 
Robertson's  handwriting. 

In  December  1883  Messrs.  Haigh  and  Agar,  Robertson's  solicitors  wrote,  really 
on  his  behalf,  though  nominally  on  behalf  of  Larkin,  offering  28  years'  purchase 
for  the  freehold.  The  architect  recommended  that  this  offer  should  be  accepted, 
which  was  accordingly  done. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  trace  the  further  dealings  with  these  properties.  They  were 
ultimately  sold  to  the  Prudential  Insurance  Company  at  a  profit  to  Robertson  trf 
2,453Z.  11«.  Sd:    (See  page  175  of  Notes  of  Evidence.) 

To  complete  the  narrative  of  'Robertson's  transactions  with  Legge  we  may  add  that  The^Arti- 
the  latter  paid  to  the  former  251.  in  conneidoh  Hvith  two  public  houses,  the  choke"  and 
"  Artichoke  "  and  the  "  Nag's  Head,"  of  which  he  became  tenant  to  the  Board.  h^^'^    b- 

36.  In    1878,  John  Grey,  one  of  Robertson's  brothers,  was  offered  by  the  Board  lic^^o^s^s. 

a  lease  for  80  years  of   the  site  of  the   "Old  Swan"   in  Bethnal  Green  at  a  rent  a^^s*^^^ 
of  70/.  per  annum,  with  a  peppercorn  for  the  first  year  and  l,000i.  to  be  paid  if  a  BethnaT*^' 
license  was  granted  to  the  new  building.     This  offer  was  accepted  by  Mr.  Haigh  on  Green, 
behalf  of  Grey.     But  he  states  his  impression  to  be  that  at  that  time  the  transaction  Q.  5098  ee 
was  really  Robertson's,  Grey  being  his  nominee.     The  freehold  of  the  site  was  after-  '^9- 
wards  purchased  from   the  Board.     It  is  not  easy,  nor  is  it  very  material,  to  trace 
the  subsequent  dealings  with  these  premises.     But  we  are  satisfied  that  the  transaction 
resulted  in  a  considerable  profit  to  Grey,  or  more  probably  to  Robertson. 

We  may  state  at  this  point  that  we  were  not  able  do  secure  the  attendance  of  either 
of  Robertson's  brothers,  W.  W.  or  J.  Grey.  As  far  as  we  could  learn  they  left  this 
coimtry  either  immediately  before  or  shortly  after  our  inquiries  commenced. 

We  have  not  been  able  to  fathom  all  the  circumstances  connected  with  the  "  Old 
Swan."  That  there  was  something  more  discreditable  in  Robertson's  conduct  than 
the  mere  fact  that  he  obtained  the  lease  of  the  house  in  his  brother's  name  appears 
highly  probable.  For  in  a  letter  written  by  Goddard  to  Villiers  on  the  22nd  of 
February  last  occurs  the  following  passage :  "  You  recollect  the  matter  of  the  '  Swan,' 
"  Bethnal  Green ;  there  were  some  compromising  papers  in  his  (Robertson!s)  possession 
"  relative  to  that  and  some  other  things  in  the  earlier  part  of  our  acquaintance ;  these 
"he  held  as  blackmail  over  my  head,  and  threatened,  appealing  at  the  same  time  to 
"  my  sense  of  justice,  as  he  had  lost  over  6,000i.  on  the  Piccadilly  Restaurant 
"  .  .  .  I  returned  him  all  that  I  had  of  the  *  Swan '  to  get  rid  of  anything  in  which 
"  Jr. had  been  concerned  with  him." 

37.  The  tiext   transactions   to  which   we  must  call  attention  are  those  in  which  lUegitimate 
Mr.  Henry  Clarke  and  Robertson  were  concerned.     They  appear  to  have  come  into  P^^™®^^  ^ 
cdmmtinication  first  about  a  piece  of  land  in  Shoreditch  belonging  to  the  Board,  which  (d  g^rk 
Clarke  feared  was   about  to  be  taken  by  some  person  in  the  same  trade  as  himself.  Clarke. 

In  the  course  of  their  interviews  about  this  matter  Clarke  stated  that  if  there  were  Q.  4629  et 
any  small  plot  of  land  to  be  disposed  of,  belonging  to  the  Board,  he  should  be  glad  ^^9* 
to,  hear  of  it.     Robertson  mentioned  a  comer  site  in  Bedf ordbury.     For  this  Clarke  Q.  4633. 
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tendered  500i,,  which  was  refused,  Robertson  told  him  he  thought  it  was  worth 
l,000i.  Eventually  Clarke  offered  900Z.,  or  928/.,  he  is  not  sure  which,  but  he 
obtained  it  for  the  latter  sum.  By  Robertson  s  recommendation  Clarke  did  not 
make  the  offer  in  his  own  name  but  in  that  of  Farebrother.  Shortly  after  the  purchase 
Clarke  let  the  land  on  lease  for  63/,  a  year,  and  on  doing  so  gave  Robertson  a  cheque 
for  ten  guineas.  Later  on  he  sold  the  freehold  at  a  profit  of  500/.,  out  of  which 
he  gave  Robertson  a  further  sum  of  50/. 
Q.  4646e^  The  next  speculation  in  which  the  two  were  concerned  was  in  the  purchase  from 

seq,  the  Board  of  certain  land  in  Commercial  Street,  in  which  they  were  to  be  interested 

in  equal  shares,  but  for  which  Clarke  found  all  the  money.  This  is  still  imsold. 
Some  time  afterwards  Clarke  tendered  for  and  obtained  a  site  in  Goulston  Street 
for  2,950/.  According  to  Clarke's  account  he  said  to  Robertson,  "  Tou  have  found 
"  no  money ;  I  cannot  have  you  in  a  matter  of  this  kind  if  you  are  not  going  to 
"  find  any  money,"  to  which  Robertson  replied :  "  Oh*  well,  it*s  too  bad  that  1  should 
"  be  in  the  bad  speculation,  and  if  this  is  to  prove  a  good  one  I  should  not  be  in 
*'  this,"  and  he  was  prevailed  upon  to  agree  to  let  him  share  in  the  speculation.  The 
land  was  shortly  afterwards  sold,  and  of  the  profit  one  half,  viz.  1,541/.,  went  into 
Robertson's  pocket.  In  addition  to  this  Robertson  received  a  further  sum  of  320/.  10«., 
being  half  tne  profit  of  a  site  at  Camberwell  which  Clarke  had  tendered  for  at  his 
suggestion,  and  had  obtained  from  the  Board  for  2,200/. 

(2)ByMeB8r8.      38.  About  the  same  time  that  these  ioint  speculations  with  Clarke  were  going  on, 

Kent  and       Robertson  was  also  deriving  pecuniary  benefit  from  certain  transactions  between  two 

°''  builders,  named  Kent  and  King,  and  the  Board.     In  1881  Kent  spoke  to  Robertson 

Q.  4969e^      about    a    plot  of    land    in   Church   Street,    and    learned  what  Robertson    thought 

*«y.  "  would  go  through "   if  he   "  went  in  for  it."     After  he  had  obtained  the  land,  and 

whilst  he  was  building  upon  it,  Robertson  paid  him  many  visits,  sometimes  in  the 

morning  and  sometimes  in   the  evening,      ultimately  Kent  handed  him  a  cheque 

for  20/.     His  explanation  of  the  occurrence  appears  from  the  following  answers : — 

"  Q.  4977.  What  did  you  give  him  the  cheque  for  20/.  for? — Because  he  was  con- 
tinually to  and  fro,  and  I  thought  it  was  wise  to  give  it  to  him. 

*'  Q.  4978.  Tou  judged  that  he  expected  something  of  the  sort  ? — Yes." 
When  Kent  had  nearly  finished  the  buildings  upon  the  plot  Robertson  asked  for 
another  60/.,  and  on  Kent  responding  with  an  exclamation  of  surprise,  said  "  You 
"  have  got  your  land  pretty  cheap,  and  there  is  one  wall  that  you  have  not  had 
"  to  pay  for  that  belonged  to  the  Board  of  Works.  I  think  you  sho^ld  stand 
"  another  50/."  In  the  end  Kent  yielded  and  paid  the  money.  He  also  tendered  for 
some  plots  in  Great  Eastern  Street  at  Robertson's  instance,  and  agreed  to  give  him 
100/.  in  respect  of  them,  an  agreement  which  he  afterwards  performed. 

But  the  most  important  advantage  which  Robertson  obtained  from  his  dealings  with 
Kent  was  in  connexion  with  two  buildings  in  the  Clerkenwell  Road  belonging  to  the 
Board.  Robertson  introduced  the  matter  to  Kent  and  King,  telling  them  that  they 
must  pay  him  something  if  they  got  the  buildings  from  the  Board.  After  some 
deliberation  they  informed  him  that  they  were  willing  to  give  8,000/.  for  the 
buildings.  Robertson  thereupon  fixed  500/.  as  the  sum  he  was  to  receive.  A  tender 
was  accordingly  sent  in  offering  8,000/. :  this  was  not  accepted.  An  interview  with 
Robertson  followed,  in  which  he  said,  "  You  will  have  to  spring  another  500/.*' 
Before,  however,  the  amended  tender  was  transmitted  to  the  Board  he  came  again 
to  see  Kent.  What  passed  is  best  stated  in  Kent's  own  words : — "  First  of  all  he 
"  said,  *  You  are  still  prepared  to  give  8,500Z.'  I  said,  '  Yes.'  He  said,  '  Well,  you 
"  '  will  be  able  to  get  it  for  8,250/.  Now  1  ought  to  have  that  250/.  You  do  not 
"  '  lose  anything  by  it.'  I  said,  *  No,  I  will  speak  to  Mr.  King.'  So  I  did,  and  we 
*'  agreed  on  it.  He  said,  *  This  is  very  funny :  you  will  each  of  you  give  250/. ; 
"  *  you  250/.,  Mr.  Kmg  250/.,  and  the  Board  250/.'  The  transaction  went  through 
"  in  that  way."  The  tender  for  8,250/.  was  duly  made  and  accepted,  and  Robertson 
received  the  750Z. 
Q.  6046  et  ^^  addition  to  the  payment  just  referred  to,  King  gave  Robertson  money  with 
$eq.  reference   to   a  small  plot  in  the  Northumberland  Avenue.     Robertson  told  him  the 

amount  it  would  be  wise  to  tender  for  it,  and  King  promised  that  if  he  got  it 
at  that  price  he  would  give  him  100/.  The  tender  was  made  and  accepted  in  due 
course,  and  the  100/.  paid  to  Robertson. 

mOTite  by  ^^-  ^^®  dealings  of  Robertson  with  a  builder  named  HartnoU  were  of  a  somewhat 

Mr.HartnoU.  diflferent  character,  but  even  more  profitable  to  Robertson.     HartnoU  first  tendered 
Q.  4474  ei      for  a  site  in  Goulston  Street,  on  which  he  erected  some  artisans'  dwellings.     Robertson, 
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he  BtateB,  asmsted  him  with  advice  as  regards  the  plan  of  the  buildings,  and  for 
this  he  gave  him  the  sum  of  500Z.  He  was  not  quite  clear  whether  or  not  he 
had  engaged  Robertson's  services  before  he  obtained  the  site,  but  it  would  rather 
appear  that  he  had.  He  obtained  several  other  sites,  some  at  sales  by  auction, 
others,  and  the  greater  number,  by  tender  or  private  contract,  and  in  respect  of  these 
he  paid  Robertson  sums  of  500/.,  250/.,  and  100/.  His  suggestion  is  that  these 
moneys  were  given  for  Robertson's  advice  in  order  that  he  might  be  the  more  sure 
of  having  his  plans  speedily  and  without  difficulty  approved  of.  But  it  is  impossible 
not  to  suspect  that  he  anticipated  that  he  would  by  this  means  obtain  the  sites  he 
sought  to  purchase  on  more  favourable  terms.  However  this  may  be,  it  is  clear  that, 
having  once  experienced  how  easily  money  migjit  be  earned  from  HartnoU  in  respect 
of  a  site  of  which  he  became  possessed,  Robertson  had  the  strongest  motive  for 
assisting  so  generous  an  employer  to  become  possessed  of  others. 

40.  Robertson's  connexion  with  Mr.  Statham  Hobson  was  also  of  a  very  profitable  (4)  By  Mr. 
description.     The  latter  became  the  lessee  of  the  site  on  which  the  building  of  the  S*J|^ 
Colonial  Institute  now  stands,  and  granted  to   that  body  a  lease   at   a  very  large     ^     °' 
advance  upon  the  rental  which  he  agreed  to  pay  to  the  Board.     He  was  afterwards  p^nkd 
desirous  of  becoming  the  owner  of  the  freehold,  so  that  he  might  be   in   a  better  institute, 
position   to   deal  with   those  who  were   complaining   that  their  ancient  lights  were  Q.  2874  et 
being    interfered  with.      Accordingly,  in  March  1884,   he   asked   to   be   allowed  to  **^* 
purchase  it  within  two  years  at  26  years'  purchase.    Mr.  Vulliamy  reported  that  the  Q*  1307  et 
board   had  granted  the  option  of  securing  the  freehold  at  25  years'  purchase  to  other  '^^' 
tenants,  and  would  no  doubt  have  granted  the  same  privilege  to  Hobson  if  he  had 
stipulated  for  it  in  making  his  tender.     Notwithstanding  this  report,  the  Board,  on 
the  19th  of  May  1884,  refused  to  entertain  the  proposal. 

On  the  23rd  of  May  Hobson  wrote  to  the  Board  a  letter  in  which  he  asked  them  to 
seU  the  freehold  to  Mr.  Phillips  (in  whose  name  the  tender  had  been  made),  adding, 
"  though  several  of  his  neighbours  have  the  right  of  buying  from  the  Board  at  25 
"  yeara'  purchase,  I  cannot  ask  for  this,  but  must  leave  your  Board  to  say  what  price 
"  they  would  consider  it  fair  to  fix  under  the  circumstances." 

On  the  26th  of  May  the  matter  again  came  before  the  Board,  or  rather  the  Works 
Committee.  A  motion  was  made  that  Phillips  should  be  allowed  to  have  the  land  at 
26  years'  purchase.  To  this  an  amendment  was  moved  that  the  Board  was  not 
prepared  to  sell  the  freehold.  This  amendment  was  lost,  as  was  also  another,  that 
he  should  be  allowed  to  have  the  land  at  27  years'  purchase.  But  a  further 
amendment  that  he  be  allowed  to  have  it  at  25  years'  purchase  was  carried  by  13  to  8. 

Hobson  states  that  before  he  received  any  official  notification  of  this  result  he  met 
Robertson  in  Spring  Gardens,  who  told  him  that  the  Board  had  consented  to  take 
25  years'  purchase,  whereupon  he  said,  *'  Twenty-five !  I  am  delighted  to  hear  it,  and  I  Q-  2893. 
"  shall  certainly  make  you  a  present  if  it  goes  through."  On  the  same  day,  in  July 
1885,  that  the  purchase  was  finally  completed,  and  payment  made  to  the  Board,  he 
fulfilled  his  promise  by  presenting  Robertson  with  3501.  Hobson  protests  that  this 
was  not  given  Robertson  for  doing  anything,  or  under  the  impression  that  he  had 
done  anything  for  him.  When  the  question  whether  such  was  the  case  was  put  to 
him,  his  answer  was  as  follows: — "Not  at  all.  I  know  it  is  almost  impossible  to  Q*290l. 
"  believe  this,  but  I  assure  you  it  was  a  piece  of  spontaneous  generosity  on  my  part. 
"  I  had  been  actually  offering  this  Board  26  or  27  years'  purchase,  and  they  had 
**  taken  25 ;  and  I  said,  *  Well,  I  shall  make  you  a  present  when  I  have  completed 
**  '  it/  " 

Hobson  certainly  had  every  reason  to  be  delighted.  The  site  which  he  obtained 
from  the  Board  at  5601.  a  year  he  had  very  shortly  afterwards  let  at  a  rental  of. 
1,090Z.,  and  whilst  he  obtamed  the  freehold  at  25  years'  purchase  of  the  lower,  he 
succeeded  in  selling  it  in  the  following  year  at  28  years'  purchase  of  the  higher 
rental.  Although  Hobson  states  that  he  was  moved  to  promise  the  S501.  by  a  fit  of 
generosity  alone,  we  cannot  but  observe  that  the  promise  was  coupled  with  the 
condition  that  the  transaction  should  be  carried  through,  and  that  the  payment  was 
actually  made  at  the  very  time  of  ,its  completion.  And  it  is  impossible  to  avoid  a 
doubt  whether  his  action  was  not  also  stimulated  by  the  idea  that  Robertson  was  a 
person  worth  making  a  friend  of  by  one  engaged  in  land  speculations,  and  who 
would  contemplate  the  possibility,  or  even  probability,  of  desiring  to  purchase  lands 
belonging  to  the  Board. 

41.  Whilst  we  reserve  for   subsequent  consideration    the  action  of  the   Board   in  Action  of  the 
relation  to  the  letting  of  sites,  it  will  be  convenient  to  express  our  opinion  at  once  ^*^^^"" 
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Q.  1317. 


Other 

transactions 

between 

Robertson 

and  Statbam 

,Hobson. 

Sites  in 
Clerken- 
well  and 
Shaftesbury 
Avenue. 

Q.  3177  et 
seq. 

Q.  2889. 
Q.  7391. 


Q.  7396  et 
seq. 


(5)  Pay- 
ments  bj 
Stimson. 
Q.  40546^ 
seq^ 

Q.  4863. 


with  i!eferepce.  tp.  %  sal^  of  this  ^eel^ol^.,^  "V^e  pjj^  qyai^.,ji;iiiftW^  t^TUttddi^teftd^liQilr 
tlie  majority  of  me  committee,  wao  sauctii^ed  the  sale,  came  to  peirsuacl^  t^emseitfM 
that  they  were  jixstified  in  so  , doing.  ..  Mx,  Selw^ry,  .who  wpved  lihe  aW»diB©H(t 
allowing  the  sale  at  25  years'  purchase,  when  asked  why  he  moved  it,  repUed : 
"  Because  almost  all  the  other .  tenants  of  the  Board  in  Northumberland  Aymub 
"  had  been  allowed  to  purchase  at  25  years^  and  I  felt,  and  I  think  the  majority jof 
"  the  Board  felt,  that  if  they  had  asked  for  that  privilege  it  would  certai^y  ha^e 
*^  been  granted  to  them;  and  we  did  not  think  it  right  to  levy^  shall  I  say,  any  tftx 
'*  upon  them  because  they  had  made  that  omjbsipn.  We  thought,  therefore,  it  was 
"  fair  to  treat  them  as  others  had  been  treated.  Your  Lordship  will  observe  ths^ 
*'  when  that  amendment  was  put  as  a  substantive  resolution,  it  was  carried  by/Jj8 
'*  against  7."  .  ,     ^ 

We  cannot  accept  this  explanation  as  in  any  degree  satisfactory*  Hobson  had 
not  Ijhe  slightest  claim  to  be  allowed  to  purchase  at  all,  and  still  less  on  the  terms 
which  some  of  his  neighbours  had  made  part  oif  their  bargaiii  when  tendering  for  their 
sites.  To  speak  of  it  as  '*  levying  a  tax "  Upon  Hobson,  if  he  were  required  to  paiy 
more  than  his  neighbours,  appears  to  us  preposterous.  The  Board  was  bound  to  get 
the  best  price  it  could.  That  this  was  not  done  is  clear,*  for  the  purchaser  had 
himself  stated  that  he  was  willing  to  give  more,  and  could  not  expect  to  obtain 
the  land  for  the  25  years'  purchase  which  his  neighbours  had  stipulated  for.  In  oui* 
opinion,  those  who  supported  the  proposal  by  their  votes  failed  in  their  duty,  and  their 
proceeding  is  the  more  unintelligible,  because  as  we  have  seen  the  very  same  propos;^! 
had  been  summarily  rejected  only  the  previous  week.  But  as  far  as  we  can  see  they 
were  not  actuated  by  any  corrupt  motives. 

42.  Whatever  may  have  been  the  real  inducement  to  Hobson  to  give  Robertson 
the  S50Z.  in  July  1885,  there  can  be  no  doubt  as  to  the  motives  whidi  dictated  the 
making  of  other  gifts.  Hobson  became  largely  interested  in  lands  disposed  of  by 
the  Board  both  in  Clerkenwell  and  in  the  Shaftesbury  Avenue.  Although  some  of 
these  sites  are  still  on  his  han/is  it  is  certain  that  his  transactions  with  the  Board 
have  been,  on  the  whole,  very  profitable.  It  is  unnecessary  to  state  them  in  detail. 
But  we  may  mention  that  one  plot  in  Clerkenwell,  which  he  purchased  filom  the  Board 
for  1,500^.,  he  sold  within  a  year  for  3,000^.,  and  in  another  instance  he  secured  d. 
purchaser  at  a  profit  to  himself  not  far  short  of  2,000/.,  before  he  had  actually 
obtained  the  land  from  the  Board.  To  this  we  shall  have  to  refer  hereafter  in 
connexion  with  another  part  of  the  case.  Dealing  for  the  present  only  with  his 
connexion  with  Robertson,  we  find  that  he  gave  him  several  hundred  pounds  (whether 
480Z.  or  650Z.  is  not  very  clear)  with  reference  to  the  Shaftesbury  Avenue  sites.  He 
explains  these  payments  by  saying  that  Robertson  had  assisted  him  with  his  advice  ais 
to  suitable  sites,  and  how  land  could  be  utilised  without  interfering  with  ancient 
lights.  But  it  is  difficult  to  accept  such  an  explanation  in  the  face  of  the  agreemeilt 
by  which  he  imdertook  to  pay  Robertson  one-eighth  of  the  profit  which  he  might 
make  on  his  Shaftesbury  Avenue  sites.  This  agreement,  which  was  drawn  out  by 
Robertson  for  his  signature,  was  entered  into  **  about  the  time  he  was  tendering  for 
**  the  Shaftesbury  Avenue  sites."  ,  It  is  si^ificant  that  when  the  inqui^  into 
Robertson's  conduct  first  began  to  be  made  by  the  Board,  this  agreement  with  Hobsoii 
was  cancelled.  He  suggests  that  the  two  events  were  not  connected,  that  he  objected 
to  the  arrangement,  and  that  Robertson  said,  **  Very  well,  give  me  what  you  like." 
Although,  as  we  have  said,  Hobson  paid  Robertson  several  hundred  pounds  in 
connexion  with  Shaftesbury  Avenue,  he  did  not,  he  states,  give  him  one-eighth  of 
his  profits. 

We  do  not  feel  by  any  means  sure  that  if  all  had  gone  smoothly,  and  no  ras*- 
picion  had  attached  to  Robertson,  the  agreed  share  would  not  have  been  paid,  and 
further  speculations  entered  upon.  At  all  events  it  is  easy  enough  to  understand  why 
Hobson  should  have  obtained  sites  from  the  Board  by  tender  on  very  favourable  termsi 

43.  In  or  shortly  before  1882  Mr.  Stimson  was  employed  to  sell  certain  lands  by 
auction  for  the  Board.  He  straightway  promised  to  give  Robertson  one-third  of  ^Jiq 
commission  he  received,  and  in  pursuance  of  this  promise  paid  various  sums  from 
time  to  time,  amounting  altogether  to  more  than  400Z.  Stimson's  explanation  to 
us  of  these  payments  was  as  follows: — '*In  business  we  have  to  do  it.  I*  is  sp 
"  usual  and  customairy  in  these  days  of  competition,  that  unless  you  let  some  on^ 
*'  share  with  you,  or  pay  them  something,  business  is  next  to  impossible."  We  fear 
this  is  only  too  true ;  but  in  our  judgment  it  does  not  excuse  paym^its  made  to  an 
official  under  such  circumstances  without  the  knowledge  of  his  employers. 
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-^:  It  is  unnecessary  to  dwell  upon  the   incidents  of   one  or  two  other  isolated  Robertson's 
infirtances,  in  which  we  have  evidence  of  the  receipt  of  money  by  Robertson  for  similar  conduct  con- 
services.     In  his  case;  as  in  the  case  of  Goddar4  we  are  by  no  means  sure  that  we  ^^^^'®^ 
Have  been  niade  acquainted  with  all  the  malpriactices  of  which  he  was  guilty,  but 
ehbugh  has  been  ascertained  to  make  it  clear  that  he  grossly  betrayed  his  trusty  and 
that  hiB^  conduct  was  perhaps  even  more  disgraceful  than  Goddard's. 

We  have  no  dpubt  that  the  evidence  from  which  we  haye  derived  the  facts  above 
detailed -"^^y  sju^stantially  be  relied  qn,  tJbiQugh  ttiere  ^as  probably  a  desire  on  the 
part  of  some  OT  /perhaps  ?^11.  the  witnesses  to  m^e  th^  payments  look  less  like  bribes 
than  they  really  were.  Tie  case  against  Robertson  does  not  rest  on  the  mere  istate- 
ment  of  the  persons  who  made  the  payments  ;  the  monies  were  traced  in  most  cases 
into^hid  ba'ttking' accoiint.  '  ' 

45.  On' the  third  tday  of  our  inquiry  Robertson  was  called  as  a  witness.     It  will  Robertson 
be  well  to  cite  in  his  own  language  some  of  the  answers  which  he  then  gave.  ^^Scom- 

"  Q.  970.' When  was -th^  arrangemetit  first  made  between  Mr.   Villiers  and   any  mission, 
other  persons  as  to  a  part  of  Hhe  Pavilioii  site  being  occupied  by  a  restaurant,  to  His  evi- 

S^ur  faiowledge  ? — The  first  that  I  heard  of  it  was  from  a  brother  who  told  me  that  f<p^^^*^f 
r.  Villiers  had  spoken  to  him  on  iihe  subject.  ^5^* 

**  Q.  S[yi.*  Wheh  was  that| — Tha^b  ^^puld  be  some  time  ^  Janus^,  shortly  after 
Mr.  v  DhV*s  gbV  his  ^4^^eeih^ 

"  Q.  972.  Had  you  not  heard  any  such  suggestions  until  after  Mr.  Villiers  had  got 
his  agireeinent  l-^I  heaard  nd  sugglaBtian  ^rf  the  kind  until  my  brother  liold  me  of  it." 

*^Q.ij979,  Ajbthentimie  wh«n  you  suggested  Mr.  Villiers  sending  in  an  application, 
or  ptevioufl  to  that  tiliie^had  any  oommutiicBtion  taken  place  between  you  or  your 
bt*dthier,  or  ^on  asud  Mr.  ViUiers,'  with  reference  to  your  brother  having  part  of  the 
sit^  if  he  did  rio  ?— Not  the  slightest ;  it  was  not  dreamt  of. 

.  "  Q,.  980;  Neither  between  you  and  your,  brother  nor  between  you  and  Mr.  Villiers  ? 
-r-Never  mooted.     It  was  not  thought  otf . 

"  Q.  981.  Had  you  no  conversation  with  your  brother  aa  to  what  he  was  going 
to  do  when  Idiese  premises  [the  *  Black  Horse ']  disappeared  ? — ^I  recollect  on  one 
occasion  asking  him  what  he  was  going  to  do  when  they  disappeared,  and  he  did  not 
seem  to  haye  a  very  clear  idea  of  what  he  was  going  to  do.  He  had  no  project  formed 
then. 

"  Q.  982.  Do  you  say  that  it  was  not  xmtil  January  that  you  had  any  conversation 
with  him  upon  the  subject  I — ^I  am  perfectly  certe>in  that  it  was  not  until  after 
Mr.  Villiers  had  got  his  agreement  from  itiifei  Board." 

At  the  tune  when  the  above  questions  were  put  to  Bobertson  we  had  no  information 
as  to  the  arrangement  deposed  to   by  Villiers  :  they  were  pa^mpted  merely  by  con- 
jectan»w     But  in  view  of  V^iers'  evidence,,  amply  corroborated  as  it  is,  it  is  manifest 
that .  Robertson,  in  the  answers  we  havd  ^quoted,  was  grossly  misleading  us,  and  it  is 
diffioi^lt  not  to  Wieve  that  he  was  wilfuJly  doing  so.     It  is  equally  difficult  to  avoid  His  evidence 
that  conclusion  when  considering,  in   the  light  of  Hobson's  evidence,  his  answers  on  the 
to  the  questions  put  to  him  wiSi  regard  to  the  Colonial  Institute  site.     Th^  are  ^^^^^j^^^' 
as  follows :— r 

**Q,  1195.  Did  you  have  any  pecuniary  transaction  in  relation  to  the  land  on 
whieh  the  Colonial  Institute  is  now  built  ? — None  whatever. 

"  Q.  1196.  At  no  time  ? — ^At  no  time  whatever.  ^ 

•*  Q.  1197.  With  nobody  ?— And  with  nobody. 

"Q.  1198.  You  did  not  make  anything  out  of  it? — Not  a  shilling;  never  dreamt 
of  it. 

"  Q.  1199.  The  land  that  was  leased  to  Mr.  Phillips  was  afterwards  conveyed,  was 
it  not,  to  Mr.  Hobson? — ^I  believe  that  it  was  so;  it  did  not  come  within  my 
knowledge." 

Robertson  was  directed  to  attend  at  the  next  sitting  of  the  Commission,  and  to  Robertson 
bring  with  him  his  bank  book  and  other  documents.  He  was  not  in  attendance  when  ^^^conds. 
called,  and  it  afterwards  transpired  that  he  had  absconded.  His  partner,  Mr.  Putley, 
produced  a  letter  which  he  receiv€?d  from  him,  dated  on  the  day  on  which  he  should 
have  attended  before  the  Commission.  It  was  in  the  following  terms: — "Dear 
"  Putley,- — ^I  do  not  intend  to  trouble  the  court  with  my  attendance  to-day,  as  I  am 
*'  convinced  their  time  can  be  more  profitably  occupied  than  in  the  examination  of 
**  my  private  affairs.  I  will  write  to  you  as  soon  as  I  am  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of 
"  ^^ELolj  InipiiAtiotir 
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His  return 
and  appli- 
cation to  be 
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of  otlier 
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Matthew 
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Q.  8286. 
Q.  10,417. 


W.  Bradly. 
Little 
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Place. 
Purchase  of 
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which  he 
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Board  would 
have  to  take. 
Q.  7975  et 


Purchase  of 
property  in 
Deptford. 
Q.  8884  et 
seq. 

Fictitious 
proceedings. 


Q.  8927. 


Case  of  Mr» 
Hebb  and 
the  inspec- 
tion of 
theatres. 


Our  eflTortB  to  ascertain  his  whereabouts,  and  to  secure  his  attendance,  were 
unavailing.  Some  time  afterwards,  however,  when  the  evidence  given  by  Villiers, 
Hobson,  and  others,  became  public,  he  returned  to  this  country  and  tendered 
himself  to  be  further  examined.  We  have  not  hitherto  thought  it  expedient  to 
comply  with  his  desire.  We  are  not  satisfied  that  he  can  materially  add  to  our 
knowledge  of  the  facts,  and  we  are  certainly  not  disposed,  unless  there  is  some  good 
reason  for  doing  so,  to  aflEbrd  him  the  opportunity  of  making  a  true  and  full  disclosure, 
and  so  entitle  him  to  a  certificate  indemnifying  him  against  the  consequences  of  his 
misdeeds.  It  was  no  doubt  the  desire  of  obtaining  such  a  certificate  that  led  him, 
when  he  found  that  concealment  of  the  facts  was  no  longer  possible,  to  offer  to  make  a 
full  disclosure. 

44.  The  abuse  of  their  position  which  characterised  the  official  career  of  both 
Goddard  and  Robertson,  who  were  practically  the  heads  of  branches  of  the  superin- 
tending architect's  office,  was,  as  might  be  expected,  not  confined  to  them.  It 
extended  also  to  their  subordinates. 

Amongst  the  clerks  in  that  office  was  a  son  of  Goddard's  named  Matthew.  It 
was  part  of  his  duty,  under  his  father,  to  make  arrangements  for  the  temporary 
occupation  of  the  public-houses  which  came  into  the  possession  of  the  Board  until 
such  time  as  their  demolition  should  be  necessary  for  the  execution  of  the  works 
for  the  purpose  of  which  they  were  acquired.  In  at  least  1 6  cases  he  received  pay- 
ments from  the  tenants  whom  he  procured  for  different  public-houses.  These  payments 
varied  from  lOZ.  to  140Z.,  and  amounted  to  not  less  than  from  5001.  to  600?. 

45.  The  official  immediately  below  Goddard  in  the  valuation  department  of  the 
architect's  office  was  Mr.  W.  Bradly ;  and  in  that  capacity  he  assisted  in  making 
valuations  for  the  Board  of  the  amount  of  compensation  to  which  claimants  whose 
property  was  compulsorily  taken  were  entitled.  Having  become  aware  from  official 
sources  that  the  Board  would  have  to  take  some  houses  in  Little  Europa  Place, 
Battersea,  for  one  of  their  improvements,  he,  in  conjunction  with  a  surveyor  named 
Hards,  purchased  the  houses  for  the  sum  of  460Z.  The  assignment  of  the  property, 
which  was  leasehold,  was  not  taken  either  to  Bradly  or  Hards,  who  were  the  real  put- 
chasers,  but  the  name  of  Thomson,  who  was  a  clerk  of  Hards,  was  inserted  instead. 
He  figured  as  the  claimant  when  the  Board  afterwards  proceeded  to  purchase  the 
property,  and  the  transaction  was  carried  out  as  if  he  had  been  in  fact  the  owner. 
Bradly  in  usual  course  valued  the  property,  assessing  it  at  660/.  Goddard  put  it« 
value  higher,  viz.,  at  700Z.,  and  this  sum  was  paid  by  the  Board. 

In  November  1884  Bradly  and  Hards  purchased  by  auction  some  other  property  in 
Deptford  which  it  was  almost  certain  the  Board  would  have  to  take.  The  land  was 
acquired  for  1,375Z.  Although  Hards  found  the  money,  it  was  understood  that 
Bradly  was  to  have  a  share  of  the  profit.  When  the  Board  gave  notice  to  treat,  a 
claim  was  sent  in  for  4,300Z.  in  the  name  of  F.  W.  Francis,  who  was  a  schoolmaster 
having  no  interest  in  the  transaction  (for  which  he  received  lOL),  but  being  merely 
the  nominee  of  Hards  on  behalf  of  himself  and  Bradly.  The  claim  was  accomp^ed 
or  followed  by  a  report  on  the  value  of  the  property  by  Hards,  as  if  he  were  an 
independent  valuer  acting  for  the  owner.  The  Board  offered  2,850Z.,  and  on  the 
5th  of  January  1886  Hards  wrote  in  the  following  terms  : — "  I  have  seen  my  client  on 
"  your  offer  of  2,850/.,  with  which  he  seems  much  dissatisfied.  Without  consulting 
"  me  my  client  obtained  a  valuation  from  our  district  survevor,  Mr.  Tabberer,  and 
"  that  gentleman  fully  supports  my  views,  as  also  my  client  s,  which  are  pronounced 
*'  as  to  the  value  of  ^the  property."  Comment  upon  this  is  superfluous.  Mr.  Hards 
suggests  that  throughout  he  was  only  acting  as  any  other  surveyor  would  have  done. 
We  are  unwilling  to  believe  it ;  we  are  satisfied  that  such  a  representation  would 
be  repudiated  by  all  respectable  surveyors. 

Ultimately  the  claim  was  settled  for  3,000/.,  of  which  Bradly  received  500Z.  He 
valued  the  property  for  the  Board  at  2,600/.,  and  Goddard  at  3,000/.  It  is  fair 
to  state  that  Bradly  affirms  that  Goddard  was  altogether  ignorant  of  the  fact  that  he 
had  an  interest  in  the  land,  and  that  his  valuation  was  an  entirely  independent  one. 
But  in  any  view  the  transaction  was  not  creditable  either  to  Bradly  or  Hards. 

46.  The  only  other  officer  of  the  Board  to  whose  acts  we  must  draw  attention  is 
Mr.  Hebb,  who  for  the  last  ten  years  has  been,  under  the  superintending  architect, 
at  the  head  of  the  Building  Acts  branch  of  his  department.  That  branch  is  entrusted 
with  the  duties,  cast  upon  the  Board  by  the  Building  Acts,  of  seeing  that  the  require- 
ments of  those  Acts  are  complied  with  as  regards  the  construction  and  line  of  frontage 
of  buildings.     The  theatres  also  are  under  its  charge  so  far  as  the  Board  has  juris- 
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diction  over  them.     The  Acts  contain  or  sanction  provisions  requiring  the  gangways 
and  doors  of  theatres  to  be  kept  free  from  obstruction,  and  that  the  exits  should  be 
readily  accessible  in   case  of  panic.     Hebb  was  deputed  by  the  Board  to  exercise  the 
requisite  supervision  for  that  purpose.     All  that  lie  needed  to  do  in  the  discharge  of  his 
duties  was  to  visit  the  theatres  from  time  to  time  during  the  performances,  in  order 
to  see  that  the  regulations  of  the  Board   were  complied  with.     It  appears,  however,  His  appli- 
that  being  desirous  of  witnessing  the  performances  at  the  different  theatres,  he  was  p»^on  ^^^ 
for  some  years  in  the  habit  of  writing  to  the  managers  asking  for  boxes  or  stalls,  ^J^^ 
sometimes  for  himself    and  a  friend,  and   sometimes    for    members  of  his  family,  q  3230  et 
These  letters  were  written  on  oflBcial  paper  from  the  offices  of  the  Board,  and  in  one  seg. 
of  them,  addressed  to  Mr.  Augustus  Harris,  the  lessee  of  the  Drury  Lane  Theatre, 
when  his  request  for  a  box  had  not  been  at  once  complied  with,  he  reminded  Harris 
that  he  was  instructed  by  the  Board  to  visit  the  theatres  from  time  to  time  to  see  that 
its  orders  were  carried  out.     The   correspondence  with   Harris   produced  before  us 
extended  from  January  1884  to  December  1885,  and  may  probably  be  taken  as  a  fair 
sample  of  the  extent  of  his  applications  to  the  managers  of  other  leading  London 
theatres.     In  December  1885,  Mr.  Hare  of  the  St.  James'  Theatre  complained  to  the 
Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Hebb's  applications  for  tickets.     The  Chairman,  on  receipt 
of  this  letter,  sent  for  Hebb,  and  censured  him  for  having  made  such  an  application. 
Hebb  states  that  after  this  occurrence  he  made  no  request  to  any  manager  for  free 
admission  to  the  performances  at  his  theatre,  and  there  is  no  evidence  that  he  did  so. 

We  feel  bound  to  express  in  unequivocal  terms  our  sense  of  the  impropriety  of  His  conduct 
Hebb's  conduct.       Seeing  that  the  practice  we  are  constrained  to  condemn  ceased  considered, 
some  time  ago,  and  that  it  was  of  a  very  diflTerent  character  to  that  which  we  have  ^  ggg^ 
had  to  consider  in  the  case  of  other  oflBcials,  we  should  have  been  disposed  to  pass  q*  9443'. 
the  matter  over  lightly  but  for  the  fact  that  Mr.  Hebb  is  not  even  now  prepared  to  Q.  10,486. 
admit  that  he  has  done  anything  wrong. 

We  cannot,  as  we  have  said,  concur  in  the  view  that  he  was  guilty  of  no  impro- 
priety. It  appears  to  us  that  the  managers  of  the  theatres,  would  not  unnaturally 
regard  the  requests  for  tickets  as  demands,  and  the  free  admission  as  extorted  by  one 
who  had  the  power  to  report  them  unfavourably  to  the  Board.  We  are  willing  to 
believe  that  Mr.  Hebb  did  not  intend  the  reference  to  the  authority  he  was  empowered 
by  the  Board  to. exercise,  as  a  threat,  but  looking  at  his  conduct  in  the  most  favour- 
able light,  we  think  he  placed  himself  in  a  false  position  by  seeking  favours  at  the 
hands  of  those  whose  theatres  he  was  bound  to  supervise  without  prejudice  or  partiality. 
As  however  it  appears  that  he  ceased  applying  for  seats  at  any  theatre  as  soon  as  the 
Chairman  remonstrated  with  him,  even  though  that  remonstrance  applied  to  one 
theatre  only,  we  are  not  disposed  to  dwell  further  on  the  matter  or  to  regard  it  with 
any  great  severity. 

47.  There  is  no  evidence  that  he  misused  his  position  in  any  other  way,  though  it  The  "  Brix- 
was  not  unnatural  that  when  the  correspondence  with  Mr.  Harris,  to  which  we  have  ton  Rise" 
referred,  came  to  light,  other  acts  of  his  were  regarded  with  suspicion.     It  was  sug-  ^^*^- 
gested  that  he  had  been  actuated  by  corrupt  motives  in  fixing  the  line  of  frontage  $953^^  ^ 
at  a  certain  part  of  Brixton  Rise,  at  a  time  when,  after  the  death  of  Mr.  Vulliamy,  he  ^     '  . 
had  entrusted  to  him  the  statutory  power  vested  in  the  superintending  architect  of  §51^^ 
fixing  lines  of  frontage.     We  are  satisfied  that  there  is  no  ground  for  such  an  imputa- 
tion.    No   doubt  the  line  fixed  caused  dissatisfaction  to  many,  but  the  circumstances 
were  such  as  to  render  more  than  one  view  at  least  honestly  possible.     This  being  so, 
it  is  no  part  of  our  duty  to  express  any  opinion  whether  the  decision  arrived  at  was 
the  correct  one,  but  we  think  it  right  to  submit  for  consideration  whether  it  is  expedient 
that  a  matter,  often  of  so  much  importance  to  private  rights,  as  fixing  the  building 
line  in  public  streets,  should  be  left  to  the  uncontrolled  determination  of  the  superin- 
tending architect,  or  of  the  person  to  whom,  in  case  of  his  illness  or  absence,  that 
duty  may  be  assigned.     The  highest  Court  of  Appeal  has  decided  that  there  is  no 
power  of  reviewing  the  determination  thus  arrived  at,  and  however  clearly  erroneous 
it  may  be,  the  tribunals  have  no  alternative  but  to  enforce  it. 

We  venture  to  submit  that  some  provision  should  be  made  for  an  appeal  from  the 
certificate  of  the  Board's  architect  fixing  a  building  line.  The  Board  themselves 
proposed  by  a  Bill  introduced  by  them  during  the  present  session,  the  formation  of 
an  appeal  committ-ee  where  powers  might  be  invoked  in  cases  of  dissatisfaction  with 
the  certificate  of  the  architect. 

We  doubt  whether  this  proposal  would  work  satifactorily.  The  determination  of 
the  question  what  is  the  building  line  at  way  particular  place  requires,  no  doubt,  the 
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application  of  common  aense,  but  it  also  requires  to  «ome  extent  the  use  of  professional 
skill  and  experience.  We  asked  Mr.  Blashill,  the  present  superintending  architect, 
whether  he  had  any  suggestions  to  make  as  to  the  constitution  of  a  tribunal  of  appeal 
for  this  purpose.  He  has  put  before  us  a  scheme  by  which  the  tribunal  would  consist 
of  two  architects  nominated  by  the  Institution  of  British  Architects,  who  should  be 
Appendix  D.  associated  with  the  superintending  architect  himself.  His  reasons  for  this  suggestion 
will  be  found  in  his  letter  which  is  appended  to  our  B;eport.  We  quite  admit  the  weight 
of  those  reasons,  but  we  think  there  are,  on  the  other  hand,  objections  to  allowing 
the  person  appealed  from  to  form  part  of  the  tribunal  of  appeal.  We  do  not  think 
it  necessary  to  express  any  decided  opinion  on  the  point,  but  submit  the  whole  matter 
as  one  deserving  very  serious  coBsideration. 

48.  We  have  hitherto  confined  our  attention  mainly  to  acts  of  the  oflScials  of 
the  Board.     We  proceed  now  to  consider  the  action  of  gome  of  its  individual  members. 

There  is  ho  evidence  that  any  member  of  the  Board,  with  two  exceptions, 
derived  pecuniary  advantage  from  his  ofiBcial  positipn.  The  exceptions  to  wlnqh  we 
refer,  ar^  Mr.  Alderman  Saunders  and  Mr.  Fowler, 

Both  these  gentlemen  have  been  for  long  members  of  the  Bpard,  Alderman  Saunders 
for  25,  and  Mr.  Fowler  for  20  years.  Bach  of  them  practised  the  profession  of  an 
architect  in  relation  to  theatres  as  well  as  to  other  works,  and  it  is  to  their 
professional  connexion  with  matters  which  came  imder  their  cognisance  as  members 
of  the  Board,  that  we  have  to  call  attention. 

Although,  not  the  earliest  in  order  of  date,  it  will  be  convenient  to  begin  with  the 
facts  relating  to  two  cases,  in  which  they  were  both  professionally  concerned,  reserving 
until  afterwards  the  details  of  other  cases  in  which  they  were  separately  employed, 

49.  Before  going  further,  it  is  necessary  to  state  that  there  existed  a  permanent 
committee  of  the  Board,  called  the  Building  Acts  Committee,  to  which  all  appli- 
cations and  plans,  over  which  the  Board  had  jurisdiction  under  the  Building  Acts, 
were  referred  for  consideration.  Saunders  and  Fowler  were  both  members  of  this 
committee. 

Out  of  this  committee  a  sub-committee  was  formed  a  few  years  ago,  designated 
the  Theatres  Sub-Committee,  to  which  the  Building  Acts  Committee  generally  referred, 
for  report  to  them,  all  the  questions  relating  to  the  theatres  of  the  metropolis  with 
which  they  had  to  deal. 

This  sub-committee  originally  consisted  of  five  members  only,  of  whom  Fowler 
and  Saunders  were  two.  But  it  was  afterwards  enlarged,  until  the  number  amounted 
to  ten. 

50.  On  the  2l8t  October,  1882,  the  sub-committee  proceeded  to  view  (with  others), 
the  Criterion  Theatre.  Five  members  were  present,  and  amongst  them  Fowler  and 
Saunders.  On  the  24th  of  October,  a  meeting  of  the  sub-committee  was  held,  at 
which  it  was  resolved,  "  that  it  be  recommended  to  the  Building  Acts  Committee,  that 
''  the  Lord  Chamberlain  be  informed  that  the  Board  having  regard  to  the  peculiar 
*'  circumstances  surrounding  the  case  of  the  Criterion  Theatre,  are  of  opinion  that  the 
"  theatre  is  entirely  unfit  for  a  place  of  public  entertainment."  Prior  to  this  meeting 
of  the  sub-committee,  there  had  been  referred  to  them  for  consideration,  a  report  of  the 
chief  officer  of  the  fire  brigade  on  the  theatres  of  London,  in  which  he  pointed  out  the 
danger  which  would  arise  in  case  of  a  fire  at  the  Criterion  Theatre,  dwelling  especially 
upon  the  risk  attendant  on  its  depending  upon  artificial  ventilation.  They  also  had 
before  them  a  letter  from  Mr,  Verity,  the  architect  of  the  theatre,  stating  that  he  had 
been  instructed  to  carry  out  certain  alterations  suggested  by  Captain  Shaw. 

In  explanation  of  the  terms  of  the  resolution  we  have  quoted,  it  may  be  stated  that 
the  license  of  the  theatre  would  expire  on  the  following  30th  of  December,  and  on 
application  for  a  renewed  license,  the  Lord  Chamberlain  had  informed  the  proprietors 
that  the  license  would  be  a  provisional  one,  pending  the  report  of  the  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works,  whose  advice,  it  appears,  the  Lord  Chamberlain  had  sought  as  to  the 
condition  of  the  different  London  theatres,  with  reference  to  safety  in  case  of  fire. 

Ontl^0  31st  October,  the  resolution  of  the  Theatres  sub-committee,  came  before  the 
Building  Acts  Committee. 

A  proposal  that  the  sub-committee  should  be  authorifled  to  confer  with  the 
owners  of  thp  theatre  before  any  formal  report  was  made  to  the  Board  on  the  subject, 
was  defeated  in  favour  of  an  amendment,  approving  the  report  of  the  sub-committee 
rel^tiiig  to  the  theatre.  On  the  3rd  of  November,  the  report  of  the  Building  Acts 
Gpfnufittw  w^s  pqiwiflwe(J  by  the  Board,  who  adopted  it  and  resolved  accordingly. 
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Mn.  Verity  therefapoi^^  wrote  a  letter  to  tbe  ^'^Tiuftes'*  newspaper  with  reBped*  to  Cwofttw 
this  decision,  and  on  the  7th  of  November,  the  sub-committee  considered  that   lettelr,  S^*^*^ 
and  resolved  that  it  was  undesirable  at  that  time  to  take  any  action  with  regard  bo  it. 

51.  The  proprietors  of  the  theatre  were  naturally  much  troubled  and  embarrassed  Saunders 
at  the  position  in   which   they   found  themselves.     They  accordingly   engaged   the  a^^  Fowler 
iJervices  of  Mr.  Haines,  an  experienced  surveyor,  and  promised  him  1,000  guineas  if  ^^^°^"^*^^^ 
he  succeeded  in  obtaining  the  license.     He,  thereupon,  endeavoured  to  find  out  from  sionally. 
the  Board  what  their  objections  were,  but  he  states,  "  could  not  find  out  anything  at  Q-  6764  et 

**  all  about  it.     They  literally  gave  no  information  whatever  beyond  this,  that  in  the  *^5'- 
"  opinion  of  the  Board  the  house  was  unfit  for  a  theatre."     He  first  saw  Vulliamy  Q- 6774  ^f 
who  referred  him  to  Hebb.     But  he  could  not  get  any  information,  and   ultimately  *^^* 
took  counsel  with  Groddard,  who  advised  him  to  consult  Fowler  and  Saunders,  who 
were  architects  and  members  of  the  Board.     Haines  adopted   this   suggestion,   and 
itecordingly  Saw  those  gentlemen.     He  cannot  recollect  exactly  what  passed,  beyond 
the  fact,  that  he  pointed  out  the  difficulty  in  which  the  proprietors  of  the  theatre 
found  themselves.     He  thinks  each  of  them  said  h^  would  be  willing  to  advise.     We 
have  not  been  able  to  obtain  the  precise  date  when  Messrs.  Fowler  and  Saunders  were 
first  consulted,  but  it  must  have  been  prior  to  the  14th  of  November,  1882,  because 
on  that  day  Saunders  had  an  interview  with  Verity,  with  whom  Haines  had  put  him  in  0-  7164. 
communication.     Other  consultations  followed  as  to  the   plans   for  altering  the  con- 
struction of  the  theatre.     Verity  is  under  the  impression  that  very  little  assistance  or 
expenditure  of  his  time  was   given  by  Saunders.     The  latter  naturally  attaches   a 
higher  value  to  the  services  he  rendered,  but  we  do  not  think  the  matter  occupied  very 
noLUch   of  his    attention.       Fowler's    communications    appear    to    have    been    with 
Mr.  Webster,  the  contractor  for  Spiers  and  Pond,  except  that  he  had  a  general  conver-  q.  7432  et 
sation  with  Mr.  Spiers  on  the  whole  matter,  *'  how  to  make  the  theatre  better,  so  as  seq. 
"  to  satisfy  the  Board  of  Works."  Q-  7511  et 

^  seq. 

52.  We  resume  now  the  narrartive  of  the  proceedings   of  the   Board.      On   the  Proogegjagg 
13th  of  November,  Spiers  and  Pond  gave  notice  of  an  appeal  against  the  notice  of  ^  ^®^^*""*** 
the  Board  with  regard  to  structural  alterations  at  the  theatre.     On  the  21st  the  matter  ^^J      ^' 
was  considered  by  the    theatres  sub-committee,  who  resolved  that  Spiers  and  Pond 

be  informed  that  the  Board  had  merely  communicated  to  the  Lord  Chamberlain  their 
opinion  upon  the  theatre,  and  had  not  made  any  request  for  structural  alterations.  On 
the  20th  of  November,  Spiers  and  Pond,  after,  as  we  have  seen,  they  had  engaged  the 
services  of  Fowler  and  Saunders,  communicated  to  the  Board  that  they  were  prepared 
to  execute  extensive  works,  which  would,  by  means  of  open  areas,  give  all  the 
advantages  of  a  building  situate  on  the  street  level,  and  on  the  30th  of  November, 
they  requested  permission  to  attend  a  meeting  of  the  committee,  and  submit  plans 
showing  the  improvements  they  were  willing  fiO  make. 

It  was  resolved  by  the  Board  that  these  letters  should  be  referred  to  the  Building 
Acts  Committee  for  consideration,  with  power  to  confer  with  the  parties  interested. 

The  letters  and  some  plans  submitted  were  considered  at  meetings  of  the  theatres  Q.  6853  et 
sub-committee  on  the  5th  and  19th  of  December,  and  a  conference  was  had  with  ^eq. 
Mr.  Haines. 

On  the  5th  of  January  1883,  the  Board  resolved  "  that  the  Lord  Chamberlain  be  Q-?l89.* 
**  informed  that  the  Board  having  again  had  before  it  the  matter  of  the  Criterion 
"  Theatre,  is  of  opinion  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  close  the  theatre,  pending  the 
'♦  consideration  of  the  plans  now  before  the  Board,  and  that  his  Lordship  may  properly 
**  grant  a  provisional  license  thereto  for  a  period  of  three  months."  Accordingly, 
on  the  6th  of  January,  the  provisional  license  was  granted  by  the  Lord  Chamberlain. 

Some  difficulty  then  arose  in  acquiring  the  land  requisite  for  carrying  out  the  plans 
submitted  to  the  Board,  to  whom  this  fact  was  communicated  in  a  letter  of  the 
13th  of  January.  This  communication  was  considered  by  the  Theatres  sub-committee 
on  the  30th  of  January,  who,  in  consequence,  recommended  that  the  reference 
to  them  of  the  previous  communication  with  reference  to  the  proposed  alterations  at 
the  theatre  be  discharged. 

.  53.  On  or  after  the  29th  of  January,  Haines,  on  behalf  of  his  employers,  handed  PaTmenta  to 
to  Goddard  a  cheque  for  50  guineas,  ai^d  to  Fowler  and  Saunders  each  a  cheque  for  ^^^ 
100  guineas.      No  arrangement  i^pears  to  have  been  entered  into  with  either  of  the  and  Fowler. 
arehiteets  as  to  the  remuneration  they  were  to  receive,  aniel  no  claitti  to  have  been  Q.  6766  and 
sent  in  by  them.  ^775. 
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Case  of  the         54.  Shortly  before  the  9th  of   March,  drawings   of  proposed    alterations  to   the 

Criterion        theatre  appear  to  have  been  sent  to  the  Board ;  they  were  considered  by  the  Theatres 

^^^'        sub-committee   on    the    13th   of  March,    pursuant  to   a  reference  of  the   Building 

Acts  Committee  of  the  9th  of  that  month.      It  was  resolved,  on  a  motion  made  by 

Saunders,  and  seconded  by  Fowler,  that  the  superintending  architect  be  instructed 

to    report  to  the   sub-committee  upon   the    drawings  of  the    proposed   alterations, 

and  that  he  be   authorised  to  confer  with  the  owners  and  their  professional  advisers 

upon  the  subject,  and  to  suggest  the  propriety  of  continuing  the  proposed  new  area 

down  to  the  lowest  floor  of  the  building. 

Q.  6860.  On  the  3rd  of  April  a  report  was  read  from  the  superintending  architect,  prepared 

in  compliance  with  the  resolution  just  cited,  and  Mr.  Selway  moved  unsuccessfully, 

that  it  be  reported  to  the  Building  Acts  Committee  that  the  plans  had  been  carefully 

considered  by  the  sub-committee,  and  that  they  were  of  a  character  that  they  could 

not  recommend  the   Board    to  approve.       Further  consideration   of  the  application 

was  ultimately  adjourned. 

At  this  time  Saunders  was  still  in  communication  with  those  who  were  acting 
on  behalf  of  the  theatre,  for  on  the  5th  of  April  Verity  was  at  Saunders' 
Q.  6864.  office  with  Haines,  and  a  suggestion  was  made  that  they  should  meet  at  VuUiamy's 
office  on  the  12th  of  the  same  month,  which  they  accordingly  did,  Hebb  being  also 
present,  when  Verity  explained  the  plans  he  had  prepared.  On  the  24th  of  April  a 
further  report  was  read  at  a  meeting  of  the  sub-committee,  when  it  was  resolved 
that  the  architect  be  instructed  to  report  further  to  the  sub-committee  upon  the  details 
of  the  method  of  natural  ventilation,  by  which  it  was  proposed  to  supersede  the  present 
system  of  artificial  ventilation  in  the  theatre. 

A  question  was  then  raised  whether  the  Board  had  power   to   make  requisitions 

with  regard  to  ventilation,  and  they  were  advised  that  they  had  not.     Ultimately,  on 

the  22nd  of  May  1883,  it  was  resolved,  on  the  motion  of  Mr.  Fowler,  that  the  last 

set  of  drawings  submitted  should  be  approved  on  the  condition  that  the  apparatus  in 

1888,  June  1.  the  exhaust  chamber  on  the  gallery  level  should  be  removed.     On  the  1st  eJune  1883, 

Ifeetiiig  of      the  matter  came  before  the  Board,  when  some  members  stiU  took  exception  to  the 

ao^^^*  f    ^^*®ri^^  Theatre  being  allowed  to  be  rebuilt  upon  the  plans  which  had  been  passed 

Fo^^^d     t>y  the  sub-committee.     There  was  a  good  deal  of  discussion,  and  a  division  took  place 

Saunders.      upon  the  point.     Fowler  made  a  speech  of  considerable  length  in  favour  of  sanctioning 

Q.  7661  €t    the  plans,  and  said  that  a  large  amount  of  improved  access  to  the  theatre  having 

*^^'  been   given,   the    ground    upon    which    the  Board  had  originally    objected   to   the 

theatre    being   licensed  was    taken    away,    and    in    the  interest  of   the    proprietors 

possessing  vested  interests  in  the   building,  they  ought  now  to  be  allowed   to  carry 

out  their  plans.      He  also  argued  that  the  architect  liad  really  supported  the   plans, 

although   he   had  not  expressed  any  opinion,  having  simply  laid  them  on  the  table. 

Fowler  was  followed  by  Saunders,  who,  in  a  brief  speech,  supported  the  same  view. 

This  closed   the  transaction   so   far  as  the  plans  were  concerned.     On  the  18th  of 

March  1884,  it  was  recommended  to  the  Building  Acts  Committee,  at  a  meeting  of  the 

sub-committee,  at  which  Saunders  was  present,  that  the  certificate  of  the  Board  should 

be  sealed,  and  issued  by  the  superintending  architect  on  the  completion  of  the  works. 

Q.  7689  et  55.  We  pass  now  to  another  case,  in  which  Fowler  and  Saunders  were  both 
*^  "*^         professionally  employed. 

Case  of  the  ^^  *^®  month  of  February  1882,  Mr.  Evans,  a  surveyor  and  architect,  was  employed 
Albany  Road  by  Mr.  Barle  Bird  to  lay  out  for  building  purposes  an  estate  in  the  Albany  Eoad, 
Estate.  Camberwell,    to    which  his    attention    had   been    called    by    Evans.      On    the   10th 

of  March  1882,  the  plan  which  Evans  had  submitted  for  the  Board's  approval  was,  on 
the  motion  of  Fowler,  referred  to  the  Building  Acts  Committee  for  consideration 
and  report.  On  the  24th  of  March  the  committee,  notwithstanding  that  the  vestry 
of  Camberwell  approved  of  the  plan,  recommended  that  the  application  should 
not  be  granted,  and  the  Board  adopted  this  recommendation. 

After  the  approval  of  his  plan  was  thus  withheld.  Bird  went  to  see  Vulliamy  to 
ascertain,  if  he  could,  what  was  the  objection  to  the  plan ;  he,  however,  saw  only 
Q.  8860.  Eobertson,  with  whom  he  had  several  interviews,  but  "  could  not  get  anything 
"  out  of  him,"  as  to  why  the  plan  had  been  rejected.  He  then  had  recourse 
to  Fowler,  whom  he  had  previously  employed  in  other  transactions.  Fowler  met  him 
on  the  estate,  and  suggested  certain  alterations,  and  made  a  tracing.  He  spoke  to 
Fowler  about  employing  Saunders  also,  to  which  he  replied,  "  I  do  not  think  there  is 
"  any  need  for  Mr.  Saunders."  After  talking  the  matter  over  with  Evans  however, 
they   considered    "to   make    the    thing   thoroughly   safe,''  they  had  better   employ 
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Saunders  also.     They   "  understood  he  was    a  very   weighty    man   on    the  Board 

"  at  that  time."     Saunders  suggested  two  additional  outlets  to  the  proposed  streets, 

which  wore  shown  by  lines  drawn  in  red  ink  upon  Evans*  plan,  which  was  then  again 

Bubmitted  for  the  Board's  approval,  and  was  on  the  21st  of  April  1882,  on  the  motion 

of   Sautiacrs,  referred  to  the  Building  Acts  Committee;   and  or  the   I2th  of  May, 

again  on  the  motion  of  Saunders,  the  Board  approved  the  application  on  condition 

that  no  barriers  should  be  erected  across  the  proposed  new  roads.     For  their  services 

in  this  matter,  Saunders  accepted  a  fee  of  50  guineas,   and  Fowler  50Z.,  the   sum 

covering  in  Fowler's  case  some  other  small  claims  against  Bird. 

56.  It  was  not  only  in  the  cases,  the  particulars  of  which  we  have  just  given,  that  Action  of 
Saunders  and  Fowler  found  that    their    official   position  led  people   to   seek  their  Saunders  in 
professional  services.     We  have  already  noticed  the  fact  that  Saunders  was  engaged  ^ith^the" 
by  ViUiers  as  architect  of  the  new  Pavilion  building.     We  propose  now  to  proceed  Pavilion 
to  a  statement  of  the  circumstances  under  which  this  took  place.  caae. 

We  have  upon  this  point  the  evidence  of  Villiers,  Woodward,  and  Saunders  himself, 
and  it  is  not  possible  altogether  to  reconcile  the  statements  made  by  those  witnesses 
upon  the  subject. 

In  October  1884,  Messrs.  Isaacs  and  Florence,  architects,  were  introduced  to  Q«  2794  et 
Villiers,  who  was  anxious  to  obtain  plans  for  the  rebuilding  of  the  Pavilion,  and  *^- 
also  to  find  a  responsible  builder  who  would  wait  for  payment  until  the  building 
was  completed,  and  he  employed  Isaacs  and  Florence  for  that  purpose.  They 
accordingly  proceeded  to  make  sketches,  and  search  for  such  a  builder.  It  will  be 
observed  that  at  this  time,  Villiers  had  not  become  possessed  of  the  s*  ,  but  he 
entered  upon  these  negotiations  in  the  confident  assurance  that  he  would  do  so,  a 
confidence  which  as  we  have  seen,  was  justified  bv  the  result.  The  negotiations  with 
Is€bacs  and  Florence  continued  down  to  th^  20tn  of  January  of  the  following  year, 
Isaacs  having  several  interviews  in  that  month  with  Villiers,  and  afterwards  with  the 
proposed  builders. 

57.  While  matters  were  thus  proceeding  between  Isaacs  and  Villiers,  the  latter 

was  one  day,  on  coming  out  of  Vulliamy's  room,  introduced  by  Robertson  to  Q.  3847. 
Mr.  Woodward,  whp  was  then  district  surveyor  for  Central  Lambeth,  but  who  had 
een  some  years  previously  an  assistant  in  Saunders'  office.  ViUiers  is  not  sure 
when  this  took  place,  but  thinks  it  was  about  the  period  after  he  had  accepted  the 
terms  proposed  by  the  Board,  when  a  difficulty  subsequently  arose.  Villiers'  account 
of  what  passed  on  his  introduction  to  Woodward,  is  as  follows : — 

"  Robertson  said  to  me,  '  Allow  me  to  introduce  Mr.  Woodward.'     Mr.  Woodward  q,  3^50  et 
^  said, '  Oh,  about  this  affair,  Isaacs  and  Florence  are  posing  themselves  over  London  ^7. 

*  as  your  architects.'     Those  were  the  exact  words.     I  said,  '  Why  so,  I  do  not  see 

*  how  they  can  do  that,  as  there  is  nothing  finally  settled.'     He   said,  *  Then  am   I 
'  to   understand  that  you  have  not  yet  signed  with  them.'     '  No.'  I  said,    *  I   have 

*  not    signed.     There  is  nothing  settled,  and  there  can  be  no  plans,  because  they 

*  are  not  thought  of  yet.'  " 

*'  Q.  Did  he  say  that  Saunders  would  never  stand  Isaacs  and  Flor6nce  being  the 
architjBcts? — He  said,  '  They  are  not  friends,  and  I  do  not  think  you  will  get  any 

*  support  from  Mr.  Saunders  if  Isaacs  and  Florence  are  the  architects.'  " 

**  Q.  Then  you  took  Robertson  on  one  side? — Then  I  took  Robertson  on  one  side, 
and  I  said,  *  Oh !  this  is  awkward,  what  are  we  to  do  ? '     He  shook  his  head  and  said, 

*  I  am  sorry  for  it,  but  I  do  not  see  that  you  have  any  alternative.     He  will  spoil 
'  you.     You  had  better  go  down.' " 

According  to  ViUiers'  account,  he  then  went  with  Woodward  to  Saunders* 
office,  and  was  introduced  to  him. 

Woodward's  story   is   somewhat  diflerent.       He   agrees  that   he  was   introduced  Q.  7254  et 
by   Robertson  to  Villiers   at   the    Board    of  Works  before  he  had  got    the  site.  *^y- 
His  account  of  what  passed  is  as  follows : — "  The  suggestion  made,  was,  would  I  see 
**  Mr.  Saunders,  knowing  him  of  course  well,  and  ask  him  to  get  what  consideration 
**  he  could  to  the  claims  Mr.  Villiers  considered  he  had  on   the   Board   as  an  old 
"  tenant,  a  man  who  had  conducted  the  Pavilion  well,  and  paid  his  rent  punctually." 

It  appears,  however,  from  a  subsequent  answer  that  "  seeing  that  little  difficulty  Q-  7265  et 
"  ahead,"  he  inquired  of  Villiers  whetiier  he  had  already  engaged  an  architect,  and  *^' 
learned  that  he  was  not  committed  to  any  professional  man. 

'*  Q.  What  was  *  the  little  difficulty  ahead '  ? — ^I  thought  that  possibly  Mr.  Saunders 
might  desire  to  be  the  professional  man  for  Mr.  Villiers, 
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Saunders  and      "  Q,  And  that  you  could  not  be  certain  of  securing  his  interest  for  Mr.  Villiers 

the  Pavilion    unless  he  was  going  to  be  the  architect  ? — No,  I  would  not  say  that, 

^^^^'  "  Q.  What  was   the   difficulty  ?    Difficulties  are  obstacles  to  arriving  at  some  end. 

What  was  the  end  ? — ^I  thought  that  Mr.  Saunders  might,  perhaps,  think  that  he  could 

act  for  Mr.  Villiers,   and  I  wanted  to  be  in  a  position  to  say  whether  Mr.  Villiers 

was  committed  to  any  professional  man  or  not,  and  that  is  why  I  put  the  question." 

According  to  Woodward's  evidence  he  went  alone  in  the  first  instance,  after  this 

conversation,  to  Saunders'  office,  and  it  was  on  a  subsequent  occasion  that  he  was  there 

with  Villiers.     He  represents  that,  at  this  first  interview,  Saunders  agreed  to  get  what 

consideration  he  could  for  the  claims  of  Villiers,  and  that  he  then  raised  the  question 

who  was  acting  professionally  for  Villiers,  and  whether  he  was  committed  to  any 

architect,  to  which  Woodward  replied  that  he  was  not. 

Q.7272V<  "  Q*  ^i'^Tiat  passed? — I  then  said,  *  is  it  a  matter  that  you  can  act  in,'  he  said, 

seg,  '  Yes.' "     This  was  before  Villiers  had  got  the  site.     Woodward  further  represents  that 

he   then  saw   Villiers  again,   and  told  him   that  Saunders   had  stated   that   Isaacs 

and  Florence  "  were  declaring  themselves  as  his  architects.'* .     He  says,  he  cannot 

remember  where  he  said  this ;  he  will  not  say  that  it  was  not  in  Robertson's  office. 

Q.  7281.  "  Q.  Did  you  say  on  that  occasion,  or  on  one  occasion,  *  Saunders   is  going  for 

'  this '  ? — No.     I  simply  told  Mr.  Villiers,  as  far  as  I  remember,  that  which  I  have 

told  your  Lordship,  that  Mr.  Saunders  had  made   the  inquirv,  and   that  I  had  put 

the  question  as  to  whether  he  could  act,  and  he  had  said  '  Yes.  " 

According  to  Woodward,  an  appointment  was  made  for  a  subsequent  meeting  at 
Saunders'  office,  which  he  and  Villiers  were  both  to  attend ;  but  when  he  arrived 
he  found  Villiers  already  there,  and  did  not  hear  what  passed  between  them ;  they 
seemed  already  to  have  come  to  the  arrangement  that  Saunders  was  to  act  as 
architect.  ViUiers'  account  is,  as  we  have  said,  that  he  was  introduced  by  Woodward 
to  Saunders  at  his  office.  His  evidence  of  what  then  occurred  is  as  follows  : 
Q.  3863  et  "  Q.  What  did  Saunders  say  ? — He  appeared,  if  I  may  so  express  it,  a  sort  of 
^^V*  surprised,  but  at  the  same  time  expecting  it. 

"  Q.  What  did  he  say  ? — He  said,  *  Oh  !  then  you  have  come  to  me,  yourself,  now. 
'  How  are  we  going  to  manage  this  ?  You  see  it  is  very  awkward.  I  cannot  vote  for 
'  you,  but  there  are  more  ways  of  killing  a  cat  than  hanginglt.'  I  said,  '  Yes,  I  see 
'  that,  Mr.  Saunders.'    He  said,  '  Well,  let  us  see ;  am  I  to  understand  that  I  am  to  be 

*  your  architect.'    Well,'  I  said,  *  You  must  be.'      He  said,  '  Very  well,  then  we  will 

*  see  what  we  can  do.    I  shall  send  you  a  letter  in  due  course,  and  we  will  go  into 

*  this  matter  afterwards.'  That  is  the  way  it  was  concluded.  Of  course,  the 
conversation  was  more  elaborate  and  elongated,  but  that  was  the  purport  of  it." 

Saunders    had    already  given    his    evidence   as   to   his  engagement   as    architect 
of  the  Pavilion  prior  to  Villiers  and  Woodward  being  called  as  witnesses.      He  was 
not  very  definite  as   to  dates,  but  his  impression  was  that  Villiers' first  came  to  him 
Q.  1445  et      on  the    26th    of  November,   in  company  with  Woodward,   who   did    not    then,   or 
^^9^  "  until  some  weeks,  or  a  week  or  two  afterwards,"  speak  to  him  on  the  subject  of 

his  becoming  architect,  but  only  asked  for  his  support  in  the  matter  that  was  coming 
before  the  Board.  He  fixes  the  17th  of  December  as,  in  his  belief,  the  earliest 
date  on  which  Villiers  spoke  to  him  about  making  designs  for  the  building. 

Q,  11,543  Saunders  was  subsequently  recalled.     He  stated  that  he  had  read  the  evidence  of 

€t  seq.  Villiers,  and  where  it  was  in  conflict  with  his  own,  he  saw  no  reason  to  make  any 

alteration. 

"  Q.  11,544.  Your  evidence  is  in  conflict  both  with  Mr.  Woodward  and  Mr.  Villiers? 
—I  think  not ;  upon  what  point  ?*' 

His  attention  was  then  called  to  the  discrepancy  between  his  and  Woodward's 
account  of  the  conversation  between  them.  He  adhered  to  his  statement  that  when 
Woodward  introduced  Villiers  nothing  was  said  about  his  being  architect.  He 
denied  also  that  he  spoke  to  Woodward  about  Isaacs  and  Florence  "posing  as 
"  architects  "  of  the  Pavilion.  He  puts  at  a  later  period  the  question  whether  tiiere 
was  any  objection  to  his  acting  as  architect,  and  his  answer  that  there  was  not.  He 
asserts  that  he  never  made  use  of  the  expression,  "  There  are  more  ways  of  killing 
"  a  cat  than  hanging  it,"  and  that  it  was  on  a  much  later  occasion,  when  he 
was  not  sure  whether  he  or  Worley  was  to  be  the  architect,  that  he  said,  "  Well, 
**  let  us  see ;  am  I  to  understand  that  I  am  to  be  your  architect  ?" 

58.  It  is  not  possible  to  reconcile  the  discrepancies  which  appear  on  reviewing 
the  evidence  of  these  witnesses ;  but  there  are  some  conclusions  which  may  confidently 
be  arrived  at.      Woodward   certainly  manifested   no  desire  to   give  the  transaction 
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ft^    aspect  unfavourable   to  Saunders ;  yet,  even  according  to  his  account,  when  he  Saunders  and 
sought  in  Villiers'   interest  to    obtain   Saunders'   assistance    towards  securing  such  the  Payilion 
consideration  as  he  could  for  Villiers'  claims,  Saunders  himself  asked  whether  ViUiers  ^^*®^- 
was     committed  to    an    architect,   and    in   answer  to    a  question,   stated    that    he 
was    in   a  position,  to   act  himself.     We  think  it  also  clear  that  Saunders  referred 
to  the  fact  that  Isaacs  and  Florence  were  representing  themselves  as  ViUiers'  architects. 
Another  thing  is   equ  illy   clear,   viz.,   that   Saunders   regarded  himself  as  under  an 
obligation  to  Woodward  for  what  he  had  done,  inasmuch  b&  he  paid  him  the  sum 
of  200Z.  in  connexion  with  it. 

59.  It  is  not  necessary  to  pursue  in  detail  any  inquiry  into  the  subsequent  circum- 
stances. Towards  the  end  of  January  1885  VilUers  told  Isaacs,  when  he  called  to 
inquire  why  ViUiers  had  ceased  communicating  with  him  about  the  Pavilion,  that  lie 
(ViUiers)  had  been  compeUed  to  engage  the  services  of  Saunders, 

At  this  time  Saunders,  no  doubt,  was  busy  about  the  plans.  There  is  one  point 
only  in  connexion  with  them  to  which  we  need  caU  attention.  The  sketch  prepared 
by  Saunders  of  the  elevation  of  the  building  was  not  approved  of  by  VUliers.  He 
showed  it  to  Robertson,  and  said  he  was  sure  Vulliamy  would  never  agree  to  have 
such  a  building  erected  on  the  site.  Robertson  then  produced  an  elevation  prepared 
by  Mr.  Worley,  another  architect,  who  had  been  engaged  to  design  the  PiccadiUy 
Restaurant,  but  appears  to  have  made  a  drawing  of  the  entire  building.  In  the  result, 
ViUiers  told  Saunders  he  must  adopt  this  elevation,  to  which  he  agreed.  He  paid 
"Worley  150Z.  for  it,  and  the  plans  were  sent  in  to  the  Board  for  approval,  with  the 
names  of  Saunders  and  Worley  as  joint  architects.  Worley  states  that  he  never 
authorised  the  use  of  his  name,  except  in  connexion  with  the  design  of  the  elevation, 
which  was  exclusively  his.  How  his  name  came  to  be  put  upon  the  other  plans  does 
not  appear.  The  evidence  with  reference  to  the  employment  of  Worley  is  only 
important  because  it  seems  to  show  clearly  that  Saunders  learned  about  this  time 
that  Robertson  was  in  some  way  connected  with  or  interested  in,  indeed,  that  he 
appeared  to  be  acting  for  or  representing  the  comer  site.  Saunders'  evidence  as  to 
this  is  somewhat  confused,  but  that  much  appears  clear.  The  foUowing  answers  may 
be  cited  from  his  examination  : — 

*'  Q.  What  did  you  see  Robertson  for?— On  purpose,  if  possible,  to  understand  Q.  1626. 
whether  Mr.  Worley  would  [act  as  joint  architect],  because  Robertson  was  acting  in 
some  way  for  the  comer,  in  which  I  had  no  part. 

"  Q.  When  you  saw  Mr.  Robertson,  did  he  urge  that  Mr.  Worley  should  be 
employed  ? — ^No.  WeU,  he  suggested,  and  we  then  and  there  arranged  what  I  am  now 
telUng  you. 

"  Q.  Before  you  came  to  that  arrangement,  what  led  up  to  it  ?  You  were  to  see 
Mr.  Robertson,  and  I  suppose,  seeing  him,  something  passed.  I  want  to  know  what 
passed  between  fyou  ? — That  I  cannot  teU  you,  because  it  was  purely  and  simply : 

*  Now  here  is  Mr.  Worley.     Mr,  Worley  is  acting  for  this  elevation.     I  have  no  time 

*  to  spare,  and  I  want  to  know  whether  I  am  going  to  act,  or  he  is  going  to  act/ 

"  Q.  That  is  what  you  said  ? — Yes,  and  the  result  of  that  was  that  we  arranged  that 
Mr.  Worley  should  act,  and  that  I  should  pay  him  a  fee,  and  that  we  should  be  caUed 
joint  architects. 

"  Q.  What  did  Mr.  Robertson  say  to  that  ? — ^Mr.  Robertson  was  simply  the  party 
to  whom  I  looked  as  representing  the  comer  building. 

"  Q.  Did  you  hear  then  that  Mr.  Robertson  had  anything  to  do  with  the  comer 
building  ? — No,  and  yet  I  did.  I  did  not  know  he  had  anything  to  do  with  the  comer 
building,  but  I  knew  that  he  was  a  great  friend  of  Mr.  Grey.  I  did  not  know  that 
Mr.  Grrey  was  any  relation.      I  had  never  seen  Mr.  Q-rey. 

"  Q.  1  ou  must  have  considered  his  connexion  with  the  comer  building  very  intimate 
if  you  regarded  him  as  representing  that  in  an  arrangement  with  the  architect  ? — 
I  did.      • 

"  Q.  You  imderstood  that  Mr.  Robertson  was  pressing  to  have  Mr.  Worley  employed 
for  the  whole  building  ? — I  did. 

*'  Q.  What  do  you  think  would  have  been  the  result,  supposing  you  had  stood  firm, 
and  not  agreed  to  employ  Mr.  Worley  ? — WeU,  I  should  not  have  built  it,  that  is  aU. 

"  Q.  Why  ?  You  .had  an  arrangement  with  Mr.  ViUiers  ? — ^Yes,  I  had,  but 
Mr.  ViUiers,  like  a  good  many  other  theatrical  people,  might  change  his  mind. 

"  Q.  You  thought  that  Mr.  Robertson  had  enough  influence  with  him,  if  you  had 
stood  out,  to  get  wie  whole  thing  given  to  Mr.  Worley  instead  of  to  you  ? — I  had  that 
impression." 
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Action  of 
Saunders  in 
connexion 
with  the 
sites  of  the 
Grand  Hotel 
and  Hotel 
M^tropole. 

Q.920^et 
seq,  and 
Q.  11,682 
et  seq. 


the  Colonial 
Institute. 

Q.  1G23. 


It  also  appeared  from  further  answers  of  Saunders  that  he  saw  Robertson  once  or 
twice  at  Villiers'  room  at  the  Pavilion,  and  this  seems  to  have  originated  or  strengthened 
his  impression  that  Robertson  was  "  acting  for  the  comer  site." 

60.  Prior  to  the  transactions  to  which  we  have  been  drawing  attention,  Satmders 
had  already  been  employed  as  architect  of  buildings  erected  on  other  sites  taken  from 
the  Board.  He  appears  to  have  suggested  to  the  Messrs.  Gordon,  who  became  the 
lessees  of  the  sites  on  which  the  Grand  Hotel  and  the  Hotel  Metropole  now  stand, 
that  they  should  tender,  suggesting  also  in  each  case  the  terms  which  should  be 
offered,  and  he  avows  that  at  the  time  he  made  these  suggestions  it  was  an  understood 
thing, that  he  should  be  employed  by  the  Messrs.  Gordon  as  architect  of  the  hotels 
which  they  contemplated  erecting.  Tne  understanding  was  carried  out,  and  he  was 
associated  with  the  Messrs.  Francis  as  joint  architect  of  the  biiildings  erected.  The 
commission  was  equally  shared  between  them,  but  there  was  a  considerable  difference 
of  opinion  between  Francis  and  Saunders  as  to  the  extent  of  the  work  done  by  the 
latter;  in  Francis'  view,  his  firm  did  the  "lion's  share,"  but  this  was  by  no  means 
admitted  by  Saunders. 

His  action  61.  We  have  already,  in  para.  40,  stated  the  circumstances  under  which  the  freehold 

!u  *^  ?^  ?^  ^^  *^®  Colonial  Institute  site  was  purchased  by  Hobson ;  we  have  now  to  add  the 
fact  that  Saunders  was  consulted  by  Hobson  in  relation  to  it.  His  own  statement  is, 
that  he  was  professionally  engaged  by  Hobson  when  he  was  proposing  to  buy  the 
freehold,  and  advised  him  what  offer  he  should  make  for  it.  For  this  service  Hobson 
paid  Saunders  a  fee  of  100/.  Hobson's  evidence  was  somewhat  different ;  he  suggested 
that  Saunders  was  mistaken  as  to  the  purpose  for  which  he  was  emplpyed  ;  that  though 
they  may  have  discussed  the  question  of  what  the  ground  rent  was  worth,  Saunders' 
advice  was  really  sought  and  given  upon  questions  which  had  iarisen  with  respect  to 
ancient  lights.  If  this  were  so,  it  is  strange  that  Saunders  should  have  forgotten  it, 
and  have  given  the  evidence  which  he  did ;  and  it  is  impossible  not  to  suspect  that 
there  was  no^very  definite  understanding  as  to  the  precise  purpose  for  which  Saunders 
was  employed. 

62.  There  appear  to  have  been  two  other  places  of  amusement  besides  the  Criterion, 
viz.,  the  Adelphi  Theatre,  and  Humphrey's  Hall,  Knightsbridge,  with  respect  to  which 
Saunders  was  employed  to  advise  at  a  time  when  requisitions  were  being  made  by 
the  Board.  In  the  former  case  he  received  a  fee  of  20  guineas,  and  in  the  latter 
of  30  guineas. 

63.  There  is  only  one  other  matter  in  which  Saunders  was  concerned,  to  which  we 
have  to  advert ;  it  is  of  a  character  different  to  those  to  which  we  have  been  alluding. 
Woodward,  who,  as  we  have  already  mentioned,  was  at  one  time  an  assistant  in 
Saunders'  oflBce,  states  that  while  there  he  conducted  any  business  that  Saunders 
"  could  not  take  himself."  Within  this  category  came  the  conduct  of  compensation 
claims  against  the  Board  in  respect  of  lands  taken  by  them.  Woodward  is  unable  to 
remember  what  share  of  the  fees  received  he  paid  to  Saunders,  but  thinks  it  very 
likely  was  one-half.  The  last  occasion  on  which  this  took  place  was,  he  believes, 
12  or  14  years  ago. 

When  Saimders  again  tendered  himself  as  a  witness,  after  the  statement  just  quoted, 
he  was  questioned  about  it,  and  in  reply  expressed  his  belief  that  Woodward  was 
thoroughly  in  error,  and  that  he  (Woodward)  had  the  whole  of  the  fees.  Saunders 
asserted  distinctly  that  he  never  had  half,  although  he  thinks  that  Woodward  did  act 
in  two  or  three  compensation  cases  against  the  Board. 

We  think  it  probable  that  in  some  way  or  other  Saunders  benefited  from  the 
employment  of  Woodward  in  these  cases. 

64.  We  proceed  now  to  a  review  of  Mr.  Fowler's  transactions  in  relation  to  matters 
with  which  the  Board  was  concerned,  other  than  the  two  which  we  have  already 
dealt  with. 

On  the  29th  of  June  1886,  a  sub-committee,  over  which  Fowler  presided,  to  whom 
were  referred  certain  tenders  for  sites  in  the  Shaftesbury  Avenue,  recommended  that 
the  tender  of  Messrs.  J.  &  K.  Gole  should  be  accepted,  subject  to  the  usual  inquiries. 
On  the  5th  of  July  this  was  reported  to  the  Works  and  General  Purposes  Committee, 
and  confirmed.  Repeated  applications  were  made  after  this  to  Messrs.  J.  &  B.  Gole 
for  information  respecting  the  person  for  whom  the  tender  had  been  made.  The 
solicitor  reported  this  at  a  meeting  of  the  committee  on  the  2nd  of  August,  and  also 
that  he  was  informed  by  the  architect  that  there  were  other  offers  for  the  plots. 
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A  motion  was  made  that  the  solicitor  should  inform  Messrs.  Gole  that  the  tender  was  Fowler,  and 
declined,  but  an  amendment  moved  by  Fowler  was  carried,  that  notice  should  be  given  Shaftesbury 
to  Messrs.  Gole,  that,  unless  the  required  particulars  were  furnished  within  10  days,  the  ^^®*^"®* 
tender  would  be  declined.     The  10  days  elapsed  without  any   communication  being 
received  from  Messrs.  Gole.     It  now  appears  from  Hobson*s  evidence  that  Messrs.  Gole 
were  acting  for  him,  and  that  he  purposely  refrained  from  communicating  his  name 
or  binding  himself  to  the  Board  until  he  saw  what  arrangement  he  could  make  for 
disposing  of  the  land.     Early  in  the  month  of  September  Hobson  i^pears  to  have 
entered  into  negotiations  with  Captain  Napier,  which  were  completed  by  an  agreement 
on  the  16th  September,  for  the   transfer  to  him  of  the  site  at  the  rental  tendered  to 
the  Board  for  a  premium    of  2,500Z.     On  the  8th  of  September  Messrs.  Gole,  having 
written  tiiat  they  were  prepared  to  forward  the  name  of  the  person  on  whose  behafi 
they   tendered,  together  with  references,  the  solicitor  replied  reminding  them  that 
the  negotiation  was  at  an  end,  but  he  wrote  in  reply  to  a  subsequent"  letter  from 
them,  that  if  they  forwarded  the  name  of  their  client,  with  references,  he  would  ask 
the  committee  whether  they  would  be  willing  to  re-open  the  negotiations.     On  the 
27th  of  September  they  forwarded  the  name  of  Captain  Napier  as  their  client,  together 
with  the  names  of  references.     The  solicitor  reported  all  this  to  a  meeting  of  the 
committee  on  the  4th  of  October,  when  it  was  resolved,  on  the  motion  of  Mr.  Edwards, 
seconded  by  Mr.  Fowler,  that  the  solicitor  proceed  to  make  the  usual  inquiries,  and 
do  report  to  the  committee.     The  solicitor  accordingly  on  the  25th  of  October  reported 
the  result  of  his  inquiries ;  whereupon  it  was  resolved,  on  the  motion  of  Mr.  Edwards, 
seconded  by  Mr.  Fowler,  that  the  acceptance  of  the  tender  be  confirmed.     Between 
the  12th  August,   when  the  first  tender  lapsed,  and  the  4th  of  October,  when  the 
matter  was  revived  at  the  meeting  of  the  committee,  the  services  of  Fowler    had 
undoubtedly  been  engaged  in  connection  with  the  site  we  have  been  referring  to.     The 
exact  date  when  this  took  place  is  not  certain.      Hobson  states  that  he  first  heard  Q.  3287  et 
Fowler's  name  in  connexion  with  the  matter  from  Mr.  Phipps,  before  the  16th  of  *^y- 
September.     Phipps  was  the  architect  for  Captain  Napier,  and  according  to  Hobson 
informed  him  at  that  time  that  Fowler  was  acting  with  him  in  the  matter.     Fowler  Q.  .3481  et 
alleges  that  it  was  not  until  the  12th  of  October  that  Phipps  first  spoke  to  him  about  it.  ^^9* 
Phipps,   however,  gives  as  the  *' exact  date"   September  the  27th.     Captain  Napier  Q- 7121. 
contemplated  building  a  theatre  on   the   site,   and  Phipps  states    that  he   secured 
Fowler  s  services  to  assist  him  with  his  advice  as  to  how  interference  with  ancient 
lights  might  best  be  avoided,  or  claims  in  respect  of  interference  with  them  settled. 
Hobson  states  that  he  had  undertaken  to  pay  Phipps  700Z,  in  connexion  with  the 
matter,  and  that  on  the  11th  of  December,  at  his  request,  he  (Hobson)  went  with 
Phipps  to  Fowler's  office  and  handed  him  a  cheque  for  200Z.,  being  part  of  that  700/. 
"We  may  here  observe  that  in  June  1887  this  sum  of  200Z.  was  returned  by  Fowler 
to  Hobson  under  circumstances  to  which  we  shall  refer  hereafter  (v.  para.  77). 

65.  It  was  not  only  in  connexion  with  the  Shaftesbury  Avenue  site  that  Fowler  Fowler's 
had  pecuniary  transactions  with  Phipps  when  the  latter  was  engaged  upon  work  over  ^^.?u^.u'^" 
which  the  Board  had  some  control.     Fowler  is  under  the  impression  that  someone  had  Albert  ^ 
asked  him  to  advise  as  to  the  fire-proofing  of  the  Albert  Palace,  which  had  been  Palace, 
required  by  the  Board.     Whether  this,  be  so   or  not,  he  introduced  Phipps  to  the  Q.  3534. 
matter  and  received  from  him  47  Z.  10«.,  one  half  of  his  fee. 

66.  In  June  1884,  the  Theatres  Sub-committee  had  refused  to  pass  the  plans  for  Hengler's 
the  rebuilding  of  Hengler's  Circus,  on  the  ground  that  they  objected  altogether  to  the  ^^rcus. 
site.     The  proprietor  came  to  Phipps  and  complained  that  it  was  a  very  serious  thing  Q  "^^^^  ^^ 
tliat,  after  the  building  had  been  closed  on  account  of  its  being  built  of  improper  *^^' 
naaterials,   the   matter  should   be   thus  settled  by   the    sub-committee   without   any 
negotiation  with  him,  when  he  proposed  to  rebuild  it  fireproof.      Phipps  accordingly 

caUed  on  Fowler,  and  asked  his  advice.  He  recommended  that  a  letter  should  be 
Written  to  the  Board  asking  that  the  matter  should  be  referred  back  to  the  Theatres 
Sub-committee  for  reconsideration.  Such  a  letter  was  consequently  written  by  Phipps 
on  the  9th  of  June.  On  the  10th  the  Building  Acts  Committee  referred  the  matter 
back  to  the  Theatres  Sub-committee,  in  order  to  afford  an  opportunity  for  a  conference 
with  the  parties  interested.  Phipps  attended  a  meeting  of  the  sub-committee  on  the 
17th  of  tfune,  and  produced  a  model,  when  it  was  agreed  that,  if  .th^  windows  of  the 
adjoining  building,  which  looked  upon  the  circus,  were  built  up,  Ibhere  would  be  no 
objection  to  the  site.  The  plans  were  shortly  afterwards  passed,  and  on  the  31st  of 
July  Phipps  called  on  Fowler,  and  said,  "  You  have  been  very  kind  to  me  in  this 
♦•  matter,  and  I  am  very  much  obliged  to  you,"  and  gave  him  40/.     He  states  that 
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it  was  a  voluntary  present,  because  it  served  his  client's  purposes,  and  that  Fowler  had 
not  asked  for  it  or  made  any  condition.  * 

The  Avenue       67.  We  ought  to  refer  to  the  fact  that  Fowler  was  also  architect  for  Mr.  Sefton 
Theatre.         Parry  in  the  building  of  the  Avenue  Theatre.     That  he  was  so,  however,  appears  to 

have  been  well  known  at  the  Board. 
Q.  2455.  The  plans  were  sent  in  without  any  architect's  name  upon  them,  bat  Fowler  states 

that  it  was  well  known  in  the  oflBce  that  he  was  the  architect,  because  he  took  the 
tracings  himself  to  Vulliamy  and  handed  them  over  in  the  presence  of  Hebb,  saying 
at  the  same  time  "  Mr.  Parry  has  appointed  me  architect  to  his  theatre,  mind  you 
''  give  me  no  favours  of  any  sort  or  kind  in  consequence  of  my  position  at  the  Board.", 
Mr.  Bmden  was  at  first  consulted  in  the  matter,  but  Mr.  Parry  afterwards  told 
him  that  he  was  obliged  to  place  it  in  other  hands,  and  gave  him  25  guineas  to  pay 
expenses.  But  Fowler  emphatically  denies  that  there  was  any  arrangement  between 
himself  and  Sefton  Parry  by  which  Bmden  was  supplanted  by  him  as  architect ;  he 
states  that  he  had  often  been  consulted  by  Parry  in  the  course  of  the  last  25  years^ 
and  when  employed  in  this  matter  Emden's  name  was  never  mentioned. 

Q.  10,971  68.  The  details  of  several  other  cases  of  minor  importance,  in  which  Fowler  was 

€t  seq.  professionally  employed  upon  plans  which  were  to  be  submitted  to  the  Board,  will  be 

found  in  the  evidence  given  by  him  on  the  20th  day  of  our  inquiry.     We  need  not 

dwell  further  upon  them  here. 

69.  We  feel  bound  to  point  out  that  Ihe  facts  with  reference  to  Fowler's  employment 

in  connexion  with  the  Criterion  Theatre,  the  Albany  Road  Estate,  and  other  cases,  in 

which  he  advised  on  matters  which  were  to  come  before  the  Board,  are  not  derived 

from  the  evidence  given  by  Fowler  when  first  examined  by  us.     On  that  occasion,  in 

Q.  2487.        answer  to  the  question,  "  Have  you  ever  been  employed  by  any  of  the  theatres  with 

''  reference  to  alterations  ?  "     He  answered,  "  No." 
Q.  3643.  On  a  later  day  he  was  pressed  a^  to  whether  he  had  ever  given  professional  advice 

with  regard  to  requisitions  as  to  the  exits  of  theatres.     His  answer  was,  "  No.    I  am 
"  not  aware  that  I  have  ever  given  any  professional  advice  about  it. 

"  Q.  Not  in  connexion  with  theatres  ? — ^No  ;  I  think  not. 

''  Q.  You  are  certain  of  that  ? — ^I  am  pretty  sure  I  have  never  given  any  directions 
"  to  theatres." 

He  was  also  asked  whether  he  had  ever  advised  or  been  interested  in  any  plans 
which  had  been  sent  in  to  the  Board  with  regard  to  buildings  to  which  the  Board  had 
Q.  3623  and   to  give  their  consent.     To  this  he  answered,  "  I  am  not  aware  that  I  have ;  certainly 
q!  3624.        "  not  interested." 

"  Q.  Have  you  advised  on  it  ? — ^No."  Being  pressed  as  to  whether  he  had  not 
professionally  advised  about  building-frontages  sent  in  to  the  Board,  he  answered, 
"I  do  not  remember." 

We  have  hitherto  confined  ourselves  to  a  mere  statement  of  the  facts  exhibiting 
the  action  of  Fowler  and  Saunders,  with  reference  to  certain  cases  in  which  they 
were  professionally  employed,  and  which  came  within  the  cognisance  of  and  were 
dealt  with  by  the  Board,  of  which  they  were  members.  The  bare  recital  of  these 
facts  is  suflBcient  to  show  the  impropriety  of  the  course  which  they  pursued.  But 
we  feel  that  it  is  our  duty  to  express  emphatically  our  condemnation  of  their  conduct, 
and  the  more  so  inasmuch  as  they  have,  as  we  shall  show  presently,  sought  to  justify 
their  proceedings  and  assert  even  now  tibat  they  see  no  impropriety  in  them. 

Whatever. may  be  doubtful  with  regard  to  their  motives  or  acts,  this  much  is 
beyond  controversy,  that  they  gave  their  advice  for  remuneration  upon  applications 
and  plans  that  were  to  be  submitted  to  the  Board,  and  with  which  they  would  be 
in  a  position  to  deal,  not  only  as  members  of  the  Board,  but  as  members  of  the  special 
committee,  or  even  sub-committee  before  which  they  were  to  come. 

It  is  further  clear  that  they  were  actually  present  and  took  part  in  the  proceedings 
on  some  occasions  on  which  such  applications  and  plans  had  to  be  and  were  adjudicated 
upon.  And  the  evidence  of  the  other  members  of  the  Building  Acts  Committee,  and 
of  the  Theatres  Sub-committee  has  satisfied  us  that  they  were  unaware  that  either 
Fowler  or  Saunders  had  any  interest  in  or  connection  with  these  matters,  except  such 
as  they  themselves  possessed  as  members  of  the  Board  entrusted  with  jurisdiction  over 
them.  Every  member  of  the  Board  was  bound  to  e;xercise  this  jurisdiction  without 
bias  or  partiality,  and  was  entitled  to  assume  that  every  other  member  was  so  acting, 
and  to  gi\  e  weight  to  his  expressed  views  accordingly.  It  has  been  suggested,  both 
by  Fowler  and  Saunders,  that  they  had  not  the  power,  even  if  they  had  desired  to 
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exercise  it,  to  lead  the  other  meHibers  of  the  oojaimittee  or  of  the  Board  to  a  particular 

conclusion  on  any  question  that  had  to  be  disposed  of.     Their  opinions,  however,   if 

believed  to  be  unbiased,  were  certainly  calculated  to  carry  great  weight  with  their 

f^ow  members  on  such  questions  as  xjame  before  them  under  the  Building  Acts. 

They  were  the  only  two  architects  whom  the  Board  numbered  amongst  its  members, 

and  at  times,  as  we  have  seen,  formed  a  large  proportion,  two  font  of  five,  of  the 

Theatres  Sub-committee.    And  nothing  is  more  difficult  for  anyone  than  to  analyse 

the  considerations  which  have  led  his  mind  to  a  particular  conclusion,  or  to  determine 

what  has  most  influenced  him. 

It  needs,  we  think,  no  argument  to  prove  that  men  who  acted  in  the  manner  we 
have  described  placed  themselves  in  a  false  position,  and  failed  in  their  duty,  both 
towards  those  whose  representatives  they  were,  and  to  their  fellow  members. 

71.  It  is  only  right  that,  before  passing  from  the  general  aspect  of  their  conduct  to  Defence  put 
an  estimate  of  it  in  some  of  the  instances  of  which  we  have  given  the  particulars,  we  ^jj^^rs  ^ 
should  set  out  the  defence  or  justification  which  each  of  them  has  essayed  of  his  and  Fowler, 
action  in  advising  those  who  were  putting  applications  before  the  Board. 

We  take  fiirst  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Fowler : — 

"  Q.  Have  you  not  professionally  advised  about  building^frontages  sent  in  to  the  Q.  3630. 
Board  ? — ^I  do  not  remember. 

^*  Q.  If  you  had  done  it,  it  would  not  have  been  right  to  have  done  it,  would  it  ? —  Q-  3634  et 
Would  it  have  been  right  to  have  advised  as  to  building  frontages  ?  *^^' 

"  Q.  Yes?— I  think!  should. 

"  Q.  And  receive  money  for  it  ? — ^I  think  I  should. 

**  Q.  Although,  as  a  member  of  the  Board,  you  would  have  had  to  vote  on  the 
very  matter  when  brought  before  you  ? — ^I  do  not  know  that  I  should. 

"Q.  You  might  have  had? — ^I  might  possibly  have  had,  but  I  do  not  remember 
any  case.  I  may  possibly  have  been  asked  to  advise,  but  I  do  not  remember  during 
the  20  years  whether  I  have  or  not. 

.  "  Q.  If  you  had,  in  your  judgment  it  would  have  been  no  breach  of  your  duty  as 
a  member  of  the  Board  ? — ^I  think  I  could  advise  without  any  breach  of  my  duty  as 
a  professional  man. 

"  Q.  And  receive  a  fee  for  it  ? — ^I  think  if  anybody  comes  and  asks  me  to  give  an 
opinion,  they  are  bound  to  pay  for  it.  Because  I  go  to  the  Board  I  am  not  to  cut  my 
throat  if  a  man  comes  for  an  opinion.  It  would  be  impossible  for  a  professional 
man  to  join  a  board  at  all,  particularly  an  architect,  if  he  must  be  precluded  from 
earning  a  fee  for  giving  a  professional  opinion. 

"  Q.  No ;  because  the  professional  opinion  does  not  always  involve  questions  that 
come  before  the  Board? — They  do  not  all;  but  there  are  very  few  questions  that 
come  before  an  architect  that  do  not  involve  in  some  way  or  other  either  the  Building 
Act  or  the  Amendment  Acts  with  regard  to  it ;  there  is  hardly  a  case. 
•  "  Q,  Perhaps  that  goes  to  show  that  in  that  position  a  man  must  choose  between 
serving  himself  and  serving  his  country  or  city  ? — I  think  it  would  have  been  much 
better  if  the  Act  of  Parliament  had  stated  that  no  professional  man  should  belong  to  a 
board  ;  but  then  it  is  a  corresponding  advantage  to  have  all  the  ability  and  knowledge 
"which  a  professional  man  brings  to  bear  on  questions  of  this  sort." 

The  same  views  were  advanced  by  Mr.  Saunders  when  questioned  as  to  his  having 
advised  on  the  plans  which  were  to  go  before  the  Board  in  the  Albany  Road  case. 

''  Q.  Would  those  go  before  the  Building  Act  Committee  ?— They  would.  Q.  11,652 

"  Q.  Were  you  a  member  of  the  Building  Act  Committee  ? — I  was.  ^*  *^^' 

"  Q.  Did  it  never  occur  to  you  that  that  was  a  somewhat  questionable  proceeding  ? — 
I  did  not  anticipate  it  to  be  so.  I  certainly  did  not  mean  it  so.  You  must  remember 
that  this  would  be  the  case  of  a  professional  man,  and  unless  a  professional  man  is 
to  go  out  of  his  profession,  he  would  have  a  few  cases  out  of  hundreds.  I  fulfilled 
my  duties  as  a  member  of  the  Board  of  Works  over  hundreds  of  cases. 

"  Q.  That  may  be  all  very  well,  but  if  they  are  only  a  few  cases  out  of  a  hundred, 
H  man  need  not  go  out  of  his  profession  to  avoid  dealing  in  matters  that  would 
come  before  the  Board  ? — Of  course,  I  could  have  said  I  will  not  touch  it." 

We  are  quite  unable  to  see  that  there  would  have  been  any  difficulty  in  either  of  Their 
these  professional  men  abstaining  from  both  advising  and  adjudicating  upon   the  same  ^^"^^•'i^^^ 
matter.     If  they  considered  that  their  duties  to  the  public  hampered  them  in  the  generally. 
practice  of   their  profession,  they  could  have  resigned  their  seats  at  the  Board,  and 
set  themselves  free  to  act  when  and  for  whom  they  pleased.    But  we  cannot  think  they 
would  have  been  under  any  such  necessity,  for  they  both  lay  stress  on  the  fact  that 
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the  cases  in  which  they  found  themselves  in  these  inconsistent  positions  were  very 
few  in  number.  Professional  skill  and  abilitv,  when  possessed  by  members  of  the 
Board,  are,  no  doubt,  as  Mr.  Fowler  urges,  likely  to  assist  the  other  members  in  their 
deliberations,  but  the  value  of  this  assistance  must  depend  entirely  on  its  being 
unbiased.  If  it  be  not  so,  it  is  worse  than  worthless.  We  are  not  estaldishing  any 
new  standard  of  professional  conduct  hitherto  unrecognised  in  indicating  the  views 
we  have  expressed.  In  delivering  his  inaugural  address  as  President  of  the  Institute 
of  British  Architects  in  1879,  Mr-  Whichcord  used  the  following  language,  "  I  shall 
"  run  no  risk  of  censure  when  I  say  that  a  fellow  or  associate  of  this  Institute  ought 
"  not  from  that  moment  '*  (t,6.,  when  he  becomes  a  member  of  the  Board)  "  to  have 
**  any  professional  connection  whatever  with  the  purchase  of  land  offered  for  sale 
"  or  let  by  the  Board,  nor  should  he  be  professionaUy  engaged  in  the  superintendence 
**  of  buildings  to  be  created  upon  land  which  is  the  property  of  the  ratepayers  whose 
"  agent  and  representative  he  is." 

72.  We  have  now  to  supplement  these  general  observations  with  some  remarks 
upon  the  particular  cases,  with  regard  to  which  we  have  already  recorded  in  detail  the 
action  of  Fowler  and  Saunders. 

Whatever  may  have  been  the  motives  which  actuated  these  gentiemen,  and  whatever 
the  aspect  to  them  of  the  course  they  took,  it  cannot  be  doubted  that  their  services 
were  at  times  sought,  only  because  they  were  members  of  the  Board,  and  because  it 
was  thought  that  by  employing  them  there  would  be  a  better  chance  of  securing  the 
approval  of  the  Theatres  Sub-committee  and  of  the  Board.  Whatever  they  may  have 
understood  as  the  reason  for  their  engagement,  the  most  cursory  glance  at  thd  facts 
we  have  detailed  is  sufficient  to  show  that  this  was  the  object  of  those  who  employed 
them. 

Fowler  endeavoured  to  suggest  that  in  the  case  of  the  Criterion  theatre,  his  advice 
was  not  afforded  on  any  question  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Board.  He  stated  that 
ho  made  no  plans,  and  that  he  declined  to  mske  any  report  to  Mr.  Verity,  the  architect, 
upon  them,  "because  that  was  a  question  which  the  Board  had  jurisdiction  over. 
"  They  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  ventilation,  and  I  would  not  have  touched  on  the 
"  question  of  exits  and  entrances.'*  This,  as  we  have  seen,  is  contrary  to  the  impression 
of  Mr.  Spiers.  But  apart  from  this,  Fowler  himself  was  obliged  to  admit  that  the 
theatre  was  closed,  and  that  he  voted  for  its  being  closed,  principally  on  the  ground 
of  want  of  ventilation,  and  that  the  point  on  which  he  was  consulted  was  how  that 
defect  might  be  remedied.  Whether  the  Board  was  or  was  not  justified  in  entei*taining, 
as  it  undoubtedly  did,  the  question  of  ventilation  is  immaterial,  for  Fowler  admits  that 
he  believed  it  to  be  within  its  jurisdiction,  both  when  he  voted  for  closing  the  theatre, 
and  when  he  was  employed  by  the  proprietors.  We  may  cite  the  following  answers 
which  show  this  quite  clearly  : — 

**  Q.  Then  were  not  you,  when  yoil  were  consulted,  consulted  about  one  of  the  very 
matters  upon  which  the  theatre  committee  had  voted,  and  would  have  to  vote  again  ? — 
Certainly,  to  that  extent  I  was. 

"  Q.  Then  I  do  not  understand  the  fine  distinction  you  draw,  that  you  were  employed 
about  a  matter  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Board,  because  it  was  ventilation  ?--- 
I  consider  that  the  Board  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  ventilation. 

*'  Q.  Your  point  is  that  you  yourself  voted  as  a  member  of  the  committee  on  the 
ground  that  they  had  such  want  of  ventilation  as  rendered  it  dangerous  in  case  of 
fire?— Yes. 

"  Q.  What  do  you  mean  by  saying  that  you  had  nothing  to  do  with  ventilation  ? — 
We  voted  on  that,  but  that  was  beyond  our  power,  no  doubt. 

•'  Q.  Did  you  know  at  the  time  it  was  beyond  your  power  ? — ^No,  I  did  not  when 
I  voted. 

"  Q.  Did  you  know  it  when  you  were  employed  to  advise  about  the  ventilation  ? — No, 
I  did  not.'' 

He  admitted  that  he  advised  as  to  the  mode  in  which  the  theatre  could  be  rendered 
fit  for  use.     He  was  then  asked  the  following  questions  ; — 

•*  Q.  Whether  that  would  be  sufficient  or  not,  would  be  a  matter  on  which  you  would 
have  to  vote  as  a  member  of  the  Theatre  Sub-committee  ? — Yes. 

"  Q.  You  thought  it  consistent  with  your  duty  to  give  that  advice  and  receive  a  fee 
for  it?— Yes." 

He  afterwards  stated  that  he  was  mistaken  when  he  said  that  he  had  nothing  to  do 
with  the  drawing  of  any  plans. 
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73.  We  have  little  to  add  about  the  Albany  Road  case  to  the  statement  contained  ^l^^ll^ 
in  par.  55.     We  have  already  given  in  par.  71  Saunders'  answers  when  pressed  as  ^J  Fowler. 
to  his  action  in  this  case.     But  we  ought  to  state,  in  addition,  that  he  attributes  his 
having  moved  the  reference  to  the  Building  Acts  Committee  of  the  plan  on  which  he  ^t^^. 
had  advised,  and  also  approval  of  that  plan  by  the  committee,  to  the  circumstance  that  goad  case. 
he  had  been  the  chairman  of  that  committee,  and  that  it  was  the  usual  course  for 
the  late  chairman,  in  the  absence  of  the  chairman,  to  make  such  a  motion,  which 
did  not  refer  to  this  particular  plan  alone,  but  it  may  be  to  thirty  or  more,  of  which 
it  was  one.     And  we  ought  further  to  state  that  Mr.  Fowler  does  not  admit  that  he 
was  aware  when  he  was  consul  bed  that  the  Board  had  made  any  difficulty  or  rejected 
any  plan,  and  it  appears  to  be  the  fact  that  the  scheme  which  he  suggested  was  not 
the  one  put  by  Bird  before  the  Board. 

74.  We  have  already  (par.  58)  drawn  attention  to  the  difficulty  of  reconciling  the  in  the 
answers  of  the  witnesses  with  reference  to  the  Pavilion  case.     But  whatever  may  be  Pavilion 
doubtful,  we  think  it  clear  that  the  employment  of  Saunders  as  architect  was  forced  ^^®^- 
upon  YiUiers  much  against  his  will.     And  we  cannot  doubt  that  when  Saunders  was 

first  approached  on  the  subject  of  supporting  ViUiers'  application  for  the  site,  it  was 
he  who  raised  the  question  who  the  architect  was  to  be,  and  referred  to  the  fact  that 
Isaacs  and  Florence  were  representing  themselves  as  the  architects.  To  those 
who  were  communicating  with  him,  this  could  have  but  one  meaning,  and  was  calcu- 
lated to  lead  to  but  one  result.  And  it  is  difficult  to  attribute  his  interest  in  the 
question,  whom  Villiers  would  employ  as  his  architect,  to  any  but  one  motive. 

But  there  is  another  aspect  of  the  case.     The  date  when  these  communications  took 
place  is  involved  in  some  doubt.     Woodward  is  clear  that  it  was  before  Villiers  obtained 
the  site.     It  seems  not  improbable  that  it  was  as  early  as  the  26th  of  November ;  for 
Saxmders  has  an  entry  of  Villiers'  attendance  at  his  office  on  that  day,  and  as  he  does  Q.  1441. 
not  keep  a  call  book  containing  a  record  of  every  caller,  it  seems  hardly  likely  that  ^ 

be  womd  have  entered  Yilliers  attendance  if  he  had  merely  come  to  him  as  a  member 
of  the  Board  to  canvas  for  his  vote.  However  that  may  be,  we  feel  satisfied  that 
before  the  Board  was  in  any  way  bound  to  Villiers  he  had  arrived  at  an  understanding 
that  if  he  got  the  site  Saunders  should  be  the  architect,  and  Saunders  had,  therefore, 
a  direct  mc^ve  to  favour  the  affixing  the  Board's  seal  to  an  agreement  to  let  the  site 
to  Vflliers.  We  need  not  comment  on  the  improprietv  of  a  member  of  the  Board  even 
raising  the  question  of  acting  as  architect,  when  the  Board  were  free  to  dispose  of  the 
site  as  they  pleased,  and  had  still  to  determine  whether  or  not  they  would  let  it  to 
the  person  with  whom  he  was  in  communication. 

75.  We  cannot  think  it  right  either,  that  Saunders  should  be  found  suggesting  to  the  In  the  cases 
Messrs.  Gordon  the  rental  they  should  offer  for  the  sites  on  which  the  Grand  Hotel  o^  ^^^  Grand 
and  Hotel  M6tropole  now  stand,   with  an  understanding  beforehand  that  if  they  ^0^*° 
obtained  the  sites  he  should  act  as  their  architect.     It  is  right  to  state  that  the  sale  M^tropole. 
of  the  lands  in  the  Northumberland  Avenue  had  hung  fire  for  some  time,  and  Saimders  (^  1688  et 
takes  credit  to  himself  for  having  assisted,  by  his  advice  to  the  applicants,  in  the  ^^* 
disposal  of  them.     But  he  placed  himself  in  a  perilous  position.    His  duty  was  to  ^^^^^  ^^ 
secure  for  the  Board  the  highest  price  that  could  be  obtained.     His  interest  (and  q;  1 1,732  c^ 
that  of  a  very  substantial  character)  was  that  the  terms  offisred  by  the  Messrs.  Gordon  seq. 
should  be  accepted  by  the  Board.  Q- 1^^^^^  ^^ 

76.  But  if  in  the  cases  to  which  we  have  just  alluded  the  conflict  between  duty  in  the  case 
and  interest  did  not  result  in  any  prejudice  to  the  Board,  it  is  not  clear  that  the  of  the 
same  can  be  said  about  the  case  of  the  purchase  of  the  freehold  of  the  Colonial  9^!?.^*^ 
Institute  site.    It  is  certain,  at  all  events,  tnat  Mr.  Saunders  grievously  &iled  in  his 

duty.  He  admits  that  he  thought  25  years  was  too  small  a  number  of  vears  purchase, 
and  that  a  much  larger  number  ought  to  have  been  required,  and  that  he  did  not 
urge  this  upon  his  brother  members  ^^  because  he  was  professionally  engaged."  It 
is  true  he  voted  against  the  proposal  to  allow  Mr.  Hobson  to  purchase  on  these  terms, 
but  he  states  that  he  gave  this  vote  by  accident,  not  realising  at  the  moment  on  what  Q*  ^^^®' 
question  the  Board  were  dividing. 

77.  We  pass  now  to  some  observations  on  the  course  pursued  by  Mr.  Fowler  with  Conduct  of 
reference  to  the  Shaftesbury  Avenue  site.      We   have»  already  seen  how  Hobson  ^^^1^^^ 
abstained  from  binding  himself  to  the  Board  until  he  could  find  a  purchaser,  and  how  ^y  ^yenue 
he  succeeded,  after  his  application  had  lapsed,  in  securing  an  agreement  with  Captain  case. 
Napier  that  he  diould  give  him  a  j^mium  of  2,500{.,  taking  the  land  at  the  rental 
HoDson  had  offered  to  the  Board.     We  have  also  seen  that  whilst  matters  were  in  this 
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position,  Fowler  was  spoken  to  about  giving  his  professional  advice  as  to  a  building  on 
the  site,  and  consented  to  do  so,  and  yet  on  the  4th  of  October,  when  it  is  clear . 
that  all  these  circumstances  were  called  to  his  attention,  he  thought  it  consistent  with 
his  duty,  without  further  inquiry,  to  second  a  motion  which  amounted  to  entertaining 
a  revival  of  Hobson's  offer,  and  on  the  25th  of  the  same  month  he  seconded  the  motion 
that  the  acceptance  of  the  tender  be  confirmed.  We  ciannot  think  that  this  was  a 
proper  course  to  pursue.  We  have  already  stated  the  circjimstances  connected  with 
the  payment  of  200Z.  to  Fowler  in  respect  of  his  advice  about  the  Shaftesbury  Avenue 
site.  It  is  impossible  not  to  doubt  whether  his  employment  was  altogether  uncon- 
nected with  the  fact  that  he  was  a  member  of  the  Board.  Certainly  the  mode  of 
remunerating  him  for  advising  as  to  the  ancient  lights  was  a  little  peculiar.  He 
had  sent  in  no  account,  and  he  admits  that  at  the  time  the  200?.  was  given  him  he 
had  not  done  work  to  that  value.  But  he  states  that  it  would  not  be  more  than 
adequate  remuneration  when  he  had  completed  the  services  required  of  him.  In  June 
of  last  year  Fowler,  as  we  have  said,  returned  the  money.  We  did  not  learn  this 
fact  from  Fowler,  nor  did  Hobson,  who  first  told  us  of  the  payment,  communicate,  in 
the  first  instance,  the  fact  that  the  money  had  been  returned.  But  at  a  later  date  he 
made  this  commimication,  and  Phipps  learning  that  he  had  done  so,  narrated  to  us  the 
Q.  7483.  circumstances.  Fowler,  on  being  recalled  was  asked,  "  What  did  you  return  it  for  if 
"  it  was  perfectly  honestly  obtained  ?  "  His  answer  was,  "  I  will  tell  you  why  I 
"  returned  it.  When  there  was  an  inquiry  at  the  Board  upon  Mr.  Eobertson  I  found 
**  that  in  that  inquiry  it  was  being  stated  that  Mr.  Hobson  and  Mr.  Robertson  were 
"  connected,  I  immediately  went  to  Mr.  Phipps,  and  said  to  him,  '  I  will  not  have  this 
**  *  money;  it  came  through  the  hands  of  Mr.  Hobson,  and  I  will  not  have  it.  I  would 
"  *  rather  lose  the  money  for  all  the  work.' "  He  acted,  he  ^ays,  "  on  the  itiipulse  of 
"  the  moment "  in  returning  the  cheque.  If  the  transaction  was  the  simple  and 
innocent  one  which  Fowler  represents,  it  is  not  easy  to  see  why  he  should  have  made 
this  sacrifice,  nor  why  he  should  not  subsequently  have  sought  payment  from  Phipps, 
who,  according  to  his  account,  was  undoubtedly  liable  to  him. 

78.  It  is  not  necessary  to  prolong  the  discussion  of  the  conduct  of  Fowler  and 
Saunders  by  any  specific  observations  upon  the  other  cases  in  which  they  were 
professionally  ^igaged.  These  cases  are  sufl&ciently  covered  by  the  general  remarks 
we  have  made  upon  them  in  an  earlier  part  of  our  report. 

Their  oases  79.  Whilst  we  have  deemed  it  our  duty  to  censure  in.  unmistakeable  terms 
summed  up.  ^}^q  course  pursued  both  by  Fowler  and  Saunders,  we  think  it  only  fair  to  them 
to  state  that  there  is  no  evidence  that,  in  general,  the  fact  that  they  were  pro- 
fessionally employed  induced  them  to  take,  or  abstain  from  taking,  a  course  at  the 
Board  other  than  that  which  they  would  have  pursued  had  they  not  been  so  employed. 
We  have  already  indicated,  however,  that  an  exception  mUst  be  made  to  this  general 
statement  as  regards  Saunders'  action  in  the  case  of  the  Colonial  Institute,  asad 
possibly  Fowler's  action  with  reference  to  the  Shaftesbury  Avenue  site  ought  alao 
to  be  excepted.  We  must  add,  too,  this  further  reservation  that  we  do  not  feel 
satisfied  that  further  information  would  not  have  been  afibrded  to  those  who  were 
interfered  with  or  whose  applications  were  rejected  by  the  Board,  but  for  the 
professional  interests  of  the  members  whose  proceedings  we  have  been  discussing. 
It  is  certain  that  their  employment  was  materially  affected  by  the  fact  that  the 
Board  gave  no  reasons  for  its  decisions,  and  that  it  was  not  easy  to  ascertain 
Q.  8150  €t  what  the  Board's  objections  were,  or  how  they  might  be  removed.  We  quite  feel  the 
seq,  force  of  Mr.  BlashiU's  observations  on  this  point.     We  agree  that  it  was  not  the 

Q.8664.  duty  of  the  Board  to  put  an  applicant's  plans  into  shape,  and  that  the  officers  of 
the  Board  could  not  always  tell  what  alteration  would  satisfy  a  committee  or  remove 
their  objections.  But  giving  due  weight  to  these  considerations,  we  think  nevertheless 
that  more  assistance  might  and  ought  to  have  been  afforded  than  was  actually  the 
case.  If,  for  example,  it  was  the  determination  of  the  Board  to  refuse  to  permit 
any  advance  of  a  building  line  unless  the  neighbours  on  both  sides  assented,  why 
should  not  this  have  been  distinctly  communicated  to  an  applicant,  instead  of  leaving 
him  to  discover  it  by  sending  in  one  plan  after  another  with  an  altered  building 
line.  Again,  it  surely  would  have  been  only  right  in  such  cases  as  those  of  the 
Criterion-Theatre  or  Hengler's  Circus,  to  have  conferred  in  the  first  instance  with 
the  proprietors,  and  pointed  out  the  grounds  upon  which  the  Board  felt  bound  to 
take  such  serious  action ;  and  to  have  discussed  the  no^thods  by  which  the  existing 
evils  could  be  remedied,  and  the  requirements  of  the  Board  satisfied.  This  course  wag 
.  adopted 'as  regards  the  Criterion, after  Messrs.  Fowler  and  blunders  had  been  ^onwilted  ; 
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but  it  might  surely  have  been  taken  at  the  outset.  And  why  was  the  conference  in 
the  case  of  Hengler's  Circus,  which  was  invited  by  the  terms  of  the  reference  back 
by  the  Building  ActsJCommittee  to  the  Theatres  Sub-committee,  after  Phipps  had 
sought  the  advice  of  Fowler,  not  thought  of  at  an  earlier  date  ?  Why,  indeed,  did 
not  that  gentleman  suggest  it  to  the  committee  ?  It  is  true  that  had  he  done  so, 
Phipps  would  probably  never  have  given  him  the  40Z.,  with  which  he  rewarded  the 
suggestion  that  the  Board  should  be  asked  tb  refer  the  matter  back  for  further 
consideration ;  but  it  seems  to  us  that  he  would  have  better  discharged  his  duty, 
for  we  are  at  a  loss  to  see  why  the  committee  should  not  have  done  in  the  first 
instance  that  which  Powler  considered  they  would  do  if  there  were  a  reference  of 
the  matter  back  to  them. 

There  is  no  evidence  that  either  Fowler  or  Saimders  was  in  the  habit  of  throwing 
unnecessary  difficulties  in  the  way  of  applicants,  but  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  great 
dissatisfaction  existed  at  the  mode  in  which  applications  were  dealt  with,  and  that 
the  impression  prevailed  that  matters  would  be  made  smoother  by  the  employment 
of  these  gentlemen*  It  seems  clear  that  both  Robertson  and  Goddard  thought  so,  and 
they  would  have  peculiarly  good  opportunities  of  forming  an  opinion.  We  entertain 
no  doubt  that  Robertson  did  intimate  to  ViUiers  that  he  would  do  well  to  employ 
Saunders  upon  the  London  Pavilion.  And  we  can  see  no  motive  for  his  doing 
so  except  that  the  Pavilion  matter,  in  which,  as  we  have  seen,  he  had  a  considerable 
intJerest,  should  go  smoothly  through.  And  when  Goddard  was  consulted  on  behalf 
of  the  proprietor  of  the  Criterion,  he  apparently  thought  the  best  advice  he  could 
give,  was  that  Saunders  and  Fowler  should  be  employed. 

.  80.  The  only  member  of  the  Board,  other  than  those  upon  whose  actions  we  have  Conduct  of 
been  commenting,  whose  conduct  was  impugned  by  direct  evidence,  was  Mr.  George  Mr.  George 
Brown.      In  January   1884,  Mr.  Brick,  a  builder,  in  accordance   with   instructions  ^^^."^ 
received  from  the  owner,  pulled  down  a  house,  No.  33,  Lisson  Street,  when  a  fissure  ^th  the 
became  manifest  in  the  party- wall  between  that  and  the  adjoining  house,  No.  35,  Lisson  Streei 
which  was  the  property  of  Brown.    This  resulted  in  a  certificate  by  Mr.  Peebles,  the  ^^*^ 
district  surveyor,   that   the  structure  was   in    a    dangerous  state,  and  that  it  was  j  ^^*  ^* 
necessary  that  the  owner  or  occupier  should  be  required  to  take  down  the  defective  *  ^* 
portions  of  the  south  party- wall,  and  on  the  29th  of  March  there  was  a  notice  by 
the  superintending  architect  ordering  that  they   should  be  taken  down.     This  was 
served  upon  Brown.     Brick's  evidence  is  that  Brown  called  on  the  1st  of  April  and 
complained  of  the  notice,  said  that  he  wished  Brick  would  mind  his  own  business, 
and  added,  **  All  right,  we  will  see  about  .this  in  a  day  or  two.    I  wiU  bring  some- 
y  body  who  will  see  into  the  matter."    He  further  states  that  two  days  afterwards 
Brown  came  with  Mr.  Thomas,  an  officer  of  the  Board  in  the  Dangerous  Structure 
Department,  who  said,  ''  It  is  an  old  thing,  but  I  daresay  will  hang  together  for  a 
**  long  time  yet,'*   and  that  he    coidd   not   see    why    it  had  been  condemned.     On 
the  question  of   this    visit   there    is    the    most    extraordinary   conflict   of  evidence. 
Mr.  Sherwood  and  Mr.  Coxhead,  an  architect  and  a  builder,  support  Brick's  state- 
ment that  Brown  came  there  with  Thomas.     On  the  other  hand,  both  Thomas  and 
Brown  allege  that  though  they  visited  the  premises  together  they  never  did  so  on 
an  occasion  when  Brick  or  Snerwood  and  Coxhead  were  present,  and  they  put  the 
date   of   the  visit  at   a  later  period,  viz.,  the  end  of  April.      We   do  not  think  it 
necessary  to  endeavour  to  arrive  at  any  conclusion  as  to  the  credit  which  ought  to 
be  given  to  the  difTerent  witnesses  on  this  point.     It  is  admitted  that  Brown  did  ask 
Thomas  to  go  to  the  premises  and  advise  him  as  to  what  he  ought  to  do.     Thomas 
states  that  this  was  no  part  of  his  official  duty,  and  that  he  could  not  have  done  so 
without  VuUiamy's  permission,  and  further,  that  he  obtained  the  required  permission 
aad  went  to  the  premises  for  that  purpose,  although,  as  he  stated,  the  district  surveyor 
was  the  only  official  who  had  a  duty  with  regard  to  the  premises.     In  a  subsequent 
answer,  however,  he  asserted  that  it  was  for  Vulliamy  to  decide  whether  delay  should 
be  allowed  or  not,  and  that  the  purpose  of  his  visit  was  to  see  whether  delay  might  be 
permitted  pending  negotiations  for  the  purchase  of  the  premises  in  question.     We 
have  already  dwelt  on  this  matter  at  perhaps  too  great  length.    We  thmk  that  there 
was  some  irregularity  in  Brown's  seeking  and  obtaining  the  intervention  of  an  official 
of  the  Board,  and  that  he  probably  would  not  have  been  able  to  do  so  had  he  not  been 
a  ihember  of  that  body.     But  it  appears  to  us  that  the  matter  woidd  only  be  a  serious 
one  if  it  were  indicative  of  a  general  course  of  practice  of  which  we  do  not  see  any 
evidence. 
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81,  Another  case  has  been  pressed  upon  our  attention^  in  which  it  is  alleged 
that  the  Board  interfered  with  a  district  surveyor  in  the  discharge  of  his  functions. 
We  allude  to  the  question  which  arose  during  the  construction  of  the  premises 
belonging  to  Mr,  Whiteley,  which  have  been  more  than  once  destroyed  by  fire. 
Notice  having  been  given  to  Mr.  Gundry,  the  district  surveyor,  of  the  erection  of  the 
building,  he  wrote  to  the  Board  in  accordance  with  the  instructions  received  on  his 
appointment,  calling  their  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  area  allowed  without  sub- 
division by  sect.  27,  rule  4,  of  the  Metropolitan  Building  Act  (18  &  19  Vict.  c.  122), 
wiis  being  exceeded.  The  superintending  architect  pointed  out  in  reply  that  if  it  were 
a  building  for  retail  trade,  it  did  not  come  within  the  enactment.  In  the  result  the 
matter  was  referred  to  the  Buildine  Acts  Committee  for  consideration  and  report. 
They  conferred  with  the  parties,  and  ultimately  it  was  resolved  ''  that  the  committee 
''  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  instruct  the  district  surveyor  to  proceed  in  the 
"  matter." 

It  was  suggested  to  us  that  the  course  taken  by  the  Board  was  due  to  the  fact  that 
Saunders  was  acting  as  architect  for  Whiteley,  and  that  he  appeared  before  the 
committee  on  his  l^half.  But  we  think  it  clear  that  this  was  not  the  case.  The 
construction  of  ihe  statute  on  which  the  committee  proceeded  had  long  been  adopted 
and  acted  upon  by  the  Board  and  its  officers.  And  we  should  not  have  considered  it 
necessary  to  call  attention  to  the  matter,  except  that  it  points  to  the  importance  of 
leaving  the  district  surveyors  to  take  their  own  course  in  proceeding  against  those 
whom  they  beUeve  to  be*  infringing  the  provisions  of  the  Buuding  Acts.  It  is  not  for 
us  to  put  any  authoritative  interpretation  upon  the  clause  in  the  Act  which  gave 
rise  to  the  difficulty,  but  it  is,  to  say  the  least,  doubtful  whether  the  construction 
which  the  Board  put  upon  it  was  correct.  If  they  had  left  the  action  of  the  district 
surveyor  uncontrolled,  the  question  could  and  probably  would  have  been  solved  by 
judicial  decision. 

82.  We  have  hitherto  confined  our  observations  on  the  working  of  the  Metropolitan 
Board  to  the  architect's  department.  It  is  that  department  chiefly  whose  proceedings 
have  been  impeached,  and  it  was  in  consequence  ox  the  irregularities  and  misconduct 
alleged  to  have  occurred  in  connexion  with  it,  that  this  Commission  was  appointed. 
The  result  of  the  inquiry  has  been  to  show  that  the  charges  made  rested  on  a 
substantial  foundation. 

83.  One  other  department  of  the  Board«— that  of  which  the  chief  engineer  is  the 
head — ^has  also  been  made  the  subject  of  attack. 

The  charges  levelled  against  tibat  de{>artment  were  limited  almost  exclusively  to 
events  which  occurred  many  years  ago  in  .the  early  days  of  the  Board's  existence. 
We  have  taken  some  evidence  with  reference  to  these  charges,  but  we  do  not  think, 
it  necessary  to  enter  here  upon  a  detailed  examination  of  them.  They  were  for  the 
most  part  made  public  in  the  course  of  a  Parliamentary  inquiry  in  the  year  1864, 
and  the  members  of  the  Board,  whose  conduct  was  impeached,  have  long  ceased  to  be 
connected  with  it.  Mr.  Frederic  Doulton  and  others  were,  at  the  period  we  have 
referred  to,  undoubtedlv  guilty  of  act«  which  cannot  be  justified;  but  so  far  as 
the  evidence  before  us  nas  gone  it  would  appear  that  the  irre^larities  alleged  to 
have  then  existed  have  long  since  ceased.  We  have  made  sdl  the  examination 
possible  into  the  allegations  brought  to  our  notice.  The  difficulty  of  making  such 
an  examination  complete  after  the  lapse  of  so  long  a  period,  and  tifie  death  of  some 
of  those  implicated  was,  of  course,  greeA.  If  we  are  to  jud^e  from  the  evidence 
we  have  been  able  to  obtain,  there  is  no  ground  for  the  sdlegation  that  during 
the  last  20  years  and  more,  there  has  been  any  serious  irregularity  in  this  depart- 
ment.  Suggestions  were,  indeed,  made  to  us  of  malpractices  of  a  recent  date,  and  we 
have  as  far  as  possible  fully  investigated  them,  but  none  of  them  have  been 
substantiated  by  evidence.  It  is,  of  course,  possible,  notwithstanding  that  acts  have 
been  committed  which  would  not  bear  the  li^nt,  but  we  must  be  governed  by  evidence 
and  not  surmise,  and  nothing  has  transpired  to  warrant  the  assertion  that  this  has  been 
the  case. 

84.  It  was  urged  upon  us  b^  more  than  one  witness  that  the  Board  has  been 
pursuing  an  improper  course  in  its  treatment  of  the  metropolitan  sewage.  The  Board 
!has,  it  is  said,  disregarded  the  recommendations  of  the  Boyal  Commission  which 
recently  reported  on  the  subject,  and  embarked  upon  methods  involving  a  large 
expenditure,  and  not  calculated  to  ensure  a  good  result,  or  to  obviate  the  necessity 
of  ultimately  carrying  out  the  plan  recommended  by  the  Boyal  Commission.    That 
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Bchrane  would  be  a  very  ooatlj  one,  and  the  Board  has,  we  think,  not  unnaturally 
MQgfat  to  avoid  an  expenditure  of  money  whioh  would  considerably  increase  the 
burdien  of   the  rates.    Whether  it  has  acted  wisely  in  so  doing  is,  of  course,  a 

auestion*  Those  who  are  the  adyocates  of,  or  connected  with,  particular  methods  of 
ealing  with  the  sewage  are  perhaps  naturally  disposed  to  view  with  suspicion  the 
action  of  the  Board  in  estimatmg  very  differently  from  themselves  the  value  of  those 
methods,  and  to  suppose  that  the  course  it  has  pursued  cannot  be  an  honest,  or  at  all 
events  a  reasonable  one.  And  sanitary  reformers  may  share  these  views.  We  see  no 
ffround,  however,  for  supposing  that  the  Board  has  been  actuated  by  any  corrupt  or 
mdirect  motives  in  the  steps  which  it  has  taken.  Under  these  circumstances  we  do 
not  propose  to  say  anything  further  on  the  matter,  for  it  appeared  to  us  to  be  entirely 
beyond  the  scope  of  the  inquiry  committed  to  us,  to  enter  upon  the  investigation  of 
so  intricate  a  question,  or  to  express  any  opinion  whether  the  course  pursued  has  or 
l!ias  not  been  a  wise  one. 

85.  We  have  not  thought  it  necessary  to  extend  our  inquiry  into  any  other  branch  Financial 
of  the  Board's  work,  although  we  have  received  some  evidence  as  to  its  financial  naanagepient 

^^^1-    ^  of  the  Board. 

worlcmg. 

fThatever  difference  of  opinion  thero  may  be  as  to  certain  details  of  the  Board's 
finance,  it  appears  to  us  that  the  comparatively  early  period  at  which  they  borrowed 
at  a  low  rate  of  interest,  as  well  as  the  present  price  of  their  stock,  afford  the  best 
testimony  of  the  general  merits  of  their  financial  management. 

A  statement,  miich  had  been  freely  made,  that  the  banking  account  of  the  Board 
had  been  transferrod  to  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank  in  consequence  of  the 
Chairman  being  a  director  of  that  bank,  proved  to  be  without  foundation.  The 
banking  account  had  been  opened  before  he  became  a  member  of  the  Board,  and  it 
was  not  until  after  he  was  Chairman  of  the  Board  that  he  became  a  director  of  the 
bank. 

We  may  say,  further,  that  the  Accountant's  Department  appears  to  have  been  SeeQ.iSfi05 
admirably  conducted  for  many  ^ears  past,  and  we  wero  much  impressed  with  the  «^'^- 
ability  and  thorough  mastery  of  his  work  displayed  by  its  principal  officer,  Mr.  Gunn.     ^^^^^ 

86.  It  romains  for  us  to  inquire  how  far  the  Board  ought  to  be  held  responsible  Re^n* 
for  the  irregularities  proved  to  have  existed,  or  for  the  grave  misconduct  which  has  ^^^^jj^  ^\ 
characterised  the  career  of  two  of  the  principal  officers  of  the  arehitect's  department,  J^®  ^^ 
and  to  consider  whether  they  became  possible  or  remained  so  long  undiscovered  present 
owing  to  faulty  administration,  or  to  a  neglect  of  their  duties  on  the  par^of  the  irr^u- 
Board.  "*"^^««- 

We  have  already  pointed  out  (paras.  19  and  41)  that  on  two  occasions  the  majority 
who  supported  particular  proposals  were,  in  our  opinion,  chargeable  with  an  error  of 
judgment,  but  it  would  be  a  much  more  serious  matter  if  the  Soard  had  so  conducted 
the  weighty  affairs  entrusted  to  it  as  to  lead  to  the  abuses  which  have  been  discovered. 

87.  We  do  not  see  that  there  were  any  ciroumstances  disclosing  to  the  Board  in 
general  the  fact  that  irregularities  were  going  on.  The  leading  members  of  the 
arehitect's  staff  had  been  for  many  years  in  the  employ  of  the  Board,  and  it  was  not 
unnatural  that  confidence  should  be  reposed  in  them,  and  that  their  advice  should 
have  great  weight  attached  to  it.  It  is  easy  to  be  wise  after  the  event,  and  it  must 
be  remembered  that  circumstances  which  now  appear  suspicious  might  well  not  have 
done  so  before  any  suspicion  was  aroused.  In  onler  to  judge  justly  we  must  regard 
the  circumstances  in  the  aspect  they  wore  at  the  time,  and  not  with  the  light  which 
subsequent  events  have  thrown  upon  them. 

Giving  full  weight  to  these  considerations,  we  are  nevertheless  impressed  with  the 
view  that  in  two  respects  the  Board's  proceedings  facilitated,  even  if  they  did  not 
conduce  to,  the  misconduct  disclosed  in  the  course  of  our  investigations. 

88.  In  the  first  place,  we  are  struck  by  the  fact  that  the  disposal  of  the  large  areas  probable 
of  building  land,  which  from  time  to  time  became  the  property  of  the  Board,  was  left  causes  which 

^to  the  Works  and  General  Purposes  Committee,  which,  as  we  have  seen,  consisted  of  jed  toirreo^i 
the  entire  Board.  It  appears  to  us  that  a  body  so  numerous,  and  whose  only  informa-  ^  ^'^^ 
tion  was  derived  from  the  reports  of  its  officers,  must  have  been  in  its  management  of 
the  business  of  letting  or  selling  the  property  of  the  Board,  very  much  in  the  hands 
of  those  officers.  It  strikes  us  as  strange  that  it  should  never  have  occurred  to  the 
Board  to  appoint  a  small  committee,  and  entrust  to  it  the  duty  of  superintending  the 
.  sale  and  letting  of  lands,  and  endeavouring  to  obtain  for  them  the  highest  possible 
,  price,  a  course  which  would  have  appearea  to  us  the  obvious  one.    It  is  true  that 
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such  a  committee  must  have  reported  its  proceedings  to  the  Board  and  been  sul^eC 
to  its  control,  but  we  think  that  if  a  few  individuals  hiad  been  conscious  that  tfufl 
special  duty  devolved  upon  them,  they  might  have  infused  more  energy  and  initiation 
into  this  branch  of  the  Board's  work.  And  we  think,  too,  that  the  existence  of  such 
a  committee  and  its  constant  vigilance  over  the  details  of  what  may  be  called  the 
estate  ofl&ce,  would  have  operated  as  a  very  important  check  upon  the  action  of  those 
employed  in  it.  It  would  have  impressed  them  with  the  conviction  that  watchful 
eyes  were  upon  them,  and  might  thus  have  deterred  them  from  proceedings  which 
they  felt  could  be  carried  out  with  impunity  so  long  as  the  duty  of  supervision  waft 

distributed  amongst  fifty  or  more  individuals. 

• 

89.  The  other  matter  to  which  we  allude  is  that  for  some  years  prior  to  his  death 
Mr.  VuUiamy,  the  superintending  architect,  was,  we  are  satisfied,  unequal  to  the  duties 
of  the  position  which  he  filled.  He  appears  to  have  relied,  and  to  have  needed  to 
place  reliance,  far  too  much  on  his  immediate  subordinates.  Instead  of  having  a 
strong  head  over  them  and  a  vigilant  eye  upon  them,  they  felt  that  they  were  reaUy 
masters  of  the  situation,  and  could  safely  venture  upon  courses  which  they  would 
otherwise  have  realised  involved  too  great  a  risk.  We  have  already  pointed  out 
(para.  23)  that  in  many  branches  of  the  work  Goddard  practically  acted  as  the  chief 
of  the  department.  That  Mr.  Vulliamy  was  thus  unfit  to  continue  at  the  head  of 
the  department  was  clearly  seen  by  several  members  of  the  Board,  who  seem  infor- 
mally to  have  brought  the  matter  under  the  notice  of  some  of  their  feUow  members, 
but  they  did  not  meet  with  sufficient  encouragement  or  concurrence  of  opinion  to 
induce  them  to  take  any  decided  action.  We  think  this  is  to  be  regretted,  but  great 
allowance  must  be  made  for  that  unwillingness  to  appear  to  deal  hardly  with  aiU  old 
servant  of  the  Board,  which  no  doubt  influenced  the  action  of  many  of  its  members. 
It  is  unquestionably  the  duty  of  every  public  body  without  flinching  to  dispense 
with  the  services  of  anyone  in  its  employ  who  has  ceased  to  be  able  to  do  his  work 
with  thorough  efficiency.  But  it  needs  no  ordinary  firmness  to  discharge  this  duty 
uncompromisingly,  and  experience  shows  that  men  may  be  honestly  blind  to  faults 
which  they  are  unwilling  to  see. 

In  the  control  and  management  of  such  varied  and  extensive  concerns  as  those 
entrusted  to  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  the  highest  degree  of  intelligence 
and  capacity  for  business  are  doubtless  required,  in  order  that  such  irregularities  and 
malpractices  as  we  have  detailed  may  be  prevented  or  speedily  discovered. 

90.  The  practice  pursued  by  the  Board  in  referring  questions  to  a  committee 
which  included  all  the  members  of  the  Board  has  been  subjected  to  criticism,  and  it 
has  been  contended  that  it  was  pursued  only  in  order  that  the  public  might  be 
kept  ignorant  of  its  proceedings.  The  reference  to  such  a  committee  may  have  been 
sometimes  used  for  that  purpose.  If  so,  the  course  was  improper.  But  it  is  obvious 
that  in  conducting  the  affairs  of  the  Board  there  must  have  been  many  cases  in  which 
it  was  essential  that  all  that  preceded  the  actual  decision  should  be  kept  private. 
At  the  same  time,  it  must  be  admitted  that  the  existence  of  such  a  committee  as 
the  Works  and  General  Purposes  Committee  afforded  a  temptation  to  leave  to  it 
matters  which  might  have  been  dealt  with  by  the  Board  itself,  and  as  regards 
which  publicity  would  have  been  advantageous. 

Exception  was  also  taken  to  the  action  of  the  Board  in  delegating  to  its  committees 
power  to  act  in  certain  matters  referred  to  them,  which  were  thus  withheld  from  the 
knowledge  of  the  members  not  serving  on  such  committees  until  it  was  too  late  to 
interfere  effectually. 

We  think  the  practice  of  thus  delegating  the  powers  of  the  Board  would  certainly 
be  objectionable  unless  it  were  confined  to  matter  of  detail  in  carrying  out  a  course 
already  determined  upon.    In  such  a  case  it  might  be  of  advantage. 

91.  It  is  suggested  that  when  complaints  of  the  conduct  of  their  officers  reached 
the  Board,  and  it  began  to  make  inquiry,  it  lent  too  ready  an  ear  to  the  statements 
of  those  implicated,  and  did  not  pursue  the  iilquiiy  with  sufficient  energy  and  zeaL 
It  is  possible  that  greater  vigour  might  have  been  displayed.  But  it  must  be  borne 
in  mind  that  the  powers  of  the  Board  were  very  limited.  They  did  not  enable  it 
either  to  enforce  the  attendance  of  witnesses,  or  to  examine  them  upon  oath,  or 
compel  them  to  answer  the  questions  put  to  them.  Under  these  circumstances  we  do 
not  think  that  any  serious  blame  can  attach  to  the  Board  in  this  respect. ; 

Two  members  of  the  Board  must,  as  we  have  pointed  out,  be  excepted  from  the 
general  statement  that  there  were  no  suspicious  circumstances  within  their  cognisance* 
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We  refer,  of  course,  to  Saunders  and  Fowler.  The  former  knew  that  Robertson 
"  appeared  to  be  acting  for  the  comer  site,"  and  yet  when  the  very  question  of 
Robertson's  connexion  with  the  Pavilion  was  under  inquiry  at  the  Board,  he  never 
made  his  fellow  members  sharers  of  this  knowledge*  Had  he  done  so  it  might  at 
once  have  put  them  upon  further  inquiry,  for  according  to  Robertson's  story  he 
did  not  become  connected  in  any  way  with  his  brother's  enterprise  until  a  date  long 
subsequent  to  that  when  the  events  occurred  which  produced  this  impression  on 
Saunders'  mind.  Saunders  knew,  too,  that  Goddard  was  acting  for  Villiers  in  the  Q.  1919. 
settlement  of  the  action  brought  against  him  by  Isaacs  and  Florence,  for  it  was 
Goddard  who  induced  him  to  agree  to  pay  30Z.  towards  the  claim,  and  the  money 
was  actually  handed  over  to  Goddard. 

Fowler,  too,  although  he  thought  so  seriously  of  the  connexion  of  Robertson  and 
Staiham  Kobson  in  relation  to  the  Shaftesbury  Avenue  site,  that  at  the  time  of  the 
inquiry  into  Robertson's  conduct  he  returned  the  200Z.  he  had  received,  merely 
because  it  was  Hobson's  hand  that  paid  it ;  he  never  made  any  investigation  himself 
nor  suggested  any  inquiry  into  the  circumstances  connected  with  the  letting  of  the 
site.     (Vide  para.  77.) 

92.  Whilst  we  have  thus  endeavoured  to  measure  out  the  responsibility  which 
belongs  not  only^  to  some  of  the  individual  members  of  the  Board,  but  to  the  Board 
itself,  we  think  it  ought  in  justice  to  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  irregularities  to  which 
we  have  been  calling  attention  in  the  preceding  paragraphs  of  our  report  cover  but  a 

very  smdU  surfacfe  of  the  sphere  of  the  Board's  operations.     It  has  had  a  multitude  of  ,s^q.i3<^04: 
duties  to  perform,  and  very  great  works  have  been  constructed  by  it,  which  have  c^«e^.,  and 
transformed  the  face  of  some  of  the  most  important  thoroughfares  of  the  metropolis.  Appendix  C. 
And  there  has  hitherto  been  no  evidence  that  corruption  or  malpractice  has  aflTected 
or  marred  the   greater  part  of  the  work  which   it  has   accomplished.       The  same 
may  be  said,  too,  in  relation  to  the  conduct  of  the  vast  majority  of  the  members  of 
the   Board.      We  have  received  very  numerous    communications,  some  anonymous, 
some  bearing  the  signature  of  the  writers,  impugning  the  action  of  the  Board  and 
certain  of  its  members,  but  against  the  vast  majority  of  them  not  even  a  suspicion  of 
corruption  or  misconduct  has  been  breathed. 

We  believe  that  many  members  of  the  Board  have  cheerfully  given  for  the  public 
good  much  valuable  time,  and  have  rendered  most  important  public  services. 

93.  It  will  have  been  noticed  that  no  inconsiderable  part  of  the  misconduct  and  Action  of 
corruption  on  which  we  have  had  to  comment  has  been  connected  with  the  sale  and  *^®  Board 
letting  of  public-houses  and  public-house  sites.  ^  pubUc-*^ 

We  have  been  impressed  with  the  fact  that  the  Board  has  taken  active  steps  bouses 
to  preserve  the  licenses  in  cases  where  the  necessities  of  the  neighbourhood  in  no  way  considered, 
demanded  it. 

A  person  standing  in  Cambridge  Circus  has  within  sight  no  less  than  seven  public- 
houses,  several  of  them  handsome  buildings ;  and  there  are  others  close  at  hand 
which  are  only  just  hidden  by  intervening  buildings.  It  cannot  be  pretended  that  the 
number  is  not  largely  in  excess  of  the  public  requirements. 

On  behalf  of  the  Board  credit  was  claimed  on  the  ground  that  it  had,  in  the  course 
of  its  improvements,  suppressed  many  public-houses  which  previously  existed, 
and  there  can  be  no  doubt  that,  so  far  as  the  Board  was  concerned,  financial  reasons 
alone  dictated  the  course  which  it  pursued  in  so  often  maintaining  existing  licenses, 
and  disposing  of  sites  for  ^the  purpose  of  their  employment  for  the  sale  of  intoxica- 
ting liquors.  But  it  is  manifest,  from  the  facts  narrated  in  para.  31  and  other 
circumstances,  that  very  questionable  proceedings  were  resorted  to  in  order  to  secure 
the  grant  or  renewal  of  licenses  in  which  the  Board  had  an  interest.  Whilst  the 
Board  was  no  doubt  under  the  obligatipn  to  obtain  the  highest  price  it  could  for  the 
property  it  had  to  sell,  it  appears  to  us  that  this  was  not  its  only  duty.  We  cannot 
but  think  that  it  might  properly  have  regarded  the  existing  supply  of  public-house 
accommodation  in  any  district,  after  the  demolition  of  those  acquired  by  the  Board, 
when  determining  what  licensed  houses  it  should  permit  to  be  added  to  the  number. 
And  we  do  not  feel  sure  that  the  monetary  loss  involved  in  that  course  would  have 
been  so  great  as  has  been  suggested ;  for  the  other  land  to  be  disposed  of  was  likely 
to  be  depreciated,  and  not  enhanced,  in  value  by  the  occupation  of  so  many  sites  by 
buildings  of  this  description.  It  certainly  seems  undesirable  that  so  many  of  the 
finest  sites  created  by  the  improvements  undertaken  by  the  Board  should  be  devoted 
to  such  a  purpose. 
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Recom-  94.  In  view  of  the  facts  elicited  by  this  inquiry,  we  think  it  might  have  a  whole- 

mendatiou      gome  effect  if  it  were  distinctly  made  a  criminal  offence  to  offer  to  any  member  or 

or  wjwtine    oflBcial  of  a  public  body  any  land  of  payment,  fee,  or  reward,  having  any  relation  to 

fees  or  the  affairs  of    the  body  of  which  he  was  such  member  or  official,  and  also  to 

rewards.        make  the  person  accepting    any  such  payment,  fee,  or    reward  amenable  to  the 

criminal  law.      We  are  not,  of  course,  professing  to  define  the  terms  of  such  an 

enactment,  or  the  exact  form  which  it  should  take,  nor  the  nature  of  the  penalties  to 

which  the  offenders  should  be  made  liable.     But  we  think  the  provisions  of  the 

Corrupt  Practices  Acts  would  afford  some  useful  suggestions  in  framing  such  an 

enactment. 

Conclusion.  95.  We  have  examined  all  the  witnesses  available  down  to  the  time  of  our  last 
meeting,  whose  evidence  appeared  to  us  likely  to  be  of  value.  It  is  possible  that 
further  evidence  may  be  forthcoming.  We  have,  therefore,  Uiought  it  undesirable 
to  brin^  the  labours  of  the  Commission  with  which  we  have  been  entrusted,  to  a  final 
close.  It  has  appeared  to  us  that  we  might  best  serve '  the  public  interest  by  at  once 
reporting  to  Your  Majesty  the  conclusions  at  which  we  have  arrived  upon  the  evidence 
hitherto  submitted  to  us,  leaving  further  inquiry  possible  should  we  hereafter  deem 
it  expedient. 

All  which  we  humbly  submit  for  Your  Majesty's  gracious  consideration. 

(L.S.)        (Signed)        HBBSCHBLL. 
(L.S.)  F.  A.  BOSANQUET. 

(L.B.)  H.  K  GRENFBLL. 
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APPENDICES  TO  REPORT. 


APPEin)IX  A. 

Tables  handed  in  to  the  GomxnifiBion,  containing  a  Statement  of  Money  raised  and  applied  by  the  Ideiropoliian 
Bou*d  of  Works  since  1855,  and  net  debt  of  the  Board  on  dlst  December  1887.  (Handed  in  by  Mr.  Gunn, 
Acconntant  of  the  Board,  in  answer  18,616.) 

APPENDIX  B. 

Table  showing  the  Bedemption  of  Debt  by  the  Board,  since  the  passing  of  the  Loans  Act  of  1869.  (Handed  in  by 
Mr.  Gxmn,  answer  18,617.) 

APPENDIX  C. 

Statistical  Tables  of  the  work  performed  by  the  Architect's  Department  of  the  Board  of  Works.  (Handed  in  by 
Mr.  J.  Blashill,  Superintending  Architect,  and  referred  to  in  his  evidence,  answers  13,704  to  13,7^5.) 

.    APPENDIX  D. 

Saggestions  of  Mr.  Blashill  as  to  the  constitution  of  a  Tribunal  of  Appeal  from  the  decisions  of  the  Superintending 
Architect. 


APPENDIX  A. 

Appendix,  Mb.  Guhn's  Evidbngb,  14  August  1888.— Monet  raised  and  applied  by  the  Mbtropolixan  Boaad  op 
WoBKS  since  1856,  the  Year  in  which  the  Metropolis  Local  Management  Act  came  into  operation,  and 
Net  Debt  of  the  Boabd  on  81st  December,  1887. 


For  dischaige  of  Loans  of  former  CommissioDers  of  Sewers  - 
„    Main  drainage  and  Main  Sewers        .... 
„    Victoria,  Albert,  and  Chelsea  Embankments 
„    Other  Street  Improvements  under  special  Acts  of  Parliament 
„    Local  and  Minor  Improyements  nnder  General  Aqt 
„   Bridges,  Thames  Tunnel  (Blackwall),  and  Woolwich  Ferry 
„    Artiiums'  Dwellings       ..... 
„    Parks  and  Open  Spaces  ..... 

„   Fire  Bri^e  Stations  and  Plant 
„   Thames  Floods  Prevention    .  -  .  .  - 


„    Loans  to  other  Local  Authorities  in  the  Metropolis  (exclusive  of  £8,781,080  and  £80,87S  18«.   lOd. 
advanced  out  of  the  Consolidated  Loans  Fund)        ....-•- 
,,    Government  Stamp^utj  and  other  costs  in  raising  Loans     -  .  .  -  - 

„    Conversion  of  Debt       ..-.-...-.- 
Amount  not  jet  applied,  but  applicable  to  some  of  the  foregoing  purposes  ... 


Amount  applied  to  repay  debt — 

(a)  Before  the  passing  of  the  Loans  Act,  1869    -  -  .  .  . 

(6)  Since  that  date— 

Per  Mun  Drainage  Sinking  Fund  in  1870-71,  £126,000,  less  £120,000 

converted  into  Stock  in  1872  and  included  below     -  - 

Per  Consolidated  Loans  Fund  (for  further  details,  see  Table  VI.)  - 
Per  General  Account       ------ 

Per  Metropolitan  Consolidated  Stock  (conversion  of  debt) 

Debt  outstanding  on  81st  December  1887— 

Metropolitan  Consolidated  Stock  (including  £819  5«.  8<f.  unclaimed  for  10  years) 
Old  Liabilities        ......... 

Money  raised  by  advances  from  Consolidated  Loans  Fund  under  49  &  50  Vict, 
c.  44,  8.  18. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  Board  has  assets,  vijs. — 

Loans  advanced  by  the  Board  to  other  Bodies,  and  outstfdiding    -            -  - 
Surplus  Land  and  Property,  as  estimated           .... 

Credit  balances  of  Consolidated  Loans  Fund —                                      £        «.  d. 

Cash -            1,497  11  1 

Other  Accounts  in  debit  as  above             ...          82,015  14  7 


£        «.    d, 
2,004,588  18     7 


6,000    0  0 

4,795,799  10  9 

25,000     0  0 

2,806,267  15  8 


27,047,577     8    0 
281,800     0     0 

82,015  14     7 


8,417,228  15     8 
2,882,753  12     8 


88,518     5     8 


The  Liability  of  the  Board  to  redeem  Metropolitan  Consolidated  Stock  at  par  involves  a  further 
contingent  charge  of     ----------- 

Net  liability,  after  deducting  assets,  on  dlst  December  1887      -  .  .  -  • 

The  ml  liairility  on  3Ut  December  1886,  was  .-....-. 


£        s.  d. 

275,000    0  0 

6,569,084     1  7 

2,157,909     0  8 

12,212,558     2  6 

889,119     8  6 

2,210,199     2  C 

1,494,176     7  0 

625489  19  9 

489,974     0  10 

46,856     8  8 

26,920,061   12  0 

6,674,751     0  O 

172,08a    0  0 

2,806,267  15  8 

375,885  19  11 

86,948,999     7  7 


9,637,606     5     0 


27,811,398    2     7 


10,833,495  14     0 


16,477,897 
587,065 

8 

16 

: 

4 

17,064,968 

4 

11 

^f7,»^M9 

7 

0 

Handed  in  by  Mr.  Amhub  Guhk.    (See  Answer  18,616). 
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163,551     3  10 


8,000     0     0 


APPENDIX  B. 

Table  YI. — Bedsmption  of  Dbbt  by  tbe  Boabd  suscb  tbb  passixo  oi  ihe  Loaiis  Act  oi  1869. 

Account  of  Mokbt  receiyed  into  the  Consolidated  LoanB  Fund  from  9th  AugiiBt  1869  (tbe  date  ol  the  Loaub 
Act  of  1869),  to  3l8t  Pecember  1887,  and  applicable  to  tbe  Bedemption  of  Debt,  showing  how  the  Bame  has 
beeni^pliecL 

BeceipU, 

From  accrued  balance  of  Mortgage  Debt  ^         '*    ^i  I  Applied  to  repayment  of  Debt—  ^  s,    d, 

binking  Fand,  and  gain  on  sale  ot  In- 
vettments  in  GoTemment  btock    - 

Profit  interest  on  Loans  advanced  by  the 
Board  up  to  Slst  December  1880  (since 
that  date,  this  has  been  included  in  tbe 
Precept  Account  below)       -        -        - 

^'rom  Precept  Accotmt»  amounts  raised 
for  redemption  of  debt — 

1860-70  (i-year) 

1870-71  - 

1871  (3qr«.) 

1872 

1873 

18V4 

1876 

J876 

1877 

1878 

I87u 

1880 

l88l 

1885J 

1883 

I884 

1885 

1886 

1887 


^      «. 

d. 

54,418  0 

0 

108,835  0 

0 

107,281  0 

10 

109,754  3 

11 

113,022  19 

6 

143,040  19 

2 

181^014  8 

10 

178,567  1 

0 

181,920  13 

1 

186,097  13 

4 

213,296  0 

lu 

241,400  4 

2 

264,141   1 

7 

296,110  0 

0 

3IMO3  0 

3 

324.062  H 

0 

356,129  14 

0 

879,571  17 

11 

396,811  16 

8 

4,^61,627     6     1 


From  sundry  Boards  in  repayment  of 
Loans  advanced  out  of  Metropolitan 
Consolidated  Stock— 


1870-71  - 

1871  (3  qn.) 

1873 

1878 

1874 

1875 

1876 

1877 

1878 

J  879 

1880 

1881 

188S 

1888 

1884 

1885 

1886 

1887 


7,666  13 

8,344  12 

9,301  15 

13,539  5 

46.676  5 
89,205  5 
48,675  15 

41.677  19 
79,035  14 
89,078 

104,562 
r20,360 
165,975 
216,346 

828,300  12 

250,823  11 

289,794  7 

310,119  16 


From  ftundiy  Boards,  premiums  on  repay- 
ments of  loan  earlier  tban  agreed — 

£    i 


1880 
1881 
1882 
1888 
1884 


450 

105 

6 

1,068 

8 


From    Sales    of   Property,    various    Im- 
provements— 


1869-70  Ci-year) 

1870-71  . 

1871  (8  qrs.) 

1873 

1878 

1874 

1876 

1876 

1877 

1878 

1879 

1880 

1881 

1883 

1888 

1884 

1885 

1886 

1887 


£         s,    d, 

97,493  18     0 

106,010  14     8 

41,357     2     6 

48,894  10  10 

109,452  14     1 

206,847     8  11 

15,922     5     2 

77,014  10     6 

86,789  18     9 

151,151  16     0 

91,181     5  11 

55,691   15     7 

69,645  18 

90,994  10 

269,070  14 

873,398     2 

147,946  16 

124,906     4 

70,702     3 


2,059,475     3     2 


1,638     0  10 


(  Hrried  f'orwnnl 


3,234,417     5     8 

8,618,708   19     7 


l)%9bur$tmenU, 

Applied  to 

repayments 

DfDebt— 

^ 

A        $. 

d. 

1869- 

70  (i-year) 

- 

806,156  0 

11 

1870-71 

- 

,  158,087  16 

8 

1871  (8  qrs.) 

- 

1  282,804  10 

5 

1872 

- 

- 

1  186,380  12 

4 

1873 

- 

;  169,785  10 

3 

1874 

. 

- 

;  326,088  6 

8 

1876 

- 

. 

182,533  6 

8 

1876 

. 

- 

1  408,083  6 

8 

1877 

. 

482,686  8 

6 

1878 

- 

- 

461,588  6 

8 

1879 

- 

- 

445,083  6 

8 

1880 

- 

- 

^  372,033  6 

8 

1881 

- 

- 

'   217,198  17 

8 

1882 

- 

- 

172,200  0 

0 

1883 

- 

- 

466,583  6 

8 

1884 

- 

- 

194,533  6 

8 

1885 

- 

- 

25,533  6 

8 

1886 

- 

- 

35,533  6 

8 

1887 

* 

■ 

28,866  13 

4 

4,795,799 

Advanced  on  Loan  to  the  Manag®"  of  the 
MetropoUtan  Asylu^  District,  ^^ 
other  Local  AutliOritie«,  pending  its 
application  to  the  redemption  of  deSt- 


£    s.    d. 

1881   - 

198,000  0  0 

1882 

340,800  0  0 

1883   - 

488,680  0  0 

1884 

368,749  0  0 

1885   - 

1,084,482  0  0 

1886 

674,978  0  0 

1887   - 

690,446  0  0 

Advanced  to  other  Accounts  of  the  Board, 
lor  use  at  interest,  uuder  section  18  of 
49  and  50  Vict,  c.  44,  to  be  repaid  within 
certain  periods  approved  by  the  Trea- 
sury .  -  -  - 

Dividends  on  Stock  raised  in  respect  of  u 
loan  of  £40,000  advsnced  to  the  joint 
Committee  under  the  Kew  and  other 
Bridges  Act,  the  same  to  be  repaid 
with  compound  interest  on  the  10th 
July  1889,  and  the  whole  to  be  then 
pplied  to  repayment  of  debt  (37  &  38 
^icT.,  c.  21,  s.  4) 


10    0 


8,781,080    0    0 


32,015  14     7 


app 
Vic 


20,872  18     1 


Carried  forward 


8,629,768     4     2 
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Receipts. 

Brought  forward 
From    Local  Boards  od    admission    into 
Main  Dndnage  System— 

£      s.    d. 


North  Homsey 
Beckeoham 
Soath  Hornsey 


10,000     0    0 

1,250    0    0 

942     0     0 


From  sundry  persons,  Instalments  in 
repayment  of  cost  of  work  performed 
by  Board  under  the  Thames  Flood;: 
Prevention  Act,  1879— 

£    *.    d. 


1884 
1885 
1886 
1887 


1  9     2 
4  17   10 

2  1   10 
2     1  10 


From  Unclaimed  Dividends  v.n  Metro- 
politan Consolidated  Stock,  returned 
to  Board,  under  48  and  49  Vic,  cap. 
50— 

M,     s,    d. 

1886  .         -         .  I  323  IS     6 

1887  -  -  I  30  11     6 


£        9.  d, 

8,618,708  19     7 


12,192     U     O 


10  10     8 


354     5     0 


£8,631,265  15     3 


Dtsbursements 


Brought  forward 


*  s.  d. 

8,629,768     4     2 


By  Balance  (in  hand) 


1,497   11     1 


£8,631,265  15     3 


(See  A.  13,617.) 


Handed  in  by  Mr.  Arthur  Gunn, 

Acconntant  of  the  Board. 


APPENDIX  C. 


Statistical  Tables  referred  to  by  Mr.  Thomas  Blashill,  Saperintending  Architect  of  the  Board,  in  his 

Evidence  (Questions  13,704  to  13,725). 

Dangerous  Structures. 


1883. 


1884. 


j 

2,704 

Number  of  cases  dealt  with 

2,774 

Number  of   cases  where    shoring    and 

250 

291 

boarding  required. 

Number  of  summonses  issued 

735 

844 

Number  of  cases  where  works  executed 

61 

31 

by  Board. 

1 

1885. 


2,461 
.537 

547 
51 


1886. 


1887 


Total. 


Average 
per  Annum. 


3,234 
375 

844 

47 


j        3,360     j 
297 

14,531 
1,750 

2,906 
350 

944 
56     ! 

3,914 
245 

783 
49 

In  each  case  the  following  routine  is  observed : — 

Begistration  of  information. 

Preparation  and  despatch  of  requisition  to  survey. 

Begistration  of  certincate. 

Preparation  of  notices  (four  copies). 

Despatch  of  copy  by  registered  letter  to  owner. 

Inouiry  as  to  necessity  of  shoring  (where  necessary). 

Oraering  same  (where  necessary). 

Fixing  and  noting  time  allowed  for  execution  of  work, 
preparation  and  despatch  of  report  form  to  district 
surveyor  (frequently  this  is  repeated  two  or  three  times 
at  intervals). 

Begistering  same  when  returned. 

Preparation  of  summons  (four  copies)  when  necessary. 

Despatch  of  copy  to  owner  by  registered  letter. 

Noting  date  of  hearing. 

Apprizing  district  surveyor  of  date  of  hearing. 

Attending  the  helkring  of  summons  with  witnesses. 

Beport  of  proceedings  before  magistrates. 

I^paration  of  orders  for  police  court  (four  copies). 

Despatch  of  copy  to  owner  by  registered  letter. 

Noting  expiration  of  time  allowed  by  order. 

At  expiration  of  order  preparing  and  despatching 
form  of  rejwrt  to  district  surveyor. 

Begistering  same  when  returned. 

Where  owner  fails  to  comply  with  order  the  same 
proceedings  are  repeated  against  the  occupier. 

A  register  is  kept  in  which  a  short  history  of  each 
case  is  entered  for  reference. 

In  addition  there  is  the  correspondence  which  is 
necessitated  from  time  to  time. 

Preparation  of  accounts  in  duplicate  of  fees  payable 
to  district  surveyors. 

i    54142.  G- 


Preparation  of  summaries  of  accounts  for  presentation 
to  the  board. 

Preparation  of  abstract  of  fees  payable  to  each 
surveyor. 

Preparation  of  list  of  accounts  payable  to  the  board's 
contractors  for  shoring,  hoarding,  and  works. 

Bbttt&n  of  Work  done  in  the  Street  Nomenclature 
Branch  of  the  Superintending  Architect's  Depart- 
ment  during  the  years  1883,  4,  6,  6,  and  7. 


Year. 


I  Number 
of  Plans 

msoe. 

also  a 
copy  in 
each  case. 


Houses 
re- 
numbered. 


In 

how 

many 

Streets. 


Number 

of 

Streets 

re-named. 


Number 

of  sub 

and 

other    ,    

Names  i   issued. 

abolished. 


Number 
of  Certi- 
ficates 


1883 

Ml 

13,668 

883 

160 

688 

1884 

184 

12.662 

227 

96 

773 

1886 

196 

12,136 

250 

184 

6M 

1886 

209 

10,219 

250 

144 

549 

1887 

170 

10,076 

217- 

88 

465 

Average 

aoo 

12,000 

250 

!«, 

600 

904 


966 
1,106 


1,000 


yote»—X  copy  of  each  plan  is  sent  to  the  local  authority. 

The  following  registers  are  kept: — 
1.  Begister  of  all  applicatio  ns. 
^.  Begister  of  plans. 
3.  Begister  of  new  names. 

4r.  Begister  of  all  alterations  in  street  naming,  &c,, 
required  to  be  kept  by  the  Act. 
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Statbment  of  FiaE  Beigade  Business  in  the  building  of 
new  BtadonB  and  the  alterations  and  repairs  of  old 
stations. 


1881 


188S 

ft 

1883 

M 

1&4 

1886 
1886 

1887 


Lower  Norwood 

Chelsea        -  •  "    ..  , " 

Alteration  of  old  station,  Welloloae 

Square 

Shadwell      -  -  -  - 

Theobald  Eoad 

Enlargement  of  Head  Quartere  - 

North  Kensinj^ton 

Enlargement  of  Holloway 

Great  Scotland  Yard 

Kentish  Town 

Bishopsgttte  - 

Stoko  Newington   - 

Great  Marlborough  Street 

Woolwich     -  -  -  - 

Otimden  Town 

R'thnal  Green 

Total  . 


10,6«7 
16,9i7 


Number  of   reports    to  the    Commifctoe    from    the 
architect  during  the  following  periods  : — 

In  the  half-year,  Jan.  to  June  1886  -    169  reports. 


year  1887 
„  1886 
,,     1885 


Average 


-    253 

212 

.    146 

3)611 

■    203 


—  121,078 


Number  of  orders  sent  by  architect  (under  the 
authority  of  the  Board  or  Committee)  to  jobbing  con- 
tractors, tradesmen,  Ac,  ibr  tools,  materials,  work, 
&c,f  in  the  following  periods  : — 

In  the  half-year,  Jan.  to  June  1888  -    395  orders. 


In  addition  to  the  above  the  keeping  in  repair  of 
58  stations. 

opolil 

Superintending  Architect's  Department, 
Spring  Grardens,  S.W., 
5th  July  1888. 

Pa/rha  <md  Open  Spaces  Brwnch, 

Statbhbnt  showing,  by  approximate  figures,  the 
business  transacted  m  the  above  branch  during  the 
past  few  years : — 

Number  of  references  from  the  Parks  Committee  to 
the  architect  (and  in  some  few  cases  to  other  officers 
involving  the  attention  of  the  architect)  discharged  in 
in  the  following  periods— 

In  the  half-year,  Jan.  to  June  1880  -    490  references. 


year  1887 
„  1886 
..    1886 


Average 


-  435 

-  379 
.    342 

3)1,166 

-  385 


year  1887 
„  1886 
„     1885 


-  565 

-  536 

-  534 


3)1,635 


Average 


545 


The  following  special  contracts  were  entered  into 
during  the  following  periods  :— 

Total  Cost. 

£      8.    d. 
Half-year  to  June  1888,  20  contracts  at     6,259  12    0 


♦Year  1887,  16  contracts  at 
„  1886, 13  contracts  at 
,,    1885, 14  contracts  at 


-  21,998    7 

-  4,560    4 

-  5,008    0 

6 

0 
0 

3)81,556  11 

6 

£10,518    0 

0 

*The  amount  includes  oontraot   (16.400I.)   for  the  formation    of 
carnage  roada  and  lake.  Dulwioh  Park. 


Building  Aot,  &c.,  Cases. 


Nature  of  Application. 


Lines  of  building  ftrontaiKe     - 
Porticoes,  balconies  and  ve- 

randahs. 
Formation  of  streets 
Por  buildings  in  streets  of  less 

than  statutory  width. 
Open  spaces  to  dwelling  houses 

for  dispensation  as  to  size. 
Poondattons    and    sites    of 

Iron  buUdings  - 
Wooden  buildinn    - 
Temporary  buildingsfrenewa]) 
Open  and  drying  sheds 
warehouses       with       large 

openings. 
Punuoe  chimneys 
Waterolosets  and  other  rear 

projections. 
Eaves  and  barge  boards 
Por   the    use    of    Portland 

cement   concrete    for    the 

waUs  of  buildings. 


1882. 


S19 
100 


162 

48 


178 
106 


5  , 

5| 

36 

23 

48 

10 

36 

36 

88 

69 

13 

11 

69 

68 

28 

16 

66 

68 

20 

20 

1,066 

668 

1883. 


880 
118 


184 
40 


28 


18        60 
—  16 


402 


11 


177 
81 


163 
87 


22 


1,044 


466 


1884. 


II 


I! 


II 


244 

107 


108 
16 


18 


848 


141 
r86 

62 

8 

7 


660 


103 
21 


16 


802 


1885. 


II 


280 
122 


112 
10 


11 


036 


132 


626 


10 


21 


409 


1886. 

II' 


245 
138 


17 


118 
98 


127 
40 


10 


788      461 


881 


1887. 


Il 


1^ 
II 


233 
167 

69 
18 

19 


65 
320 
69 
38 
11 

63 
16 

48 


1,110 


128 
119 


271 
67 

24 
8 

46 
13 

27 


II 


788 


106 

48 


.30 
10 


12 


23 

49 
2 

14 
3 

8 
S 

16 


APPENDIX  D. 


Metropolitan  Board  of  Works, 

Superintenaing  Architect's  Department, 

Building  Act  Office, 

14,  Spring  Gardens,  S.W., 

Dear  Sir,  August  1888. 

Having  careftilly  considered  Lord  Herscheirs 
suggestion,  I  now  be^  to  offer  to  the  Commission  my 
views  as  to  the  constitution  of  a  Tribunal  of  Appeal 


from  the  Superintending  Architect's  definitions  of  the 
general  line  of  buildings,  under  Section  75  of  the 
Metropolis  Local  Management  Act,  1862. 

The  following  considerations  bear  upon  the  question. 

The  number  of  cases  brought  before  the  Superin- 
t/cnding  Architect  is  about  24  per  annum  (which  num- 
ber will  probably  increase),  some  of  them  being  of 
veiy  considerable  importance. 
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The  J  arise  m  follows : — 

1.  Upon  the  request  of  an  owner  who  desires  to 

Know  the  general    line  in   reference  to  his 
intended  building. 

2.  Upon  the  request  of  any  neighbour  who  may 

consider  his  property  injuriously  affected  by 

the  proposed  building. 
8.  Upon  the  request  of  a  parish  or  local  board, 

which  request  is  nsually  made  with  the  view 

of  t^ng  proceedings  against  the  building 

owner. 
4.  Upon  the  request  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 

Works  maae  in  cases  when  it  considers  that, 

without  its    intervention,  buildings   may   be 
,  improperly  erected. 

I  suggest  that  the  tribunal  should  consist  of  three 
ardilteots  or  surveyors,  of  whom  two  should  be  appointed 
by  the  two  chartered  professional  associations,  one  of 
them  being  appointed  by  the  Boval  Institute  of  British 
Architects  ana  the  other  by  the  Institution  of  Sur- 
veyors.   They  might  be  called  "  Appeal  Surveyors." 

It  is  important  that  the  decisions  should  be  as 
uniform  as  possible,  and  I  think  these  should  be 
standing  appointments  made  for  at  least  12  months, 
and  for  sucn  farther  time  as  may  elapse  until  the 
appointment  of  a  successor. 

The  selection  of  the  third  member  of  the  tribunal 
remains  to  be  considered.  It  is  highly  important  that 
the  Superintending  Architect,  whose  experience  in 
these  cases  will  be  constant  and  considerable,  should 


be  able  to  brln^  before  the  tribunal  the  principles  upon 
which  the  definitions  have  been  based.  It  is  also 
important  that  he  should  be  familiar  with  the  views 
of  the  tribunal,  as  his  definitions  will  be  influenced  by 
it  in  fhtnre  cases.  I,  therefore,  consider  that  he  should 
be  the  third  member  of  the  tribunal,  whose  decisions 
should  be  made  by  the  three  members,  or  any  two  of 
them,  as  is  laid  down  bv  section  85  of  the  Metropolitan 
Building  Act.  1855,  in  the  case  of  surveyors  appointed 
to  settle  differences  as  to  party  walls. 

YHiere  any  parties  are  dissatisfied  with  the  decision 
of  the  Superintending  Architect  they  should  require 
him  to  arrange  for  a  meetine  of  the  tribunaL  The 
records  should  be  kept,  ana  die  decisions  oommu- 
nicated  to  the  parties  by  him. 

The  Superintending  Architect  should  not  be  paid. 
The  two  Appeal  Surveyors  should  be  paid  by  fees  to 
be  fixed  in  each  case  by  at  least  two  of  the  three 
surveyors,  the  Superintending  Architect  being  one  of 
these  two.  The  party  or  piffties  who  shall  pay  the 
fees  should  be  named  in  like  manner,  and  the  awards 
should  be  taken  up  in  the  usual  way. 

I  am,  dear  sir, 

Yours  verv  sincerely, 

(Signed)       Thob.  Blasexll, 

The  Superintending  Architect 
of  Metropolitan  Suildings. 

To  Victor  A.  Williamson,  Esq  . 
Secretary  to  Metropolitan  Boara  of 

Works  Inquiry  Oommission. 
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METROPOLITAN  BOAED  OP  WORKS  INQUIRT  COMMISSION. 


LIST  OF   WITNESSES   EXAMINED. 


Name  of  Witness. 

Question. 

Name  of  Witness. 

1st  Day— 2nd  May  1888. 

Mr.  F.  Statham  Hobson 
•  Mr.  E.  J.  Harper 

2874 
3144 

Mr.  J.  E.  Wakefield  (clerk  to  M^.W.)     - 

1 

Mr.  E.  A.  Buntz  (recalled) 

3155 

Mr.  W.  B.  Selway,  M.B.W. 

102 

7th  Day. — 5th  June. 

2nd  Day. — Zrd  May. 

Mr.  S.  Walker      -            -            -            . 

8158 

Mr.  T.  Blashill  (SuperiDteuding  Architect 

393 

3162 

to  M3.W.) 

Mr.  Augustus  Harris        ... 

3280 

Mr.B.  G.Lake        .            -            -        . 

435 

Earl  of  Londesborough        -          .           - 

3341 

Mr.  T.  Blashill  (recalled) 

498 

Mr.  Mercer  Adam 

3363 

Mr.  W.  R.  Selway,  M.B.W.  (recalled)      - 

609 

Mr.  E.  C.  Keevil 

3384 

Mr.  G.  Sheward 

511 

Mr.  C.  Fidler        ...            - 

3392 

Mr.  T.  Blashill  (recalled) 

520 

Mr.  W.  B.  Selway,  M  JJ.W.  (recalled)      - 

3394 

Mr.  W.  R.  Selway  (recalled) 

526 

Mr.  F.  H.  Fowler,  M.B.W.  (rwilled) 

3480 

Mr.  E.  Dresser  Bogers,  M.B.W. 

3657 

*6rd  Day.—lOth  May. 

^th  Day.Sth  June. 

Mr.  A.  Green        .            -            -            - 

605 

Mr.  J.  W.  Hobbs 

706 

Dr.  J.Beynolds    -            -            .            . 

3723 

Mr.  H.  G.  Wright 

747 

Mr.  B.  E.  Villiers      - 

3729 

Mr.  G.  P.  MeadcD,  M.B.W. 

783 

Mr.  C.  J.  Phipps 

4005 

Mr.  A.  Ewin,  M.B.W. 

791 

Mr.  E.  Stimson 

4054 

Mr.  J.  Runtz,  MJB.W.      - 

797 

Mr.  T.  Williams,  M.B.W. 

4317 

Mr.  W.  B.  Selway,  M.B.W.  (recaUed)       - 

825 

Mr.  T.  J.  Boberteon  (Assistant  Superin- 

9th Day.—\2th  June. 

tending  Architect)        -            -            - 

905 

Mr.  B.  D'Oyly  Carte 

4378 

Ath  Day.—Uth  May. 

Mr.  W.  B.  Selway,  M.B.W.  (recalled)      - 

4465 

Mr.  W.  B.  Selway  (recaUed) 

1238 

Mr.  J.  Hartnoll 

4474 

Alderman  J.  E.  Saunders,  M.B.W. 

1440 

Mr.  Hy.  Clarke     -             -                          . 

4629 

Mr.  G.  Paice 

4681 

5th  Day.—lSth  May. 

Mr.  A.  By  water              -              .              - 
Mr.  J.  Willing         -             -             -          . 

4693 
4717 

Mr.  F.  M.  Putley 

1792 

Mr.  C.  Dunch 

4740 

Alderman  J.  E.  Saundei-s,  M.B.W.    (re- 

Ml-. Walter  Emden 

4769 

called)            .            .    -                -         - 

1852 

Mr.  E.  Stimson  (recalled) 

4847 

Mr.  W.  Pett         -            -             -            . 

2004 

Mr.  Wm.  Storr     -            -            -            - 

4908 

Mr.  M.  Beazley 

2292 

Mr.  E.  Adams 

4955 

Mr.  W.  B.  Selway,  MJB.W.  (recalled)       - 

2365 

Mr.  F.  H.  Fowler,  M.B.W. 

2442 

lO^A  Day.^\5th  June. 

Mr.  T.  Blashill  (recalled) 

2561 

Mr.  Jas.  Kent       -            -            -             - 

4969 

6th  Day. — 1st  June. 

Mr.  A.  King            -             .            .          - 

5037 

Mr.  W.  Haigh         ...          - 

5094 

Alderman  J.  E.  Saunders  (recalled) 

2607 

Mr.  B.  E.  Villiers  (recalled) 

5221 

Mr.  W.  Pett  (recalled)     -            -            - 

2634 

Mr.  Thos.  W.  Legge 

5244 

Mr.  E.  A.  Buntz 

2675 

Mr.  W.  Haigh  (recaUed) 

5411 

Mr.  J.  J.  Buntz 

2718 

Mr.  Hy.  Clarke  (recaUed) 

5472 

Mr.  J.  Buntz,  M.B.W.  (recalled)     - 

2778 

Mr.  G.  Cox        .            .             .             . 

5518 

Mr.  L.  H.  Isaacs,  MP.     - 

2791 

Mr.  W.  Haigh  (recalled) 

5545 

Mr.  B.  J.  Worley 

2828 

Mr.  F.  J.  Lancaster 

5547 

6«M8. 


Wt.  a»76. 
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Name  of  Witness. 


Question. 


nth  Day.—\9th  June. 

Mr.  R.  E.  VilHers  (recalled) 
Mr.  E.  RyJe 

Mr.  Jubal  Webb,  M.B.W. 
Mr.  G.  PhilUps,  M.B.W.      - 
Mr.  W.  Boutcher.  M.B.W. 
Mr.  W.  Glanfield      - 
Mr.  W.  Pett  (recalled)      - 


I2tk  Day.—^Oth  June, 

Mr.  Matthew  Goddard 
Mr.  W.  Haigh  (recalled) 
Mr.  A.  Milwood   - 
Mr.  G.  Campion 
Mr.  A.  Maddox     - 
Mr.  W.  Knight 


\^h  Day.— 2/dth  June. 

Application   by    Mr.    Wallace    ex    parte 

Robertson. 
Mr.  Jno.  Fleuret  -  -  -  - 

Mr.  R.  Pumiss,  M.B.W.       - 
Mr.  C.  Wihnot      -  .  -  - 

Mr.  R.  C.  Driver      -  -  .        - 

Mr.  R.  Reid  .  -  -  . 

Mr.  M.  Miles  -  -  -        - 

Mr.  Jubal  Webb,  M.B.W.  (recalled) 
Mr.  G.  W.  Haines    -  -  -        - 

Mr.  C.  E.  Hugman 

Mr.  Hy.  Eves  -  -  -         - 

Mr.  Thos.  W.  Legge  (recalled) 


Name  of  Witness. 


Question. 


Mr.  R. 
Mr.  G. 
Mr.  F. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr.  R. 
Mr.  F. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr 
Mr.  P. 
Mr.  C. 


C. 
T. 
J. 


F. 
R. 
J. 
C. 


14/A  Day, r— 29th  June. 

Frost 

T.  Brown     - 

Gannaway 

J.  Phipps  (recalled)  - 

Verity       -  -  - 

A.  J.  Woodward 

Walker      - 

Statham  Hobson  (recalled)    - 

H.  Fowler,  M.B.W.  (recalled) 

Evans  ... 

Snelling     -  -  . 

G.  Watson     - 

E.  Hudson 

M.  Roche      -  -  . 


15M  Day, — Zrd  July, 

Mr.  C.  Dunch  (recalled)    -  -  - 

Mr.  H.  G.  SmaUman 

Mr.  F.  W.  Spiers  .  -  -  - 

Mr.J.  ElUs  .  .  .        . 

Mr.  C.  Bowyer      -  -  -  - 

Mr.  E.  Schneider      -  -  -        - 

Mr.  A.  Millwood  (recalled) 
Mr.  C.  Bowyer  (recalled)      -  -        - 

Mr.  W.  Bradly     -  -  .  - 

Mr.  T.  Blashill  (recaUed)      - 
Mr.  W.  Bradly  (recaUed) 
Mr.  E.  J.  Harper  (recalled) 
Mr.  E.  Turner      -  .  -  . 

Mr.  G.  W.  Haines  (recalled) 
Mr.  F.  J.  Lancaster  (recalled) 
Mr.  G.  W.  Hames  (recalled) 
Mr.  Matthew  Groddard  (recalled)  - 
Mr.   Jno.  Hefob   (Assistant   Architect   to 
M.B.W.) 


6^53 
5593 
5642 
5682 
5692 
5782 
5882 


6058 
6286 
6290 
6298 
6311 
6322 


6363 
6486 
6502 
6543 
6584 
6701 
6734 
6739 
6931 
6995 
7011 


7026 
7039 
7069 
7116 
7155 
7247 
7365 
7386 
7431 
7566 
7601 
7619 
7677 
7693 


7701 
7714 
7715 
7830 
7833 
7862 
7881 
7967 
7968 
8150 
8205 
8234 
8261 
8267 
8271 
8281 
8285 
8298 


,  l^th  Day. — Qth  July, 

Mx.  Jno.  Hebb  (recalled) 

Mr.  Earle  Bird 

Mr.  F.  Hards 

Mr.  F.  W.  Francis    - 

Mr.  J.  ff.  Thomson 

Mr.  F.  Gordon 


17/A  Day.—lOth  July. 


Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr, 
Mr. 
Mr.  G 
Mr.  G. 
Mr.  A. 
Mr.  D. 


F.  Gordon  (recalled) 
F.  J.  "Francis     -  -  -         - 

Geo.  Brick     -  .  -  - 

G.J.Thomas    -  .  -        . 

F.  Gordon  (recalled)  -  .  - 

J.  Thomas  (recalled) 

Brown,  M.B.W.     - 

J.  Bailey       -  -  -         - 

H.  McLauchlau     -  -  - 

Sir  Joseph   Bazalgette,   C.B.    (Chief  En- 
gineer oi*  M.B.W.) 

IHth  Day,—V6th  July, 

Mr.  W.  H.  Marshal 

Mr.  G.  Brick  (recalled) 

Mr.  E.  J.  Sherwood  -  -  . 

Mr.  F.  J.  Coxhead  -  -  -         - 

Mr.  G.  J.  Thomas  (recalled) 

Sir  J.  Bazalgette  (recalled)    -  -         - 

Mr.  J.  HazeU        .  .  .  . 

Sir  J.  Bazalgette  (recalled)    - 

Mr.  Matthew  Groddard  (recalled)  - 

Mr.  Horace  Gundry  -  -         - 

19^/*  Day,— nth  July, 

Mr.  Horace  Gundry  (recalled) 

Mr.  Augustus  Harris  (recalled)     - 

Lord  Magheramorne,  K.C.B.  (Chairman  of 

M.B.W.) 
Sii-  J.  Bazalgette  (recalled)     ... 
Mr.  T.  G.  Fardell,  M.B.W. 
Sir  J.  Bazalgette  (recalled) 
Mr.  Hart  Bennett  -  .  . 

Sir  J.  Bazalgette  (recalled) 
Mr.  J.  Gooding  -  - 

20th  Day.—2Ath  July. 
Mr.  A.  Gates         -  -  -  . 

Mr.  F.  H.  Fowler,  M.B.W.  (recaUed) 
Mr.  R.  Evans  (recalled)         .  .  . 

Mr.  J.  Snelling  (recalled) 
Mr.  G.  Edwards,  M.B.W. 
Mr.  G.  B.  Richardson,  M.B.W. 

2\st  Day.— 21th  July. 

Mr.  Jas.  Beal        -  -  .  . 

Mr.  W.  Webster  -  . 

Mr.  Mark  Judge,  M.B.W. 

Mr.  W.  A.  Lindsay,  M.B.W. 

Alderman   J.   E.  Saunders,  M.B.W.  (re- 

culled  I  —  .  _ 

Mr.  F.  G.  Baker,  M.B.W. 
Mr.  W.  J.  WetenhaU,  M.B.W. 
Mr.  W.  Shepherd,  M.B.W. 
Mr.  G.  HiU,  M.B.W. 

22nd  Day,—3\st  July. 

Mr.  H.  Harben,  M.B.W. 

Mr.  T.  Verity  (recaUed) 

Mr.  E.  C.  Keevil  (recaUed) 

Mr.  E.  Dresser  Rogers,  M.B.W.  (recaUed) 


8354 
8838 
8884 
9043 
9051 
9060 


9087 
9186 
9260 
9436 
9582 
9585 
9593 
9729 
9751 
9774 


9885 

9891 

9896 

9936 

9951 

9960 

9994 

10,000 

10,417 

10,427 


10,461 
10,486 

10,487 

10,777 
10,816 
10,886 
10,914 
10,94^ 
JL0,946 


10,962 
10,971 
11,086 
11,090 
11,093 
11,241 


11,322 
11,412 
11,443 
11,512 

11,539 
11,791 
11,796 
11,850 
11,987 


12,043 
12,062 
12,078 
12,229 
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Name  of  Witness. 

QueetioD. 

Name  of  Witness. 

Question. 

Mr.  J.  C.  Lambert 

12,239 

Mr.  G.  Fumess        -            -            -        - 

12,823 

Mr.  J.  H.  Rowell        -            .         .         - 

12,275 

Honble.    A.    de    Tatton   Egerton,  M.P., 

12,907 

Mr.  J.  Crow          .             .             -            - 

12,295 

M.B.W. 

Mr.  J.  H.  Rowell  (recaUed) 

12,330 

Mr.  E.  Loibl        -            .            .             . 

12,921 

Mr.  J.  Crow  (recalled) 

12,338 

Mr.  T.  A.  G.  PoweU 

12,956 

Sir  J  Bazalgette  (recalled) 

12,339 

Mr.  E.  Loibl  (recaUed) 

12,966 

Mr.  J.  Tolhuret,  M.B.W. 

12,376 

Mr.  Hugo  WolUieim 

12,995 

Mr.  Jno.  Jones,  M.B.W. 

12,452 

Mr.  E.  Rider  Cook,  M.B.W. 

13,058 

Mr.  W.  Shepherd  (recalled) 

12,473 

Mr.  H.  WolUieim  (recaUed) 

13,259 

Mr.  J.  Runtz,  M.B.W.  (recalled)  - 

12,536 

Mr.  W.  Debenham,  M.B.W. 

12,576 

24M  Dai/.—l4tk  August. 

Mr.  A.  Ewin  (recalled) 

12,600 

Mr.  W.  Debenham  (recalled) 

12,624 

Mr.  G.  B.  Richardson,  M.B.W,  (recalled) 

13,263 

Mr.  W.  R.  Selway  (recalled) 
Mr.  G.  P.  Meaden  (recaUed) 

12,680 

Mr.  C.  M.  Roche  (recalled) 

13,267 

12,636 

Mr.  G.  F.  Fumess  (recaUed) 

13,353 

Mr.  W.  Robson,  M.B.W. 

12,643 

Mr.  W.  R.  Lawson 

13,361 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bradfield,  M.B.W. 

12,654 

Col.  A.  Jones,  V.C. 

13,376 

Mr.  T.  J.  White,  M.B.W. 

12,660 

Mr.  W.  R.  Selway,  M.B.W.  (recaUed)       - 

13,386 

Mr.  R.  Furniss  (recalled) 

12,667 

Sir  J.  Bazalgette  (recaUed) 

13,479 

Mr.  J.  Abbott,  M.B.W. 

12,693 

Mr.  K.  Eamshaw            ... 

13,501 

Mr.  G.  Brown,  M.B.W.  (recalled) 

12,719 

Mr.  A.  Dobson         -            .             .          - 

13,505 

Mr.  R.  Lynn         -             -             -             - 

13,522 

23rd  Day.— 7th  August. 

Mr.  H.  A.  Noble            -  • '       - 

Mr.  W.  R.  Lawson  (recaUed) 

Mr.     A.     Gunn    (Chief    Accountant    of 

13,526 
13,535 

Mr.  W.  Shepherd,  M.B.W.  (recaUed) 

12,726 

13,605 

Mr.  T.  J.  BaUey 

12,730 

M.B.W.) 

Mr.  W.  G.  Silcock 

12,762 

Mr.  W.  R.  Selway,  M.B.W.  ^recalled)       - 

13,695 

Mr.  T.  BlashiU  (recalled) 

12,794 

Mr.  T.  BlashiU  (recalled) 

18,704 

Mr.  M.  Staniland            ... 

12,802 

Mr.  R.  Jolly,  M.B.W. 

12,811 

Conclusion. 
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MINUTES    OF    EVIDENCE 


TAKEN   ON   THE 


METROPOLITAN   BOARD  OF    WORKS    INQUIRY 

COMMISSION. 


Sessions  House,  Westminster. 
Wednesday,  2nd  May  1888. 


PRESENT  : 


Lord  Herschell. 


Mr.  Grenfell. 
Lord  HERSCHELL  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  Bosanquet,  Q.C. 


Mr.  H.  Winch,  Q C,  Mr.  J.  P.  Grain,  and  Mr.  E.  F.  Studd,  instructed  by  Mesfers.  Kaye  and  Guedalla. 
appeared  by  special  leave  of  the  Conimi8sionei*sas  Counsel  on  behalf  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  Inquiry 
Committee  ;  Mr.  W.  F.  Meadows  White,  Q.C,  and  Mr.  G.  M.  Freeman,  instructed  by  Mr.  Ward,  appeared 
as  Counsel  for  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works. 


{Chairman.)  Before  commencing  the  proceedings  I 
wish  to  make  it  publicly  known  that,  under  the  statute 
which  has  been  passed  in  relation  to  this  (Commission, 
the  Commissioners  have  power  to  comncl  the  atten- 
dance of  witnesses,  and  that  any  witnej^s  who  refuses 
to  answer  any  question  put  to  him  by  the  Cotnmis- 
sioners  will  be  liable  to  imprisonment,  and  also  that 
every  witness  who,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Commis- 
sioners, makes  a  full  disclosure  upon  all  matters  in 
respect  of  which  he  is  examined,  will  be  entitled  to  a 
certificate  which  will  free  him  from  liability  to  any 
proceedings,  either  civil  or  criminal,  in  respect  of 
matters  as  to  which  he  has  been  examined  ;  but  that  any 
witness  who,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Commissioners,  does 
not  make  a  full  disclosure  as  to  all  the  matters  upon 
which  he  is  examined,  will  remain  liable  to  any  pro- 
ceedings, civil  or  criminal,  which  the  evidence  may 
disclose  him  to  be  liable  to. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  1  appear,  in  pursuance  of 
the  permission  given  by  the  Commissioners,  with  my 


appear  with  my 
Studd,  on  behalf 
understand,  my 
it  is  an  inquiry 


learned    friend,   Mr.   Freeman,  as    counsel    for    the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works. 

{Mr.  Winch.)  I  desire  to  say  I 
learned  friends,  Mr.  Grain  and  Mr. 
of  the  inquiry  committee.  As  I 
status  here  would  be  simply  this : 
which  your  Lordship  and  the  Commissioners  will 
institute.  All  I  propose  to  do,  with  your  Lordship's 
leave,  is  this :  either  by  cross-examination,  or  by 
offering  any  further  evidence  on  any  particular  head 
of  inquiry  on  which  you  may  be  engaged,  to  supple- 
ment what  your  Lordship  does,  rather  than  to  initiate 
any  proceedings.' 

(Chairman.)  Of  course  the  Commission  will  not  at 
present  give  any  decision  as  to  the  extent  to  which 
they  would  allow  such  examination.  The  matter  is 
one  entirely  in  the  discretion  of  the  Commission,  and 
they  must  be  guided  by  the  circumstances  that  may 
arise.  Of  course  there  will  be  every  desire  on  the 
part  of  the  Commission  to  receive  all  the  assistance 
that  may  be  possible  from  counsel  on  both  sides. 


First  Day 
2  May  188fi 


Mr.  John  Ebenezer  Wakefield  sworn  and  examined. 


I.  (Chairman,)  You  are  clerk  to  thn  MetroDolitan 
Board  of  Works  ?— Yes. 

9.  How  long  have  you  filled  that  position  ?— For  15 
years  ;  since  1872. 

3.  Will  you  be  good  enough  to  state  to  the  Com- 
mission the  course  of  proceedings  of  the  Metropolitar* 
Board  of  Works,  the  occasions  on  which  it -meets,  and 
how  its  business  is  conducted  ? — I  have  hero  a  state- 
ment.    1  do  not  know  whether  you  wish  that  put  in. 

4.  No,  I  thiok  not.  You  had  better  state  it? — 
The  Board  meets  every  Friday.  Papers  are  sent 
round  giving  information  to  all  the  memb€i*8  of  the 


i    54142. 


Wt.  2375. 


business  that  is  to  come  on.  They  meet  every  Friday 
at  12  o'clock  for  the  despatch  of  business.  There  are 
several  committees  appointed  under  the  powers  of 
Acts  of  Parliament  for  the  consideration  and  disposal 
of  matters  of  detail.  1  here  is  one  committee  of  the 
whole  Board,  the  works  and  general  purposes  com. 
mittee,  which  meets  every  Monday.  There  f^rr^ 
several  sectional  committees  of  17  members  tor  the 
transaction  of  matters  of  finance,  matters  under  the 
Building  Act,  mattei*s  under  the  Parks  Acts,  and 
matters  arising  out  of  Parliamentary  business.  Those 
committees  as  a  rule  me^t  every  fortnight,  oftener  if 

A 


Mr.  J.  E. 

Wakefield. 
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METROPOLITAN   BOABD   OF   WOBK8   INQUIRY   COMMISSION 


First  Day.      necessary,  but  as  a  rule  every  fortnight.     There  are 

—  sub-committees  appointed  from  time  to  time  for  the 

2  May  1868.     investigation  of  particular  matters  by  the  works  com- 

AM^^j' V       niittee  or  by  other  committees,  but  that  is  the  general 

Wakdidd.      <'ourse  of  business.     I  think  I  may  say,  before  the 

*      committees  the  business  is  brought  to  the  knowledge 

of  the  members    chiefly  by  correspondence  and  by 

reports  from  the  chief  officers. 

5.  What  officers  are  employed  under  the  Board  ? — 
1  here  is  a  very  large  staff  of  officers. 

6.  I  do  not  want  the  detail  of  all  the  clerks,  I  want 
the  principal  officers  in  each  department  ? — It  is 
broken  up  into  several  departments.  There  is  the 
clerk's  department,  of  course  ;  there  is  the  solicitor's  ; 
the  engineer's ;  the  architect's  ;  the  accountant's  ; 
and  latterly  there  has  been  the  chemist's.  The  fire 
brigade  is  an  outside  department  of  the  Board  of 
Works.  Then  of  course  ihere  is  a  suitable  stafiF  at- 
tached to  each  department. 

7.  Take  the  architect's  department.  Who  are  the 
principal  officials  in  the  architect's  department?  — 
The  present  superintending  architect  is  Mr.  Blashill. 
Then  there  is  a  valuer,  Mr.  Goddard,  and  there  is 
a  staff  under  him.  Mr.  Goddard  is  the  principal 
vahier.  Mr.  Hebb  is  the  assistant  architect.  He 
attends  to  matters  under  the  Building  Acts.  Mr. 
Goddard,  of  course,  as  the  title  implies,  has  to  do  the 
valuations  for  the  new  streets  and  improvements. 

8.  Besides  Mr.  Blashill,  Mr.  Goddard,  and  Mr. 
Hebb,  who  are  amongst  the  principal  officials  in  that 
department  ? — At  the  present  time  there  is  Mr. 
White,  the  principal  clerk  under  Mr.  Hebb,  for 
general  business.  There  is  an  assistant  valuer, 
Mr.  Bradly,  working  under  Mr.  Goddard.  Mr.  Bias* 
hill,  the  architect,  has  a  considerable  amount  of  work 
in  connexion  with  parks,  and  he  has  an  assistant  sur- 
veyor, Mr.  Sexby,  who  attends  to  matters  arising  out 
of  parks  and  open  spaces.  The  work  is  done  there 
continuously,  and  he  attends  to  those  works.  The 
architect  also  has  work  in  connexion  with  the  fire 
brigade,  in  connexion  with  new  buildings  and  repairs, 
and  everything  connected  with  architecture  and 
matters  of  that  kind,  and  he  is  assisted  there  by 
Mr.  Mott,  a  surveyor. 

9.  In  the  valuer's  department,  Mr.  Goddard  being 
the  chief,  Mr.  Bradly  is  the  next  to  him  ? — Yes. 

10.  Is  there  anyone  else  ?  —  There  are  several 
assistants.  There  is  Mr.  Garnsey,  and  Mr.  Harper 
is  also  an  assistant  in  connexion  with  that  branch. 

1 1.  Is  there  any  general  assistant  of  the  superin- 
tending architect  as  distinguished  from  those  who 
have  the  special  department  you  have  alluded  to  ? — I 
think  Mr.  White,  as  the  principal  clerk,  takes  that 
position  under  Mr.  Blashill;  I  believe  so.  I  might 
Bay  I  am  speaicing  from  my  own  knowledge,'*  and  the 
list  that  I  have. 

12.  How  long  has  Mr.  Blashill  been  the  superin- 
in tending  architect? — Nearly  two  years;  between 
one  and  two  years. 

13.  Down  to  that  time  was.  Mr.  Vulliamy  ? — Yes. 

14.  For  how  many  years  ? — About  25  years. 

15.  In  which  department  is  or  was  Mr.  Robertson  ? 
— Mr.  Robertson  was  in  one  of  the  branches  of  the 
architect's  department,  what  was  known  as  the  estates 
branch,  having  to  do  with  the  properties  of  the  Board 
taken  for  new  streets. 

16.  He  still  holds  that  appointment  until  June  next, 
1  understand  ? — Yes.  He  is,  I  may  say,  on  call ;  he 
is  not  in  the  office,  and  has  not  been  in  the  office  for 
some  time. 

1 7.  No  one  has  been  appointed  in  his  place  ? — No. 
A  junior,  Mr.  Harper,  was  promoted  to  carry  on  the 
work  as  far  as  he  could,  but  no  one  has  been  put  in 
Mr.  Robertson's  place, 

18.  How  long  liad  Mr.  Robertson  been  in  the 
employ  of  the  Board  ? — He  had  been  there  about  21 
years. 

19.  Mr.  Goddard,  I  believe,  is  suffering  from  severe 
illness  ? — He  is  seriously  ill. 

20.  Has  he  been  some  time  absent  from  the  work 
of  the  BoanI? — Not  vpry  lon^  actimlly  absent,  but  ho 


has  been  in  a  very  infirm  and  bad  -state,  coming  and 
going  according  to  the  exigencies  of  his  work.  For 
the  last  10  days  or  a  fortnight  he  has  been  quite 
away,  and  unable  to  come.  He  had  .in  attack  ov 
illness  some  months  ago  of  the  same  nature  as  that 
from  which  he  is  suffering  now.  It  is  not  a  new 
thing. 

21.  Was  Mr.  Hebb  in  the  architect's  department? 
-Yes. 

22.  Under  the  superintending  architect  ? — Yes,  he 
is  assistant  architect. 

23.  Yon  have  given  us  now  all  the  persons  princi- 
pally employed  in  the  architect's  and  valuing  depart- 
ment ? — Yes. 

24.  Have  you  an  engineer's  department  ? — Yes  ;  Sir 
Joseph  Bazalgette,  of  course,  is  the  head  of  that 
department.     He  has  a  very  large  staff  under  him. 

25.  Will  you  name  one  or  two  of  the  principal  ones 
immediately  under  Six  Joseph  Bazalgette  ?  —  Mr. 
Lovick  is  the  senior  assistant  engineer;  Mr.  Grant, 
who  was  an  engineer,  has  recently  died,  and  a  fresh 
appointment  has  been  made  of  a  gentleman  who  is 
connected  with  the  office  to  take  charge  of  Mr.  Grant's 
district,  Mr.  Bennett.  Mr.  Edward  Bazalgette  is 
assistant  engineer  for  bridges  and  crossings  over  and 
under  the  Thames,  and  a  portion  of  London  on  the 
north  side  of  the  river,  the  western  district. 

2^.  Was  Mr.  Blashill  in  the  employ  of  the  Board 
prior  to  his  being  appointed  superintending  architect  ? 
— Not  directly  in  the  employ  of  the  Board.  He  was 
a  district  sui-veyor  under  the  Buildings  Act,  appointed 
by  the  Board,  but  one  would  scarcely  say  on  the  staff 
of  tlie  Board.  There  is  a  large  number  of  district 
surveyors  appointed  under  the  Buildings  Act  to  supcr- 
iniend  buildings  in  London,  and  Mr.  Blashill  had  u 
district  under  those  Acts,  and  received  his  appoint- 
ment from  the  Board,  but  was  paid  by  fees  prescribed 
by  the  Acts. 

27.  Then  all  the  district  surveyors  of  buildings  in 
the  metropolis  are  appointed  hy  the  Board  ? — Yes, 

28.  Although  not  salaried  officers  ? — No,  they  arc 
paid  by  fees. 

29.  Do  they  report  to  the  Board  ? — Yes,  they  make 
periodical  reports  for  the  purpose  of  proceedings,  auil 
they  are  printed  and  presented  to  the  Board. 

30.  If  any  complaint  were  made  of  a  district  sur- 
veyor, the  Board  would  be  the  proper  body  to  appeal 
to  :— Yos. 

31.  fs  there  any  general  superintendence  of  the 
district  surveyors,  or  are  they  independent  officials, 
each  within  his  own  district  ? — I  think  I  am  right  in 
saying  the  superintending  architect  has  a  general 
supervision  of  the  district  surveyors.  They  look  to 
him  in  all  matters  of  question  or  difficulty  apart  from 
what  i«  prescribed  by  the  Ac(. 

32.  You  have  told  us  the  different  purposes  for 
which  committees  are  appointed,  and  that  one  of  them 
ivS,  I  think  you  said,  the  works  committee  ? — Yes. 

33.  Estates  and  works,  is  it  ?-  -No,  it  is  the  works 
and  general  purposes  committee,  but  being  a  ec-in- 
mittee  of  the  whole  Board,  matters  connected  wiih 
the  carrying  out  of  street  improvement  are  delegated 
to  that  committee.  When  an  Act  of  Parliament  is 
passed  authorising  the  Board  to  carry  out  an  improve- 
ment, the  Board  passes  an  order  empowering  the 
works  committee  to  take  all  necessary  steps  for 
carrying  out  the  Act  of  Parliament. 

34.  You  have  no  estates  committee  ? — No ;  that 
would  properly  be  the  committee  for  dealing  with  all 
matters  of  property. 

35.  This  works  committee  consisted  really  of  the 
entire  board  ? — Of  tne  entire  board. 

36.  The  only  difference   between  the  meetings  of 
the  committee  and  the  meetings  of  the  Board  being 
that  where  the  committee  meet  the  public  were  cxclu 
ded?— Yes. 

37.  But  the  numbers  upon  the  committee  for  doino- 
the  business  of  that  committee,  would  be  as  great  as 
at  a  meeting  of  the  Board  itself? — Yes,  every  mem- 
ber is  Rummoued  for  every  meeting  of  the  works 
ttommittee,  and  a  large  number  attend. 
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38.  Then  there  was  no  sub-committee  appointed 
who  ropoited  on  aoy  question  of  tender  for  property, 
or  any  matter  affecting  the  estates  of  the  Board  ? — 
No,  nothing  like  a  standing  committee,  certainly  not. 

39.  What  number  would  be  in  attendance  at  a 
meeting  of  this  committee  that  would  deal  with  such 
a  matter  ? — At  the  present  time,  seeing  we  have  a  large 
number  of  members,  the  average  attendance  is  40  to 
45.  Previously  the  total  number  of  members  was  not 
so  great,  and  the  average  15  years  ago  would  be  some- 
where about  30  ;  that  would  be  the  average  attendance. 

40.  Then  the  decision  of  any  questions  relating  to 
dealing  with  the  property  of  the  Board  being  disposed 
of  in  tlmt  way,  would  be  dealt  with  upon  reports  or 
recommendations  of  the  officers  of  the  Board,  I  sup- 
pose ? — ^Yes,  upon  the  reports  of  the  officers.  The 
rule  is  always  to  have  written  reports  from  the  officers. 

41.  Were  any  general  regulations  laid  down  by  the 
committee  for  the  guidance  of  their  officers  with  regard 
to  the  mode  of  dealing  with  the  lands,  or  was  the 
matter  left  to  the  officials,  or  was  each  case  dealt  with 
specially  by  the  committee  ? — There  were  no  instruc- 
tions laid  down  or  written.  It  was  a  well  understood 
thing  that,  for  instance,  when  land  was  to  be  acquired, 
the  ai'cbitect  and  valuer  would  have  to  report.  If 
questions  of  trade  were  involved,  the  accountant 
would  report.  In  all  questions  having  a  legal  cha- 
racter, the  solicitor  would  report,  and  with  regard  to 
the  purchase  of  land,  those  three  officers  as  a  rule  may 
he  said  to  have  reported  on  every  case,  and  their 
reports  would  all  be  considered  by  the  committee 
before  they  came  to  any  judgment. 

42.  Would  they  take  the  initiative,  or  would  the 
matters  be  referred  to  them  by  the  Board  ? — With 
regard  to  the  acquisition  of  land,  of  course  the  com- 
mittee would  take  the  initiative  in  this  respect,  that 
when  an  Act  of  Parliament  was  passed,  it  would  be 
upon  the  basis  of  a  plan  laid  before  Parliament,  and  as 
soon  as  the  powers  were  given  to  the  Board,  this 
works  committee,  having  delegated  power  from  the 
Board,  would  go  and  view  the  propeities,  and  give 
general  directions  to  the  officers,  either  to  serve  notices, 
to  send  in  claims,  or  whatever  was  required.  They  are 
matters  which  fall  within  the  several  branches,  and  I 
only  know  m  a  i^eneral  sense.  I  am  not  prepared  to 
speak  otherwise  than  in  a  general  sense. 

43.  You  would  be  able  to  tell  me  this :  All  your 
improvements  were  carried  out,  I  gather,  under  special 
Acts  of  Parliament  ? — Yes. 

44.  Under  an  Act  in  the  case  of  each  particular  im- 
provement ? — Yes. 

45.  Perhaps  you  will  furnish  the  Acts  relating  to, 
at  all  events,  all  recent  improvements  ? — I  will. 

46.  The  Acts  were  obtained  by  the  Board  of  Works  ? 
—Yes. 

47.  How  did  the  proposition  for  the  improvement 
originate  ?  What  led  up  to  the  Act  ?  —  Generally 
there  have  been  a  number  of  letters  or  memorials  and 
applications  from  the  public,  and  in  some  instances 
from  public  bodies,  pointing  out  the  necessity  for  im- 
provements in  certain  directions.  That  would  be  the 
tirst  proceeding.  Many  of  these  questions  have  been 
considered  year  after  year,  and  the  Board  have  felt  their 
way  because,  of  course,  it  was  seen  that  the  necessity 
became  very  strong  in  certain  directions  for  street 
improvements,  and  the  Board,  givring  heed  to  the 
suggestions  that  came  with  increased  pressure  upon 
them,  were  led  ultimately  to  apply  to  Parliament  for 
authority  to  make  improvements  in  the  direction 
suggested. 

48.  Then  the  matter  would  come  in  the  first  in- 
stance before  the  Boai'd  for  discussion  as  to  whether 
th^  should  obtain  powers  to  make  the  improvements  ? 
—Yes.  I  think  I  may  say  that  in  some  instances  for 
years  the  desirability  of  improvements  has  been  pressed 
upon  the  Board,  and  as  it  was  found  that  the  necessity 
proved  greater  and  greater,  the  Board  determined 
ultimately,  when  they  saw  their  way  clear,  to  make 
application  to  Parliament. 

49.  Was  the  question  ever  referred  for  consideration 
and  report  to  a  smaller  body,  or  was  it  always  deter- 


mined   by  the  entire  Board  ?  —  The  memorials  and       l^»rat  Day. 

applications  from  the  public  with  regard  to  improve-  

ments  were  always  referred  to  the  works  and  general     ^  May  isss. 
purposes  committee.  ^^  j  „ 

50.  That  was  only  the  entire  Board  under  another       Wakefield. 

name  ? — Just  so.     I  think  I  may  say  certainly  that 

the  works  and  general  purposes  committee  took  the 

lead  in  everything  with  regard  to    street    improve- 
ments. 

51.  The  matter  came  in  the  first  instance  by  memo- 
rial before  the  Board,  and  was  discussed  at  ^e  Board  ; 
sometimes,  I  suppose,  discussed  at  a  number  of  meet- 
ings before  any  final  determination  was  arrived  at  ? 
—Yes. 

52.  And  ultimately,  if  the  improvement  were 
determined  upon,  a  resolution  of  the  Board  would  be 
passed  ? — ^Yes.  I  may  say  in  passing,  in  order  that 
I  may  say  everything  I  ought,  the  Parliamentary  com- 
mittee, of  course,  would  take  up  the  question  of 
passing  the  Act,  but  everything  connected  with  the 
application  to  Parliament  in  the  first  instance  was 
the  work  of  the  works  committee,  the  committee  of  the 
whole  Board. 

53.  The  Parliamentary  committee  would  not  come 
into  action  until  it  had  been  determined  to  promote 
the  Act  ? — Quite  so. 

54.  Were  the  applications  referred  for  report  to 
the  superintending  architect  ? — Not  in  the  first  in- 
stance. They  were  referred  to  the  works  and  general 
purposes  committee  to  consider,  and  to  see  whether 
there  was  probability  of  their  being  able  to  carry  out 
any  given  improvement.  If  they  determined  to  apply 
to  Parliament  then,  of  course,  they  asked  the  officers 
to  report,  both  the  engineer  and  the  architect. 

55.  They  did  not  obtain  any  report  until  it  was 
determined  to  proceed  with  the  improvement?  — 
Not  as  a  general  rule.  I  think,  it  will  give  what  is 
wanted  if  I  say  it  has  been  the  practice  of  the  Board 
to  consider  all  applications  for  public  improvements 
in  July.  All  applications  for  great  public  improve- 
ments sent  in  to  the  Board  are  reserved  until  July, 
and  then  they  begin  to  consider  whether  in  the  fol- 
lowing year  they  can  proceed  to  Parliament  with 
regard  to  any  of  these  matters  that  are  brought  befori* 
them  by  the  memorials. 

56.  The  meetings  of  the  committee  are  private,  the 
public  and  the  press  being  excluded,  but  I  presume 
minutes  are  kept  of  the  proceedings  of  the  committee  ? 
— Oh,  yes. 

57.  Have  you  got  here  any  of  the  recent  Acts  ? — 
Yes.     (Several  Acts  were  produced  by  Mr,  Ward.) 

58.  Was  the  1877  Act  the  Act  under  which  the 
Northumberland  Avenue  was  made  ? — No. 

59.  What  is  the  date  of  that  Act  ?— 1873.  It  is  an 
Act  for  making  a  new  street  from  Charing  Cross  to 
the  Victoria  Embankment,  dated  the  7th  day  of  July 
1873. 

60.  Have  you  the  minutes  here,  or  can  you  refer 
me  to  them,  of  the  first  occasion  on  which  the  question 
of  obtaining  that  Act,  came  before  the  Board,  and  of 
the  occasion  upon  which  it  was  determined  to  apply 
for  the  Act  ? — ^I  have  not  those.  I  believe  Mr.  Ward 
has  them.     I  believe  they  are  all  in  the  building. 

{Mr,  Ward.)  I  will  have  the  minutes  searched  for. 

61.  {Chairman.)  What  was  the  Act  under  which 
the  Shaftesbury  Avenue  improvement  was  made.  Was 
that  under  the  1877  and  1883  Acts  ?— The  1887  Act. 

{Chairman.)  Perhaps  you  will  also  give  me  the 
first  occasion  on  which  the  applications  came  before 
the  Board  which  lead  to  the  Acts  of  1877  and  1883, 
and  also  the  minute  of  the  Board. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White)  Your  Lordship  means  the 
first  occasion  on  which  the  Shaftesbury  Avenue  cam  ?. 
before  that  Board  ? 

{Chairman.)  Yes,  or  anything  under  the  Act  of 
1877. 

62.  After  the  Act  had  passed,  of  course  the  ordi- 
nary notices  were  given  to  the  persons  having  pro- 
perty which  was  required  to  be  taken  ? — Y(is.  It  is 
done  by  the  committee ;  that  is  a  formal  order  dele- 
gating to  the  works  committee   the    powers  of  the 
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Board  to   carry  out  the   TImmes   Embankment  ap- 
proaches (handing  in  same). 

63.  Were  the  mattei*s  that  were  referred  to  the 
works  and  general  purposes  committee  afterwards 
considered  by  the  Board  itself  as  the  Board  ?— Yes  ; 
all  large  questions  were  reported  to  the  Board. 

64.  On  the  same  occasion  on  which  the  committee 
had  considered  and  determined  on  them,  did  the 
committee  merely  resume  its  character  of  Board  and 
confirm  what  had  been  done  by  it  as  a  committee  ? — 
No,  tlie  committee  meet  on  Monday,  and  anything 
that  had  to  be  reported  to  the  Board  was  taken  up  on 
the  following  Friday,  or  it  might  be  the  Friday 
following,  according  to  the  necessity  of  the  case,  but 
I  may  say  as  a  rule  the  works  committee  report  to 
every  meeting  of  the  Board  upon  something  that  has 
been  referred  to  them. 

65.  I  suppose  the  decision  of  the  committee  really 
governs  the  transactions? — ^Very  much.  Of  course 
there  is  discussion  at  times,  there  is  difference  of 
opinion  and  a  discussion  is  raised  at  the  Board  even 
upon  the  finding  of  the  committee,  but  of  course 
the  finding  of  the  committee  has  weight. 

66.  By  whom  were  the  proceedings  carried  out 
with  reference  to  the  acquisition  of  the  land  that  was 
required  by  the  superintending  architect  or  by  the 
valuer  ?-^  As  to  Northumberland  Avenue  ? 

67.  I  am  speaking  generally  now  ?•— I  think  all  the 
officers.  The  solicitor  and  the  accountant  and  the 
architect  would  come  in  there,  investigating  and 
reporting  after  the  notice  of  claim  had  been  sent  in, 
and  claim  submitted  to  the  committee.  When  a  new 
improvement  is  begun  every  meeting  of  the  committee 
receives  a  number  of  claims.  They  are  referred  to  the 
officers  for  investigation  and  report,  and  those  reports 
go  on  as  fast  as  they  can  be  prepared.  Books  are 
examined  in  the  case  of  business,  and  property  looked 
at,  and  valuations  are  made  accordingly. 

68.  Before  the  Act  is  passed,  the  scheme,  I  suppose, 
is  drawn  up  by  the  superintendent  architect  ? — The 
engineer  prepares  the  scheme  of  a  street  improvement 
for  submission  to  Parliament,  the  deposited  plan  for 
Parliament.  Of  coui-se  the  architect  assbts  very  much 
in  connexion  with  that. 

69.  But  the  exact  direction  and  width,  and  so  on,  of 
the  streets  are  determined  by  the  engineer,  subject  to 
the  approval  of  the  committee  ? — Yes.  The  general 
understanding  as  to  width  of  streets  is  this,  it  varies 
according  to  locality,  but  no  street  is  of  less  width 
than  40  feet,  in  many  instances  it  is  obvious  that  it 
should  be  60  feet,  and  elsewhere  it  may  be  more  than 
that  according  to  the  exigencies  of  the  locality. 

70.  But  the  line  that  the  new  street  shall  take  is 
determined  by  the  engineer  ? — Yes,  in  conference  with 
the  architect ;  they  work  together  very  much,  but  the 
engineer  as  a  rule  prepares  the  plans  for  deposit. 

71.  Th&  mode  of  dealing  with  claims  is  reported  on 
by  the  architect,  and  the  accountant,  and  the  solicitor  ? 
—Yes. 

72.  With  reference  to  the  disposal  of  lands  that 
have  been  purchased  by  the  Board,  and  were  not 
required  for  the  street,  there  have  always  been  in  the 
case  of  each  improvement  large  tracts  of  land  to  be 
disposed  of  ?— Yes. 

73.  The  duty  of  the  Board  being  to  obtain  in  the 
interests  of  the  public  as  large  a  sum  as  they  can  for 
the  lands  of  which  they  have  the  disposal  ? — Yes. 

74.  I  do  not  know  whether  you  are  in  a  position  to 
explain  to  the  Commission  the  mode  in  which  the 
disposal  of  those  lands  is  dealt  with  and  determined 
upon  ? — In  a  very  general  sense  I  think  other 
gentlemen  will  do  it  better  than  I  should. 

75.  Who  would  best  be  able  to  explain  that  to  the 
Commission  ? — I  think  Mr.  Selway,  a  member  of  the 
Boai*d,  and  formerly  deputy  chairman  of  the  works 
committee.  He  is  here.  Of  coui-se,  not  having  to 
attend  to  the  details,  being  merely  the  clerk  in  atten- 
dance on  the  committee,  1  do  not  know  the  details 
and  could  not  speak  with  that  precision  and  accuracy 
that  would  be  proper. 


76.  'That  would  be  under  the  management  of  the 
superintendini^  architect's  department,  would  not  it  ? 
— Yes,  under  the  committee. 

77.  Could  you  tell  me  whether  the  superintending 
architect  personally  dealt  with  those  matters  as  a  rule, 
or  whether  there  was  any  subordinate  official  in  his 
department  who  specially  had  it  in  charge  ? — I  have 
no  doubt  at  all  that  Mr.  Yulliamy  did  give  personal 
attention,  but  the  work  was  so  onerous,  and  he  had  so 
much  other  work  to  do  besides  that  particular  work, 
that  it  was  a  matter  of  necessity  that  he  should  have 
an  assistant,  and  for  valuations  Mr.  Goddard  was  his 
assistant,  and  in  connexion  with  the  disposal  of  the 
lands  generally,  Mr.  Robertson  was  his  assistant. 

78.  When  you  say  with  regard  to  valuations,  do 
you  mean  determining  the  sum  which  purchasers  should 
be  required  to  pay  ? — Yes. 

70.  Wliat  should  be  the  minimum  price  which  the 
Board  would  take? — Yes^  Mr.  Vulliamy,  the  late 
architect,  was  required  to  satisfy  himself  as  to  the  true 
value,  to  be  prepared  to  give  valuations,  and  to  be 
always  in  readiness  to  advise  the  committee. 

8Q.  Then  Mr.  Vulliamy  being  dead,  and  Mr. 
Goddard  too  ill  to  attend,  Mr.  Robertson  would  be  the 
official  in  that  department  best  able  to  give  information 
with  regard  to  the  mode  in  which  the  business  was 
carried  on  ? — I  do  not  know.  Mr.  Blashill  knows  the 
course  of  business  perfectly  well. 

81.  That  is  only  during  the  last  two  years? — The 
last  two  years,  and  Mr.  Harper,  his  assistant,  who 
has  been  now  several  years,  I  do  not  know  how  many, 
but  several  years  there,  knows  the  course  of  business 
perfectly  well. 

82.  But  the  person  who  would  have  the  practical 
carrying  out  of  the  business  of  that  part  of  the  super- 
intending architect's  department  was  Mr.  Robertson 
for  many  years,  I  understand  ? — He  was  Mr.  Vul- 
liamy's  assistant  with  reference  to  the  estates,  speaking 
broadly. 

83.  With  reference  to  the  disposal  of  the  surplus 
land  of  the  Board,  were  any  general  instructions  laid 
down  by  the  committee  as  to  the  manner  in  which 
it  should  be  dealt  with  ? — I  am  not  aware  of  anything 
like  a  code  of  instructions.  From  time  to  time  the 
practice  was  established,  and  we  seemed  to  go  upon 
the  same  lines. 

84.  What  I  was  referring  to  was  this:  of  courpe 
there  might  be  a  disposal  of  it  by  advertisement  for 
tender,  by  public  auction,  or  by  private  contract  ? — 
Yes.  There  was  no  recognised  rule  with  regard  U 
the  mode  in  which  it  should  be  disposed  of.  I  think 
I  am  right  in  saying  the  general  mode  in  the  early 
days  was  to  let  land  on  tenders  being  made  after 
adveitifeements  had  been  issued  widely  in  the  papers, 
except  in  some  cases  where  land  was  required  for 
artizans'  dwellings,  and  there  was  a  difficulty  in  getting 
tenders.  They  were  put  up  to  auction  then.  1  think 
I  am  right  also  in  saying  that  the  public-houses  were 
sold  by  auction  from  early  times  ;  but  the  general 
rule  was  to  advertise  lor  tenders  for  surplus  land  to 
be  let  or  sold  and  disposed  of. 

85.  Was  that  merely  the  practice  of  tlie  office,  or 
had  that  been  laid  doAvn  in  the  instructions  given  by 
the  committee  or  the  Board  ? — No,  I  am  not  aware  of 
any  instructions.  It  was  the  practice  laid  down  by 
the  committee,  but  1  do  no  think  it  is  reduced  to 
writing.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  everybody  knew  it ;  it 
was  an  understood  thing,  that  after  the  new  street 
had  been  opened,  the  architect  was  instructed  to  pre- 
pare a  plan  showing  the  plots  of  land  to  be  let,  and 
then  advertisements  were  issued  inviting?  tenders  for 
those  plots. 

86.  Of  course,  personally  you  are  not  as  well  ao- 
quainted  with  the  details  of  that  branch  of  the  work 
as  someone  in  the  superintending  architect's  office 
would  be  ? — No,  I  only  know  the  general  course  fo 
the  business. 

87.  The  land  upon  which  the  London  Pavilion  wns 
built  was  part  of  the  land  acquired  under  the  Act  of 
1877, 1  underatand  ?— 1  believe  it  was. 
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88.  The  land  th&t  was  ultimately  let  to  Mr.  Villiers 
wna  first  applied  for  by  him  in  writing  to  the  Board 
of  Works  on  the  12th  November  1884  ? — I  believe  so. 
I  could  not  say  without  refreshing  my  memory.  It  is 
all  reported  to  the  Board. 

89.  Can  you  tell  whether  there  had  been  any  com- 
Tiiunication  between  him  and  an  7  person  representing 
the  Board,  or  in  the  employ  of  the  Board,  prior  to 
November  1884  ? — I  could  not  say  without  reference 
to  the  minutes.     I  am  not  in  a  position  to  say  that. 

90.  By  whom  were  the  minutes  taken  ? —  The 
minutes  of  the  works  committee  ate  taken  by  a  clerk 
appointed  for  that  purpose.  I  am  present  at  the 
works  committee,  and  take  notes  and  read  resolutions 
to  the  commitiee,  but  there  is  a  clerk  appointed  for 
that  duty,  and  he  prepares  the  minutes  from  the 
notes. 

91.  Your  knowledge  of  it  would  be  confined  then 
to  what  passe:*  in  the  works  committee,  refreshing  • 
your  recollection  by  looking  at  the  minutes  ? — Yes, 
exactly  so. 

92.  You  have  supplied  a  <Jopy  of  the  minutes  of  the 
works  and  general  puiposes  committee  with  reference 
to  the  letting  of  the  site  to  Mr.  Villiers.  I  under- 
stand that  the  first  entry  in  the  minutes  relating  to  it 
is  Mr.  Villiers'  letter  of  the  12th  November  1884  ?— 
Yes. 

93.  Perhaps  you  will  tell  me  whether  I  am  to  take 
that  as  a  fact  ? — I  did  not  know  that  I  was  to  speak 
to  that. 

{Hdr.  Meadows  White)  Might  I  suggest  that  Mr. 
8<4way,  the  chairman  of  the  works  and  general  pur- 
poses committee  at  the  time,  has  gone  through  the 
minutes,  and  is  prepared  to  give  your  Lordship 
information. 

{Chairman,)  Then  1  will  not  trouble  Mr.  Wake- 
field. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  believe  your  Lordship  is 
.•ircurate  in  that,  as  fiir  as  I  know. 

(Chairman.)  Then  with  reference  to  the  disposal 
of  the  lands  in  the  l^orthumberland  Avenue  is  Mr. 
Selway  prepared  to  speak  to  that  also. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  On  parts  of  it.  It  extended 
over  a  very  long  time.  We  have  prepared  a  statement 
of  tlie  lettings  of  the  Northumberland  Avenue,  with 
their  dates  and  present  rents.  It  is  all  covered  with 
buildings.  The  whole  history  would  appear  on  that 
schedule.     Mr.  Selway  is  also  prepared  on  that  point. 

91.  {Chairman.)  With  reference  to  the  district  sur- 
veyors, do  they  give  the  orders  with  reference  to  the 
works  to  be  done  upon  buildings  of  their  own  autho- 
rity, or  do  they  in  each  case  report  to  the  Board,  and 
the  Board  give  the  order? — They  act  under  the 
Building  Acts  ;  they  are  governed  by  the  Building 
Acts. 

95.  You  are  not  aware  of  that? — No.  They  act 
under  that  code ;  that  is  the  code  that  governs  them. 


96.  In  {)racticc  do  the  matters  come  before  the 
Board  ?  Suppose  they  give  a  notice  to  pull  down  a 
dangerous  structure,  does  such  a  matter  come  before 
the  Board?— Oh,  yes.  There  is  a  branch  of  the 
architect's  department  which  deals  with  dangerous 
structures,  and  all  that  business  is  carried  on  under 
the  architect's  supervision. 

97.  But  it  would  not  come  before  the  Board  or  any 
committee  of  the  Board  ? — Sometimes.  Sometimes 
there  are  difficult  questions  which  go  before  the 
Building  Act  committee.  Questions  of  expense  also 
go  before  the  finance  committee.  But  as  a  nile  it  is 
routine.  The  district  surveyor,  as  I  understand,  cer- 
tifies that  a  building  is  dangerous,  and  the  architect 
takes  the  necessary  steps  under  the  Dangerous  Struc- 
ture Act  to  have  the  building  pulled  down,  or  repaired, 
or  whatever  is  necessary. 

98.  Are  the  district  surveyors  permitted  to  act  as 
architects  in  relation  to  matters  within  their  district  ? 
— The  elder  district  surveyors  are,  but  latterly  the 
Board  has  precluded  the  newly  appointed  district 
surveyors  from  acting  within  their  districts. 

99.  Since  what  date  is  that  ? — I  should  say,  speak- 
ing roughly,  about  three  years,  or  thereabouts;  quite 
recently. 

100.  Does  the  name  of  the  architect  who  is  acting 
tor  the  building  owner  in  any  case  come  before  the 
Board  at  all  ? — I  really  cannot  say.  The  architect 
will  be  able  to  give  your  Lordship  all  that  infonnation. 
It  is  not  within  my  knowledge. 

{Chairman.)  I  shall  probably  have  some  further 
questions  to  put  on  behalf  of  the  Commission,  but  for 
the  present  we  will  proceed  with  the  evidence  of  Mr. 
Selway. 

{Mr.  Winch.)  Might  I  suggest  that  your  Lordship 
should  ask  in  whose  department  would  it  be  to  settle 
in  what  papers  the  advertising  shall  be  done. 

{Chairman.)  That  is  a  different  matter  to  this.  I 
thought  I  would  li^ave  that  to  a  later  stage. 

101.  Can  you  tell  nie  whether  the  report  of  deci- 
sions of  the  works  committee  which,  as  you  had  said, 
was  arrived  at  at  a  private  meeting,  was  ever  reversed 
by  the  Boaril  when  it  came  to  be  considered  by  them  ? 
— I  should  say  yes  in  certain  cases.  I  could  not  give 
you  an  instance  at  this  moment,  but  I  should  say  yes; 
occasionally,  very  occasionally,  but  still  there  have 
been  reversals. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  '1  here  is  a  question  I  should 
wish  to  suggest  to  your  Lordship  hereafter,  with 
reference  to  the  general  working  of  the  Board.  I  think 
that  is  in  the  terms  of  your  Lordship's  Commission. 
Perhaps  your  Lordship  would  allow  me  to  do  that. 
At  any  rate,  a  compendium  will  be  given  of  the 
Board's  work  and  their  complicated  duties. 
•  {Chairman.)  The  Commission  propose  in  the  first 
instance  to  deal  with  that  branch  of  the  Board's  work 
which  has  been  assailed,  and  to  investigate  it. 


rat  Day. 

2  May.  1888. 

Mr.  J.  E. 
Wakefield. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  William  Robins  Selway  sworn  and  examined. 


102.  {Chairman.)  How  long  have  you  been  a 
member  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ? — Since 
January  1873. 

103.  You  have  been,  I  believe,  more  than  once 
deputy  chairman  ? — No,  I  have  only  been  once  deputy 
chairman,  serving  two  years  i\s  is  usual.  I  have  been 
chairman  of  three  other  committees  of  the  Board. 
The  Buildings  Act  and  the  Bridges  and  the  Parlia- 
mentary committee,  in  each  case  serving  two  years, 
the  custom  is  to  appoint  chairmen  year  by  year,  with 
the  privilege  of  serving  a  second  year. 

104.  When  were  you  deputy  chairman  of  the 
Board  ? — In  June  1882,  I  think  I  was  elected. 

106.  Then  you  would  be  deputy  chairman  from 
June  1882  to  June  1884  ?— Yes. 

106.  Were  you  generally  in  attendance  at  the 
meetings  of  the  works  committee  ? — ^I  think  I  was 
never  absent  during  my  chairmanship. 


107*  Subsequent  to  the  period  of  your  chairman- 
ship, were  you  constantly  in  attendance  ? — Constantly 
ill  attendance.  Of  course  occasional  exceptions  there 
would  be,  but,  as  a  rule,  I  was  always  there. 

108.  For  what  district  are  you  appointed? — St. 
Mary,  Newington,  in  the  south  of  London. 

109.  With  reference  first  to  the  disposal  by  the 
Board  of  the  land  on  which  the  London  Pavilion  is 
built,  and  neighbouring  lands,  are  you  cognisant  of  the 
circumstances  relating  to  the  disposal  of  those  lands? 
— I  think  I  am.  Your  Lordship  has  a  copy,  I  think, 
of  the  Act  of  August  1877,  which  authorised  the 
formation  of  the  new  street.  Section  4, 1  think,  it  is 
which  gives  the  power.  "West  End  new  streets  and 
"  street  improvements.  A  new  street  (number  1)  *' 
that  is  the  street  in  question,  *«  all  in  the  parishes  of 
"  St.  James„  Westminster,  and  St.  Anne,  Soho,  in  the 
"  county  of  Middlesex,  commencing  at  Regent  Circus, 
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^  Piccadillj,  in  the  parish  of  St.  James,  Westminster, 
"  on  the  north-eastern  side  of  tho  said  circus,  then 
**  crossing  Ticliborne  Street  and  Great  Windmill 
"  Street,  to  Ru^rt  Street,  thence  continued  by  the 
**  widening  of  Richmond  Street  and  King  Street  on 
•*  the  south-eastern  sides  thereof,  then  by  the  forma- 
*<  tion  of  a  short  length  of  new  street  to,  and  ter- 
'*  minatiiig  at  Grafton  Street,  near  its  intersection 
"  with  West  Street,  in  tl)e  parish  of  St.  Anne,  Soho." 
That  is  the  street  in  question. 

110.  Can  you  tell  me  when  the  land  was  sufficiently 
cleared,  or  in  a  position  to  be  dealt  with  by  way  of 
sale  ? — Not  until  1884  to  18h5.  It  was  not  cleared 
until  that  time,  but  the  Board  came  into  possession  of 
a  portion  of  it,  the  old  Pavilion  Music  Hall,  at  a  much 
earlier  date,  I  think  in  the  year  1878.  In  March  1878 
the  Board  was  informed  that  the  then  proprietor  was 
contemplating  a  large  addition  to  his  music  hall,  and 
spending  a  very  large  sum  of  money  ;  and  if  the  build- 
ing had  not  been  taken,  the  ratepayers  might  have 
been  called  upon  to  pay  a  very  much  larger  sum  foi* 
it ;  and  upon  that  intimation,  and  upon  being  informed 
by  the  then  proprietor  that  it  was  perfectly  true  that 
he  had  it  in  contemplation  to  add  a  large  buildiug 
adjoining  to  this  music  hall,  the  works  committee 
decided  to  serve  him  with  notice  to  treat. 

111.  By  whom  would  such  a  matter  as  that  be 
investigated  r — By  the  works  and  general  purposes 
committee,  to  whom  the  matter  was  delegated  by  the 
Board  on  the  28th  September,  1877. 

1 12.  That  seems  a  very  large  body  to  investigate  a 
matter  of  detail  of  that  description  ;  there  would  be 
some  30  or  40  gentlemen.  I  suppose  there  was  some 
official  of  the  Board  who  would  be  deputed  to  in- 
vestigate it  so  as  to  satisfy  the  Board  on  the  matter  ? 
—The  actual  investigation  as  to  details  would  te,  no 
doubt,  by  the  solicitor,  and  possibly  also  by  the  archi* 
tect,  if  he  were  required  at  that  stage  ;  and  those  de- 
tails would  be  reported  to  the  works  committee,  and, 
therefore,  I  say  that  generally  speaking  the  works 
committee  investigated,  with  the  aid,  of  course,  of  their 
officers. 

113.  Bui  their  investigation  really  amounted  to 
adopting  the  representations  made  to  them  by  their 
officers? — They  of  course  assumed  that  the  infoima- 
tion  laid  before  them  by  their  officers  was  correct  in- 
formation. Then  the  discretion  as  to  whether  that 
information  should  be  acted  upon  or  not  is  with  the 
conmiitiee,  and  the  committee  did  so  decide. 

114.  It  never  occurred  to  you  to  appoint  a  small 
sub  committee  who  could  go  carefully  into  details  of 
that  description,  which  could  not  be  gone  into  by  a 
large  body  like  your  general  committee  ? — No;  the 
works  committee  investigates  matters  for  themselves 
very  fully  and  very  closely. 

115.  The  Board  became  possessed  of  the  old 
London  Pavilion  about  the  year  1879,  I  believe  ? — 
Yes ;  the  committee  ordered  notice  to  treat  in  March 
1878,  and  the  reference  was  to  Sir  Henry  Arthur  Hunt 
as  umpire.  That  reference  was  made  in  July  1878, 
and  Sir  Henry  Hunt  made  his  award  in  September 
1878,  the  amount  being  109,300/.  Mr.  Loibl  was  not 
at  all  in  a  hurry  to  complete ;  in  fact  he  wished  the 
settlement  to  stand  over,  and  that  lie  might  be  allowed 
to  remain  in  possession  of  the  hall.  That  was  so  for 
some  little  time.  He  made  an  offisr  in  May  1879  to 
continue  tenant.  The  rent  was  not  considered  suffi- 
cient, and  that  offer  was  declined.  The  subject  was 
again  considered,  and  he  made  a  furtht^r  increased 
offer  of  500L  per  month.  That  was  also  declined,  he 
stating  then  that  he  would  give  up  possession  in  three 
months  ;  but,  of  course,  the  Board  having  the  award 
were  entitled  to  possession.  A  great  deal  of  corre- 
spondence ensued  upon  that.  Ultimately  the  Board, 
that  is  the  committee  (when  I  say  the  Board  I  mean 
the  works  and  genepJ  purposes  committee,  represent- 
ing the  Board),  gave  him  formal  notice  that  he  would 
be  required  to  give  up  possession  in  21  day^  so  as  to 
put  an  end  to  it.  He  then  put  up  a  claim  which  he 
had  never  raised  before,  that  the  fixtures  in  the  build- 
ing had  not  been  included  iu  Sir  Henry  Hunt's  award. 


and  that  if  he  was  turned  out  he  should  claim  a  large 
sum  for  those  fixtures,  or  should  have  a  bale  and  clear 
them  away.  He  again  urged  to  be  allowed  to  remain, 
and  ultimately  raised  his  offer  to  7,000/.  per  annum. 
The  Board  had  heard  a  good  deal  at  that  time  as  to 
the  nature  of  the  entertainments  carried  on  at  the 
Pavilion,  and  there  was  very  great  fear  that  the  license 
might  have  been  placed  in  jeopardy.  The  committee 
therefore  refused  to  entertain  his  offer  unless  he  would 
give  substantial  guarantees  that  the  entertainments 
should  be  carried  on  in  a  satisfactory  manner,  and  that 
nothing  should  be  done  which  was  calculated  to  en- 
danger the  licenses.  He  refused  to  m'we  those  guaran- 
tees, and  the  Board  therefore  determined  not  to  accept 
his  offer,  and  it  then  became  known  that  it  was  open 
to  offers  from  other  persons.  There  was  an  offer 
made  by  a  Mr.  Stanley  of  500/.  per  month,  and  thero 
was  an  offer  from  Mr.  Villiers,  who  offered  7,000/. 
per  annum.  There  was  also  an  offer  by  Messrs. 
Speedy  and  Poole  of  7,500/.  per  annum,  and  an  appli- 
cation was  also  made  on  the  part  of  Messrs.  Monico 
for  terms,  they  stating  that  they  would  like  to  become 
tenants.  A  good  deal  of  care  was  given  to  the  whole 
subject,  and  ultimately  it  was  determined  to  accept 
Mr.  Villiers'  offer. 

1 16.  You  say  a  good  deal  of  care  was  given  to  the 
whole  subject.  What  means  had  the  Board  (when  1 
say  the  Board,  I  mean  the  committee  of  the  Board) 
of  ascertaining  the  advantages  respectively  of  these 
different  tenants  ? — I  should  say,  generally,  in  answer 
to  that,  public  notoriety.  I  think  it  was  very  well 
known  that  Mr.  Villiers  had  conducted  the  Canterbury 
Music  Hall  in  a  v^ry  fairly  respectable  manner  for 
such  a  place.  I  am  not  at  all  an  advocate  of  music 
halls,  and  would  rather  that  there  were  none;  but 
still  there  he  was,  and  it  was  known  that  there  had 
been  no  complaints  against  that  hall,  at  any  rate. 
'Jhere  had  been  complaints  against  the  Pavilion.  It 
was  known  that  Messrs.  Speedy  and  Poole  were  con- 
ducting at  the  same  time  two  other  large  music  hulls 
in  the  metropolis,  and  it  was  thought  it  would  not  be 
safe  or  wise  to  let  them  have  a  third,  because  some 
thing  might  happen  at  one  which  would  offend  the 
justices  and  render  it,  perhaps,  difficult  to  get  a  re- 
newal of  the  license  for  another.  I  think  for  those 
reasons  generally,  and  Mr.  Villiers  being  willing  to 
give  very  substantial  guarantees  that  the  business 
should  be  conducted  in  a  respectable  and  proper 
manner,  the  committee  ultimately  decided  to  accept 
him. 

117.  Greneral  notoriety  as  to  the  mode  in  which  a 
music  hall  is  conducted  appears  rather  a  vaguo  kind 
of  evidence  to  act  upon  ;  was  any  investigation  or  any 
inquiry  made  ? — Certainly  there  was  inquiry  made. 

118.  By  whom? — Do  you  mean  as  to  Mr.  Villiers* 
respectability  ? 

119.  Yes? — Oh,  yes;  that  was  so. 

120.  By  whom  would  that  be  done? — I  think  1 
have  a  report  of  the  solicitor  on  that  subject.  The 
solicitor  certainly  did  report  on  the  matter.  It  is 
usual  to  refer  to  the  solicitor  in  cases  of  inquiry. 
There  is  a  report  from  the  solicitor  upon  the  subject 
in  July  1879,  in  which  he  gives  the  names  of  gentle- 
men who  are,  he  states,  prepared  to  join  with  Mr. 
Villiers  in  a  joint  and  several  bond  for  3,000/.  as 
security  to  the  Board  on  those  heads,  that  is,  as  to  the 
mode  of  conducting  it,  and  giving  up  the  fittings  and 
fixtures,  and  maintaining  the  licenses,  and  so  forth 
{handing  in  report), 

121.  Was  Mr.  Villiers  to  continue  carrying  on  the 
Canterbury  Music  Hall  ? — No.  I  am  speaking  from 
memory,  but  I  think  he  had  ceased  to  be  connected 
with  the  Canterbury  ;  at  any  rate,  if  he  had  not 
ceased,  he  did  immediately  cease  to  be  connected 
with  it.     I  rather  think  he  had  ceased. 

122.  I  observe  that  Messrs.  Speedy  and  Poole,  who 
offered  the  higher  rent  of  7,500/.,  also  offered  to  give 
responsible  security  for  the  proper  conduct  of  the 
hall  ? — ^Yes,  I  believe  so. 

123.  Was  any  inquiry  made  as  to  whetJier  they 
could  give  such   security? — I  think    the    prmcipal 
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reasou,  if  one  can  venture  to  state  reasons  for  men's 
minds,  was  the  fact,  as  I  have  stated,  that  they  had 
two  music  halls  already,  and  it  was  thought  unde- 
sirable they  should  have  a  third. 

124.  Then  Messrs.  Mouico  also  inquired  on  what 
terms  the  Board  M'ould  be  willing  to  let  the  London 
Pavilion  ;  why  was  not  an  investigation  made  as  to 
what  they  would  be  likely  or  willing  to  give  ? — There 
was  nothing  done  with  them  at  all.  At  this  distance 
of  time  I  can  scarcely  remember  why  there  was  not. 

125.  I  understand  their  letter  was  received  at  the 
same  time  as  the  report  of  the  solicitor  upon  Mr. 
VilbVrs' f>ifer  ? — Ye>,  but  Mr.  Villiers  had  made  an 
offer  previously  to  the  letter  from  Messrs.  Monico. 

126.  Were  any  steps  t^kcn  to  make  public  the  fact 
that  the  Board  were  open  to  offers  for  the  temporary 
occupation  of  the  London  Pavilion  ? — ^No,  I  think 
not. 

127.  Do  you  know  how  these  proposals  came  to  be 
made  from  three  or  four  people  ? — I  think  there  was 
at  that  time,  if  I  am  correctly  informed,  an  association 
known  as  the  Music  Halls  Association,  who  knew  all 
about  it,  and  so  it  got  about  in  that  manner. 

128.  Of  course  it  would  be  known  that  you  had 
purchased  it  for  the  improvement,  and  that  you  would 
not  require  it  for  some  little  time  ? — No  doubt. 

129.  There  were  no  means  taken  to  make  it  pub- 
licly known  that  you  were  open  to  an  offer? — No, 
there  was  not.  Of  course  it  was  only  regarded  as  a 
temporary  matter. 

130.  Upon  that  Mr.  Villiers  became  the  tenant, 
though  at  an  annual  rental  merely  on  a  monthly 
tenancy  ? — On  a  monthly  tenancy,  the  rent  being  paid 
in  advance. 

131.  When  was  the  first  step  taken  with  reference 
to  the  disposal  of  the  land  after  it  was  cleared,  or 
whilst  it  was  being  cleard  ? — That  did  not  take  place 
until  the  year  1884;  because,  owing  to  the  peculiarity, 
I  may  say,  of  a  section  of  the  Act  of  1877,  Ihe  Board 
WAS  ver/  seriously  hampen»<l  in  carrying  out  the  West 
Knd  improvements,  by  a  section  in  the  Act  which  was 
pretty  well  known  as  the  33rd  section,  which  pre- 
vented them  going  on  with  the  street  improvements 
until  accommodation  had  been  provided  lor  persons 
of  the  working  classes.  The  Board  made  attempts  to 
get  that  Act  amended.  It  was  not  until  1883  that 
they  succeeded  in  getting  it  amended,  and  immediately 
on  the  amending  Act  being  passed  they  cleared  some 
land  which  was  let  to  a  company  for  the  purpose  of 
erecting  artizans'  dwelhngs.  Those  dwellings  were 
erected,  and  the  Secretary  of  State  then  gave  his 
certificate  enabling  the  Board  to  proceed  with  the 
improvements.  Then  it  was  that  we  were  authorised 
to  commence  taking  down  the  property,  and  the  pro- 
perty was  commenced  to  be  removed  in  the  line  of 
the  street.  Of  course  it  was  very  well  known  that  in 
a  very  short  time  the  Pavilion  would  have  to  be  cleared 
away. 

132.  I  shall  have  some  questions  to  put  with  regard 
lo  that  provision  of  the  Act  ;  but  I  will  defer  that 
until  a  later  stage.  That  became  known  in  1884  ? — 
In  1884.  Then  on  the  12th  of  November  1884,  a 
letter  was  received  from  Mr.  Villiers  asking  to  be 
allowed  to  make  an  ofier  for  the  site. 

133.  Is  that  the  first  communication  received  from 
Mr.  Villiers  ? — So  far  as  I  can  trace,  and  so  far  as 
my  memory  goes,  that  is  the  first  communication. 

134.  Do  you  know  whether  before  that  date  he  had 
been  in  communication  with  any  ofiicial  of  the  Board  ? 
— I  am  not  aware  that  he  had. 

135.  At  that  time  had  any  public  notic«been  given 
that  the  land  was  to  be  disposed  of  by  the  Board  ? — 
Xo,  there  had  not  been. 

136.  Was  any  such  public  notice  ever  given  ? — No, 
no  such  notice  was  ever  given. 

137.  That  letter  being  received  on  or  about  the 
12th  of  November  1884,  in  which  Mr.  Villiers  asked 
whether  the  Board  would  be  prepared  to  consider 
the  proposal  from  him  on  the  basis  of  his  rebuildiug 
the  hall  on  the  triangular  plot  of  land  which  would 
remain  after  forming  the  new  road,  what  was  the  fir^t 


step  taken  upon  that  by  the  Board  r — On  the  follow- 
ing Monday  that  was  read  to  the  works  committee, 
and  instructions  were  given  to  the  architect  and 
solicitor  to  report  f»n  the  matter. 

138.  What  day  of  the  month  was  that  ?— On  the 
17  th  of  November. 

139.  Have  you  a  copy  of  the  minute  ?— I  have. 

140.  Perhaps  you  will  read  it  r — "It  was  moved 
"  by  Mr.  Sheppard,  and  seconded:  *That  Mr.  Vil- 
"  '  Hers  be  informed  that  the  committee  will  be  pi*e- 
"  *  pared  to  receive  an  offer  fiom  him  for  the 
"  *  triangular  piece  of  land  mentioned  in  his  letter.' 
**  An  amendment  was  moved  by  Mr.  Dresser  Kegel's 
**  and  seconded  :  *  That  the  further  consideration  of 
"  *  the  letter  be  adjourned  until  Monday  next,  and 
"  *  that  the  solicitor  and  the  architect  do  then  report 
**  *  upon  the  proposal.'  The  amendment  having  been 
"  put  to  the  vote,  there  were  for  it  17,  against  it  5, 
'<  and  it  was  carried,  and  having  been  put  as  an 
"  original  motion  it  was  also  carried,  and  it  was 
"  resolved  accordingly." 

141.  Accordingly  it  was  referred  to  the  solicitor 
and  the  architect  ? — Yes.  On  the  24th  those  reports 
were  read. 

142.  The  report  of  the  solicitor  had  reference  only 
a'^.  1  gather,  to  the  powers  of  the  Board  ? — Yes,  I 
think  so.  The  architect  went  a  little  more  into  the 
matter.  It  was  more  in  his  department.  He  called 
attention  to  the  importance  of  having  the  building 
completed  and  open^  before  the  next  licensing  day, 
so  that  the  risk  of  an  application  for  a  new  license 
might  be  avoided. 

143.  The  first  part  of  his  report  had  reference  only 
to  the  time  within  which  it  would  be  possible  to  re- 
move the  buildings  then  on  the  land  ? — Yes. 

144.  Then  as  to  the  price.  Will  you  read  what  he 
reported  ? — **  As  to  price.  The  piece  of  land  that 
"  will  be  left  between  the  new  street  and  Great 
**  Windmill  Street  (assuming  the  minimum  of  the 
**  latter  to  be  30  feet)  contains  a  supei'ficial  area  of 
'*  11,913  feet,  on  which  I  should  place  a  ground  rent 
"  of  3,000/.  per  annum.  To  this  must  be  added  the 
**  value  of  the  licenses  of  the  music  hall,  which  I  con- 
**  sider  to  be  worth  a  sum  of  15,000/.  I  should  have 
"  assessed  this  amount  somewhat  higher  had  not  the 
**  licensing  of  the  Trocadero  (formerly  the  Argyll 
"  Rooms)  and  the  Alhambra  for  similat  purposes, 
"  together  with  the  opening  of  the  En^pire  Theatre 
^*  in  Leicester  Square,  to  some  extent  diminished  the 
*'  prospective  profits  of  a  new  undertaking.  1  may 
*'  mention  that  this  triangular  site,  from  its  general 
"  situation,  and  the  great  facilities  of  exit  it  affords 
"  in  case  of  fire,  seems  peculiarly  adapted  for  a  place 
"  of  public  amusement,  whereas  it  might  not  readily 
*<  let  at  so  large  a  ground  rent  for  other  purposes.  I 
^  may  observe  that  if  it  be  sought  to  remove  this 
"  building,  or  to  sell  or  to  let  the  site  after  its  removal, 
*'  any  value  attached  to  the  existing  licenses  will  be 
*•  at  an  end,  because  unless  the  new  building  can  be 
*•  completed  and  opened  by  the  next  licensing  day  in 
"  October  1885,  any  future  application  would  virtually 
*<  be  for  a  new  license,  subject  to  the  caprice  of  the 
"  magistrates,  and  the  strenuous  opposition  of  the  pro- 
"  prietors  of  the  Trocadero  Music  Hall  and  the  Caf6 
<•  Monico,  both  of  which  would  be  immensely  benefited 
**  by  the  suppression  of  the  Pavilion.  I  am  bound  to 
"  bear  testimony  to  the  careful  superintendence  of  the 
**  Board's  tenant  during  the  past  ^\'e  years,  and  if 
"  music  halls,  as  places  of  public  recreation,  are  to  be 
**  dealt  with  from  a  business  and  not  a  moral  point  of 
"  view,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  entertainment  con- 
<*  ducted  by  Mr.  Villiers  does  not  incur  any  great 
"  cause  of  complaint."  I  may  mention  that  the 
works  committee  had  constantly  sent  to  the  hall 
during  the  dye  years  to  watch  the  kind  of  entertain- 
ment that  was  being  carried  on  there. 

145.  That  report  came  before  the  Board  or  the 
committee  at  its  next  meeting  on  the  same  day  ? — On 
the  same  day,  the  24th. 

1 16.  That  and  the  solicitor's  report  were  both  read  ? 
— ^They  were. 

A  4 
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147.  What  resolutions  were  arrived  at?— "After 
"  discussion  ,  it  was  moved  by  Mr.  Fowler  and 
**  seconded,  *'Tbat  the  Board  are  prepared  to  let  the 
<*  *  ground  in  question  for  the  purposes  of  a  music 
**  *  hall.'  The  motion  having  been  put  to  the  vote 
"  there  were  for  it  19,  against  3,  and  it  was 
"  carried,  and  it  waa  resolved  accordingly.  It  was 
**  moved  by  Mr.  Fowler,  and  seconded,  That  Mr, 
"  Villiers  be  informed  that  the  committee  will  receive 
"  any  proposal  from  him  with  a  view  to  subsequent 
**  negotiations.  The  motion  having  been  put  to  the 
"  vote  was  carried,  and  it  was  resolved  accordingly. 
"  It  was  moved  by  Mr.  Fowler,  and  seconded  by 
"  Mr.  Edwards,  and  resolved,  That  the  reply  of  Mr. 
"  Villiers  oe  submitted  to  the  committee  unopened, 
"  and  be  opened  by  the  chairman."  Then  on  the 
29th  a  meeting  was  held. 

148.  Before  then  a  letter  was  written  by  the  archi- 
tect to  Mr.  Villiers  ?— Yes,  a  letter  was  written  by 
Mr.  Vulliamy  to  infonn  Mr.  Villiers  that  the  Board 
would-be  prepared  to  receive  an  offer  from  him. 

149.  Then  on  the  1st  December  there  whs  a  meeting 
of  the  Board  at  which  an  offer  from  Mr.  Villiers  wafe 
considei-ed  .? — Yes,  that  is  so.  The  letter  is  dated  the 
29th  November,  and  on  the  1st  of  December  it  was 
opened  and  read. 

150.  The  oifer  was  to  take  it  at  a  ground  rent  of 
.2,700/.  per  annum,  and  to  give  15,000/.  as  a  premium 

t)r  the  licenses  ? — That  is  so. 

151.  Are  you  aware  whether  any  communication 
was  made  by  anv  member  or  official  of  the  Board  to 
Mr.  Villiers  before  that  letter  was  written  other  than 
the  formal  letter  of  the  architect  inviting  a  tender  ? — 
Tliere  was  nothing  that  I  am  aware  of. 

152.  You  observe  that  the  sum  which  he  otfers  as 
a  premium  for  the  licences  is  exactly  the  sum  which 
was  put  upon  them  by  Mr.  Vulliamy  in  his  report  to 
the  Board  ?— Yes,  that  is  so. 

153.  That  report,  I  suppose,  was  intended  to  be  a 
private  document  ? — Certainly. 

154.  It  is  not  made  public  in  any  way  ? — Not  at  all. 

155.  You  are  not  at  all  aware  whether  it  was  a 
mere  coincidence  or  whether  there  wjis  any  circum- 
stance which  led  to  Mr.  Villiers  puitinjr  the  same 
sum  upon  the  licenses  in  his  offer  as  Mr.  Vulliamy 
had  put  upon  thom  in  his  private  report  to  the  Board  .^ 
—No  I  can  only  say  that  I  am  not  aware  of  any 
communication  having  been  made  by  any  member  or 
by  any  official. 

156.  Of  course  the  report  of  !N!r.  Vulliamy  would 
be  known  to  all  the  members  of  the  Board  present  at 
that   committee  meeting  ?— Certainly.      It  was  read 

there. 

157.  And  would  be  known,  I  suppose,  to  many 
officials  of  the  Board  ?— Certainly. 

158.  Beyond  the  clerk  of  the  Board  or  his  assistants 
who  would  be  present  at  that  meeting,  to  whom 
would  that  report  in  ordinary  course  he  communi- 
cated ?  Would  all  the  assistants  of  Mr.  Vulliamy  in 
his  office  know  of  it?- 1  cannot  tell  what  they  may 
have  known  after  it  was  opened,  but  it  was  brought 
before  the  committee  in  the  first  instance  by  the  clerk, 
sealed. 

159.  What  are  you  speaking  of  now  ? — Mr.  Villiers* 

letter.  , .       ,  , 

160.  I  am  speaking  of  the  architect  s  report  to  the 
Board  ? — I  beg  your  pardon,  you  mean  the  first  report. 

161.  Yes? — ^That  no  doubt  was  drafted  in  Mr. 
Vulliamy 's  office,  b\xt  by  whom  I  have  not  the  least 

idea. 

162.  Is  the  original  report  here  ? — 1  am  not  aware 
whether  the  solicitor  has  it. 

163.  Would  it  be  in  the  ordinary  coui-se  filed  in  the 
office  ? — No  doubt. 

164.  I  should  like  to  see  Mr.  Vulliamy's  report  of 
the  24th  November  1884?— We  will  have  it  looked 
out  (a  ^ess  copy  of  the  report  is  handed  to  the 
Comnmsioiiers), 

165.  Can  you  tell  me  in  whose  handwriting  the 
body  of  the  report  is  ? — No,  I  am  not  acquainted 
sufficiently  with  the  clerk's  handwriting  to  tell  you. 


166.  {Chairman.)  Perhaps,  Mr.  White, your  clients 
can  tell  me  ? 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  It  is  in  the  handwriting  of 
Mr.  Jackson,  a  junior  clerk. 

{Witness.)  It  looks  like  the  writing  of  the  man  who 
wrote  the  letters  in  Mr.  Vulliamy's  department,  and 
whose  name  was  Jackson,  but  I  cannot  swear  to  it. 

{Chairman.)  I  should  like  to  see  the  original 
report. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  original  press  copy  or 
the  original  draft  ? 

{Chairman.)  The  document  which  actually  waa 
handed  to  the  committee  on  the  24th  November. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Probably  the  report  handed 
to  the  committee  would  be  in  the  same  handwriting 
as  the  document.  The  draft  from  which  that  would 
be  copied  would  be  in  some  other  handwriting  possibly 
or  probably. 

{Chairman.)  Is  that  draft  in  existence  ?  If -so  I 
should  like  to  see  it. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  It  shall  be  searched  for. 

167.  (Chairman.)  What  was  done  on  the  Ist 
December  1884,  with  reference  to  that  offer  of  Mi\ 
Villiers  ? — I  will  read  from  the  minutes  :  **  A  letter 
**  dated  the  29th  October  was  opened  by  the  com- 
'*  mittee  from  Mr.  R.  E.  Villiers,  containing  a  proposal 
"  ?jov  taking  on  lease  the  site  in  the  Piccadilly  Circus 
'*  t J  New  Oxford  Sti*eet  improvement  referred  to  in  bis 
**  letter  presented  on  Monday,  in  the  following  terms  : 
^*  ;v  ^ound  rent  of  2,700/.  per  annum,  on  payment  of 
^*  15,000/.  as  a  premium  for  the  license  upon  its  con- 
"  tirmation  in  October  next,  and  an  option  of  purchas- 
**  ing  the  freehold  of  27  years'  purchase.  A  letter 
**  addressed  to  the  chairman,  and  dated  the  1st  instant, 
"  was  also  opened,  fiom  Mr.  Joseph  Pyke,  asking  that 
"  he  might  be  permitisd  to  make  an  offer  for  ihie  tri- 
'•  angular  piece  of  land  abutting  on  Tichborne  Street, 
*•  now  occupied  by  the  Pavilion.  It  was  moved  by 
«*  Mr.  Harben,  seconded  by  Mr.  Rimtz  :  That  the 
"  land  be  offered  to  Mr.  Villiers  on  the  following 
"  terms,  a  ground  rent  of  3,000/.  per  annum,  option 
"  of  purchase  at  27  years,  a  payment  of  15,000/.  upon 
"  confirmation  of  the  license.  An  amendment  was 
**  moved  by  Mr.  Selway,  and  seconded  by  Lord 
*•  Frederick  Pltzroy,  that  the  offer  of  Mr.  Villiei*s  be 
"  declined.  The  amendment  having  been  put  to  the 
"  vote,  there  were  for  it  5,  against  it  18,  and  it  was 
**  lost.  The  original  motion  was  then  put,  when 
"  there  were  for  it  19,  against  it  2,  and  it  was 
•*  carried.'' 

168.  Can  you  give  me  the  names,  or  is  there  no 
record,  of  those  who  voted  for  the  proposed  amend- 
ment? Do  they  appear  on  the  minutes? — I  thiuk 
they  do  not  appear,  but  one  of  the  clerks  will  be  good 
enough  to  refer  to  the  minute  book  itself  to  ascertain 
that.  I  think  they  do  not  occur,  or  I  tshould  have 
them.  It  is  not  at  all  usual  to  record  the  names  of 
the  men  who  vote  in  the  committee.  It  is  sometimes 
done. 

169.  I  ask,  because  I  observe  in  some  of  the  minutes 
given  me  the  names  were  recorded  ? — It  happens 
sometimes. 

170.  {Mr.  Meadows  White,)  It  is  moved  on  some 
occasions  that  the  names  be  taken  down  ? — They  are 
never  taken  down  except  by  a  special  request  of  some 
member. 

{Mr.  Meadows  H^hite.)  The  names  do  not  appear 
in  this  case.  This  which  I  have  before  me  is  a  copy 
of  the  minute  book. 

171.  {Chairman,)  On  that  occasion  would  the 
names  of  those  present  appear  on  the  minutes  ? — Yes. 

172.  There  were  five  who  voted  for  your  amend- 
ment ;  yourself  and  Lord  Frederick  Fitzroy  would  be 
two,  can  you  tell  me  the  other  three  ? — No,  I  cannot 
remember  them.  Perhaps  I  may  interpose  and  say 
that  1  have  always  from  the  first  persistently  opposed 
tbe  letting  of  this  site  as  a  music  hall  at  all.  That 
has  been  my  ground  of  opposition.  {A  list  of  the 
names  of  those  present  was  handed  to  the  Commis' 
sioners,) 
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173.  At  tliat  meeting  of  the  committee  a  letter  was 
read  from  Mr.  Joseph  Pyke  asking  that  he  might  be 
permitted  to  make  an  offer  ? — Yes,  that  was  so. 

174.  He  stated  that  he  was  prepared  to  make  an 
offer  if  your  architect  furnished  him  with  full  particu- 
lars of  the  dimensions  ? — Yes. 

175.  No  notice  appears  to  have  been  taken  of  that 
offer  of  Mr.  Pyke's  ? — No ;  no  action  was  taken  upon 
it  at  all  at  that  date.  If  I  may  venture  again  to  give 
impoession  which  is  not  recorded,  I  believe  the  com- 
mittee felt  that  they  ha<l  gone  too  far  with  Mr.  Villiers 
at  that  time  to  entertain  any  other  application  as  well 
as  his  being  in  possession,  and  considering  the  impor- 
tance of  getting  the  work  done  quickly,  and  various 
considerations  of  that  sort. 

176.  They  had  done  nothing  beyond  telling  him 
he  might  make  a  tender  ? — No,  they  had  not  gone 
beytmd  that. 

177.  He  had  made  a  tender  which  they  were  not 
prepared  to  accept? — Yes;  but  it  was  so  near  the 
amount  which  they  wished  to  have,  that  it  was  then 
considered  advisable  to  offer  it  to  him  at  the  sum  at 
which  the  architect  had  valued  it. 

178.  I  suppose  they  wished  to  have  as  much  as  they 
could  get? — ^No  doubt,  buc  there  was  no  knowledge 
that  Mr.  Pyke  would  give  more  than  Mr.  Villiers  at 
that  time. 

179.  Did  not  it  seem  worth  while  to  find  out  ? — 
WeU,  it  hardly  did,  I  think.  You  see  Mr.  Villiers  had 
been  tenant  for  five  years  and  upwards,  and  paid  his 
rent  with  the  greatest  possible  regularity,  and  hod 
conducted  the  place  respectably. 

180.  Still  he  had  only  been  a  temporary  tenant 
until  the  ultimate  disposal  of  the  land  was  determined 
upon  ? — Quite  so. 

181.  He  had  come  into  possession  with  a  full 
knowledge  that  he  had  no  claim  or  no  right  beyond 
that  of  a  monthly  tenant  ? — Very  possibly. 

182.  Was  it  accoiHling  to  the  ordinary  pi*actice  of 
the  Board  in  dealing  with  land  that  no  effort  should 
be  made  to  obtain  by  competition  as  much  as  could 
be  obtained  ? — ^No,  the  ordinary  practice  of  the  Board 
is  either  to  let  it  by  auction,  or  to  advertise  for  ten- 
ders for  letting  ;  but  a  site  of  this  kind  with  valuable 
licenses  was  considered  to  be  upon  a  different  footing 
altogether.  If  those  licenses  had  been  lost,  we  should 
have  lost,  of  course,  a  large  amount  of  premium. 

183.  That  is  quite  true,  but  on  the  other  hand  if 
you  had  got  a  much  larger  ground  rent  you  would  have 
been  better  off  than  even  if  the  licenses  had  been 
granted  ? — Certainly  ;  it  does  not  matter  which  way 
one  gets  it. 

1^.  At  all  events  it  was  not  thought  fit  to  do  any- 
thing on  that  application  ?— No,  it  was  thought  the 
best  course  was  to  write  to  Mr.  Villiers  in  the  manner 
that  motion  indicated.  Your  Lordship  will  observe 
that  the  motion  was  carried  as  against  Lord  Frederick 
Fitzroy  and  myself.     There  were  only  two. 

185.  The  next  proceeding  was  a  letter  written  by 
Mr.  VuUiamy  to  Mr.  Villiers  ? — Yes,  in  effect  giving 
him  the  opportunity  of  taking  it  at  3,000/.  a  year. 

186.  With  only  a  peppercorn  rent  for  the  first 
year  ? — Yes,  which  was  afterwards  altered. 

187.  In  what  way  was  it  afterwards  altered? — 
There  was  no  peppercorn,  I  think,  or  only  for  about  a 
month.  I  think  he  was  allowed  to  retain  the  old 
materials  of  the  building,  or  something  of  that  kind ; 
some  small  c^mcession  of  t^at  ^ort  instead  of  the 
peppercorn.  He  had  to  commence  to  build  imme- 
diately. 

188.  He  was  to  have  power  to  purchase  within  a 
limited  time  ? — ^Yes,  within  27  years.  « 

189.  A  ground  rent  at  27  years'  purchase  ? — Yes. 

190.  Was  that  a  regulai*  term  of  years,  or  was  it 
fixed  in  this  particular  instance  ? — I  think,  speaking 
from  memory,  that  many  ground  rents  were  sold  at 
about  27  years'  purchase. 

191.  If  the  ground  rent  here  had  been  4,000/.  in- 
stead of  3,000/.,  and  it  had  been  purchased  at  27 
years'  purchase,  you  would  have  been  better  off,  even 
if  you  got  nothing  for  the  licenses  ? — Certainly. 

i     .54142. 


192.  I  observe  that  the  letter  of  Mr.  Vulliamy 
to  Mr.  Villiers  refers  to  an  interview  that  he  had 
with  him  on  the  previous  day ;  I  suppose  you  would 
have  no  record  of  that  r — No,  nothing. 

193.  The  letter  of  Mr.  Vulliamy,  making  the  offer 
or  proposal  to  Mr.  Villiers,  was  founded  upon  the 
resolution  which  you  have  just  read  ? — That  was  so. 

194.  An  answer  was  written  by  Mr.  Villiers  to  that 
of  the  same  day,  the  4th  December  ? — Yes,  accepting 
the  terms. 

196.  And  that  came  before  the  Board  on  the  8th 
December  ? — Yes. 

196.  At  the  meeting  of  the  committee  a  letter  from 
Mr.  Pike  was  opened  and  read  ? — That  is  so,  on  the 
8th  December. 

197.  In  which  he  said  that  he  was  not  only  pre- 
pared to  pay  any  amount  of  deposit  required,  but  that 
his  position  was  that  of  a  well-known  resident  and  a 
man  of  business  in  New  Bond  Street  for  a  quarter  of 
a  century,  and  that  he  had  been  a  member  of  St. 
George's  Vestry  for  nearly  half  that  time,  and  refer- 
ring to  Messrs.  Coutts  and  others,  and  saying  that  he 
was  prepared  to  offer  for  the  plot  of  land  in  Tichbome 
Street  4,000/.  a  year  ground  rent  ? — Yes,  that  letter 
was  read. 

198.  He  adds  in  a  postscript :  *^  Should  there  be 
'^  any  other  scheme  in  the  mode  of  rental,  such  as  a 
"  premium  or  otherwise,  I  trust  I  may  be  allowed  the 
**  offer  of  the  same."  What  was  done  on  that  letter  ? 
— The  only  action  taken  upon  that  letter  was  to 
acknowledge  its  receipt.  Divisions  were  taken  upon 
Mr.  Villiers'  letter. 

199.  I  believe  before  the  decision  on  Mr.  Villiers' 
proposal  a  report  of  the  architect  was  received?-^ 
That  was  so,  and  also  a  report  from  the  solicitor.  The 
qu«istion  had  been  raised  by  some  members  as  to 
whether  the  transaction  with  Mr.  Villiers  was  a 
binding  contract 

200.  And  the  scdicitor  advised  that  it  was  not  ? — 
That  it  was  not,  not  being  under  seaL 

201.  On  that  a  proposal  was  made  to  repudiate  the 
letter  written  by  the  architect  ? — Yes ;  Mr.  Edwards 
moved  that  and  Lord  Frederick  Fitzroy  seconded  it. 

202.  And  to  advertise  the  land  for  public  tender  ? — 
Yes. 

203.  What  was  done  upon  that  ? — Then  later  on  in 
the  day,  after  the  solicitor's  report  was  read,  it  was 
adjourned  from  an  earlier  meeting  to  a  later  one. 
The  committee  sits  for  many  hours  on  Mondays.  At 
the  latter  part  of  the  day  an  amendment  was  moved 
by  Mr.  Harben  and  seconded  by  Mr.  Runtz :  "  That 
*^  the  resolution  of  the  committee  of  Monday  last  on 
^*  this  subject,"  that  is  the  Pavilion,  '*'  be  adhered  to, 
'<  and  that  it  be  referred  to  the  solicitor  to  carry  it 
^'  into  effect.  The  amendment  having  been  put  to 
'*  the  vote  the  names  of  the  members  voting  were 
**  taken  down."  That  is  an  instance  where  they  were 
called  for. 

204.  What  was  that  an  amendment  to ;  what  was 
the  original  proposal? — ^The  original  proposal  was 
that  of  Mr.  Edwards. 

205.  The  one  which  I  read  ? — Yes. 

206.  That  the  land  be  advertised  for  public  tender  ? 
—Yes. 

207.  The  amendment  was  carried  by  18  against  11  ? 
— Yes.  Then  you  will  observe  tlmt  after  that  was 
carried  a  further  amendment  was  moved  by  myself  and 
seconded  by  Mr.  Edwards,  that  the  subject  be  further 
adjourned,  in  order  that  the  architect  might  report 
particulars  of  any  cases  which  had  been  dealt  with  in 
a  similar  manner.     That,  however,  was  lost. 

208.  Do  you  know  the  address  of  Lieutenant-Colonel 
Munro  ? — Yes,  it  is  at  Chigwell. 

209.  I  observe  that  amongst  the  sui*eties  whom  Mr. 
Villiers  offered  in  the  first  letter  you  put  in  was 
Charles  Munro,  Esquire,  28  and  29,  Aldersgate  Street ; 
is  that  the  same  ? — No ;  the  member  of  the  Board  is 
Donald  Monro,  of  Chigwell,  Essex. 

{Mr.  Winch,)  Whitehall,  Chigwell  Row,  Essex. 

210.  {Chairman,)  It  is  not  the  same  gentleman  as 
the  one  at  28  and  29,  Aldersgate  Street  ? — ^No. 

B 


First  Day. 
2  May  1888. 

Mr. 

W.  JR.  Seiway. 
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METROPOLITAN   BOARD   OF   WORKS   INQUIRY   COMMISSION: 


Fint  Day.  211.  I  believe  on  that  amendment  being  put  as  an 

original  motion  another  amendment  was  moved? — 

2  May  1888.     Yes,  there  were  two  other  amendments. 

~"  212.  Will  you  tell  us  what  they  were? — One  was, 

VK  R,  Selufoy,  ^  ^  ^*^^  already  mentioned,  merely  that  the  archi- 
.  \  '  tact  should   further  report  any   particulars  of  cases 

which  have  been  dealt  with  similarly. 

213.  That  was  proposed  by  yourself? — By  myself . 
I  may  say  the  object  was  to  obtain  delay.  That  was 
really  the  object.  Then  we  tried  to  obtain  delay 
further  by  moving  that  the  committee  adjourn ;  that 
was  deflated.  Then  the  original  motion  was  put  to 
the  vote,  that  being  that  the  resolution  of  the  commit- 
tee on  Monday  last  be  adhered  to,  and  that  the  solicitor 
be  ordered  to  carry  it  out.  That  was  carried  by  18 
as  against  eight,  some  of  the  members  having  refrained' 
from  voting.  The  names  are  recorded  in  this  case 
also. 

214.  Then  a  resolution  was  carried  that  the  solicitor 
be  instructed  to  submit  the  draft  to  the  committee  on 
the  following  Monday  ? — Yes. 

215.  So  that  the  committee  had  before  it  the  fact 
that  they  were  not  in  any  way  bound  to  Mr.  Villiers 
in  point  of  law.  They  had  before  them  an  ofPer  of 
an  additional  1,000/.  a  year  ground  rent,  and  that  offer 
was  not  even  considered. — No,  it  was  not  any  further 
considered  than  that  it  was  read.  I  think  the  members 
generally  felt,  and  certainly  I  felt  myself  as  a  member 
of  the  Board,  that  although  we  were  not  legally  bound 
to  Mr.  Villiers  we  were  morally  bound  to  him. 

216.  No  inquiry  was  made  with  reference  to  Mr. 
Fyke  or  his  position  or  his  ability  to  carry  out  his 
offer?— No. 

217.  Mr.  Pyke's  original  otifer  had  come  before  the 
committee  was  in  any  way  pledged  to  Mr.  Villiers  ? — 
Mr.  Fyke's  application  to  be  allowed  to  make  a  tender. 
He  had  not  made  an  offer  at  that  time. 

218.  Bnt  if  he  had  been  allowed  to  make  a  tender 
it  is  clear  that  that  tender  would  have  been  for  the 
higher  ground  renc? — Possibly,  but  there  Ib  no 
reference  in  his  letter  to  amount  of  premium  or  to 
the  number  of  years'  purchase  which  he  was  willing 
to  give  ;  still  that  was  not  f  urCher  considered  by  the 
committee. 

219.  The  next  meeting  of  the  Board  at  which  any 
steps  were  taken  with  regard  to  this  matter  was  the 
12th  December,  I  think  ? — That  was  at  the  Board ; 
that  was  on  a  motion  of  my  own.  That  motion  was 
made  as  I  have  said.  I  was  strongly  opposed  to  a 
music  hall  being  erected  on  that  spot,  and  I  did  all 
I  could  to  defeat  it. 

220.  Did  these  previous  resolutions  of  the  committee 
come  before  the  Board  ? — No. 

221.  All  the  powers  of  the  Board  had  been  dele- 
gated to  the  committee  ? — Yes,  delegated  by  a  special 
resolution  of  the  Board  in  September  1877  for  the 
whole  improvement. 

222.  I  thought  all  these  matters  came  finally  before 
the  Board  again  for  confirmation  ? — No. 

223.  Then  they  never  came  before  the  public  at 
all  ? — No.  The  order  of  the  Board  is  upon  the  Bill 
in  general,  the  Act  of  1877,  the  Streets  Improvement 
Act  was  laid  before  the  Board  by  Mr.  W.  Wykp 
Smith,  who  was  then  solicitor  to  the  Board,  and  tiiis 
order,  a  very  lengthy  order,  was  passed.  I  do  not 
know  that  I  need  trouble  your  Lordship  with  the 
whole  of  this  lengthy  order,  unless  you  wish  it,  but 
it  gives  such  authority  as  may  be  necessary  ^' to  enter 
**  upon,  survey,  and  acquire  possession  of  any  lands 
."  and  premises  required  for  the  purposes  of  the  said 
^<  Act,  and  further  in  execution  of  the  powers  of  the 
^'  Act  to  give  instructions  for  notices  to  treat,  for 
<*  judicial  and  other  proceedings  for  assessing  and 
**  settling  purchase  or  compensation  moneys  by  agree- 
*'  ment  or  otherwise,  and  to  sell  and  execute  all  such 
"  jury  notices,  jury  warrants,  offers  of  compensation, 
'*  appointments  of  arbitrators,  notices  of  arbitration, 
<<  and  to  enter  into  contracts  and  rescind  the  same, 
^  and  to  alter  or  vary  contracts  to  accept  titles,  and 
*^  to  enter  into  such  arrangements  and  agreements, 
**  whether  under  seal  or  not,  for  effectuating  all  or 


*'  any  of  the  purposes  above  delegated  as  fully  and 
"  completely  as  if  the  matter  were  executed  and  per- 
'^  formed  by  the  Board ;  and,  further,  to  lease  or  to 
"  let  or  exchange  any  land  which  may  be  acquired  by 
"  the  Board  for  the  purposes  of  the  same  Act  at  such 
"  rents  and  upon  such  terms  as  the  committee  may 
"  think  expedient,  and  to  approve  of  any  buildings  to 
"  be  erected  upon  such  lands,  and  of  any  specification 
"  or  tender  for  such  lands,"  and  so  forth.  So  that 
the  powers  delegated  to  tlie  committee  were  amply 
sufficient  to  deal  with  the  whole  of  the  matter ;  there- 
fore it  was  an  unusual  motion  at  the  Board.  I  confess 
I  should  not  have  been  surprised  if  the  chairman  had 
ruled  it  out  of  order,  but  he  did  not  do  so,  and  it  was 
put. 

224.  On  the  16th  December  the  solicitor  made  a 
report  with  reference  to  the  mode  of  carrying  out  the 
agreement  ? — Yes,  there  was  a  lengthy  report  as  to 
the  clauses  to  be  embodied  in  the  agreement.  Those 
seem  to  have  been  considered  almost  one  by  one. 

225.  It  appears  to  have  been  at  that  meeting  that 
the  alteration  was  made  doing  away  with  the  pepper- 
corn rent  for  a  year  ? — I  think  that  is  so. 

226.  It  was  moved  and  carried  that  there  be  no 
peppercorn  rent,  and  that  in  consideration  of  this  cir- 
cumstance Mr.  Villiers  be  allowed  to  have  all  fittings, 
fixtures,  and  materials? — Yes,  that  is  so. 

227.  Had  ftny  valuation  been  made  of  those  fittings, 
fixtures,  and  materials  ? — I  have  not  a  copy  of  it,  but; 
my  impression  is  that  they  were  valued ;  they  were 
not  worth  very  much  money,  they  could  not  have  been 
worth  very  much.  I  think  Mr.  Villiers  complains  in 
a  subsequent  letter  that  they  only  realised  60/.  I 
have  a  i-ecoUection  of  that,  but  I  cannot  find  the 
letter  ;  they  were  not  al  all  valuable. 

228.  The  amendment  was  put  that  a  valuation  be 
obtained  of  the  fixtures  and  fittings,  and  that  amend- 
ment was  lost  ? — Yes ;  my  impression  is  that  the 
architect  told  us  generally  that  they  were  not  valuable, 
and  some  of  us  were  very  well  acquainted  with  the  old 
Pavilion  as  a  structure. 

229.  The  other  matters  appear  to  be  matters  of 
small  detail? — Yes,  matters  of  detail  generally.  It 
was  most  important  that  the  building  should  be 
commenced  immediately,  and  completed  before  the 
licensing  time.  That  was  the  great  point.  Indeed 
the  work  was  carried  on  night  and  day. 

230.  Do  you  know  who  was  the  architect  who 
designed  the  new  building  ? — For  that  I  should  like  to 
have  the  plans. 

231.  I  should  like  to  see  the  first  plans  that  were 
sent  in  ? — (Plans  were  handed  to  the  witness.)  These 
are  the  plans,  and  they  |;)ear  the  names  of  J.  Ebenezer 
Saunders  and  Robert  J.  Worley,  joint  architects. 

232.  Mr.  Saunders  was  a  member  of  the  Board  ?— - 
He  was. 

232.  There  appears  to  be  no  date  on  them  ? — So  I 
see. 

234.  Would  there  be  any  record  of  when  they  were 
sent  into  the  office  ? — Yes  ;  on  the  16ih  February  in 
the  following  year  the  architect  reported  that  the 
plans  had  been  submitted,  but  required  alteration. 
Then  in  the  following  week  the  plans  were  submitted 
and  approved. 

235.  They  were  sent  in  before  that  date,  but  they 
may  have  been  sent  in  some  little  time  before  ? — On 
the  16th  February  I  think  they  had  only  just  come 
in.  Mr.  Worley  writes  to  the  architect  on  February 
16th  that  **  Messrs.  Peto  Brothers,  who  are  to  carry 
**  out  the  works,  assured  me  that  it  will  be  impossible 
'<  to  complete  the  buildings  in  time  unless  some 
''  modification  of  the  design  is  made,  I  propose  there^ 
"  fore  to  reduce  the  height"  and  so  forth.  Then  he 
says,  ^*the  amended  elevations  and  plans  will  be 
**  submitted  by  Saturday  next." 

236.  It  is  evident  that  the  original  plan  had  not 
come  before  that  ? — ^No ;  no  plans  had  then  been 
submitted,  he  was  making  arrangements  to  submit 
tliem. 

237.  They  had  been  submitted  to  the  architect  ? — 
No;  this  is  a  letter  from  Mr.  Worley  to  Mr.  Vuliiamj 
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with  reference  to  the  drawings  submitted  by  him  on 
behalfof  Mr.  Villiers. 

238.  They  had  been  submitted  by  Mr.  Worley  to 
Mr.  Vulliamy  ? — Yes ;  but  had  not  been  submitted  to 
the  committee. 

239.  My  question  is  when  were  there  first  sub- 
mitted at  the  offices  of  the  Board  plans  for  the  erection 
of  this  building  ? — ^1  am  afraid  1  cannot  give  you  an 
earlier  date  than  that.  The  architect  did  not  report 
tliem  to  the  committee  till  he  had  satisfied  himself 
they  were  such  plans  that  he  could  bring  before  the 
committee,  and  that  he  seems  to  have  dcme. 

240.  I  suppose  there  would  be  a  record  in  the  archi- 
tect's ofiSce  of  the  receipt  of  the  plans ;  they  would 
come  aocompanied  with  some  letter  ? — I  should  think 
sOy  bat  that  I  can  hardly  tell. 

241.  Can  you  give  me  the  letter  which  sent  the 
first  plans  of  Messrs.  Saunders  and  Worley  to  the 
offices  of  the  Board  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  fVhite.)  It  shall  be  searched  for. 
He  do€8  not  say  the  drawings  were  submitted  by 
letter. 

{Chairman,)  They  may  have  been  submitted  with- 
out a  letter,  but  there  must  be  some  record  in  the 
office  of  the  Board  of  when  first  the  plans  of  the 
London  Pavilion  were  received. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White,)  February  16th,  1885,  this  is 
the  architect's  report :  "  I  beg  to  report  that  the  eleva- 
^  tions,  plans,  &c.  were  deposited  with  me  by  Mr. 
'*  Villiers  on  the  12th  instant." 

(  fFUness.)  The  letter  Mr.  White  has  read  will  give 
us  the  exact  date.  It  seems  they  were  left  by  bond. 
Mr.  VullitmT  *^ports  to  the  works  committee  on  t'lo 
16th  of  February  this ;  **  I  beg  to  report  that  elevations, 
**  plans,  &c.  were  deposited  with  me  by  Mr.  Villiers  on 
"  the  12th  inst.",  only  four  days  before  you  see,  **  in 
**  aec(Hrdance  with  the  terms  of  his  agreement  with 
<*  the  Board  dated  the  8th  January  last.  I  have  only 
*^  been  enabled  to  make  a  superficial  examinaticm  of 
<^  the  drawings,  but  consider  that  the  elevations  are 
*'  overcharged  with  ornament,  thereby  detracting  from 
'^  the  dignity  and  breadth  of  treatment  which  should 
*^  be  the  characteristics  of  a  large  building  in  such  an 
*'  important  position.  I  have  this  morning  received 
**  the  following  letter  from  Mr.  Villiers'  architect,  and 
^  J  presume  that  the  committee  will  wish  to  defer 
*'  the  consideration  until  Monday  next.  The  plans 
*^  will  be  submitted  to  the  theatre  sub-committee  in 
"  the  ordinary  Course  on  Tuesday." 

242.  What  is  the  date  of  the  other  letter  you  read 
just  now? — The  16th  Febraary ;  it  is  the  same  date. 
He  says,  <*  I  have  this  morning  received  a  letter  from 
"  Mr.  Villiers'  architect,"  which  is  the  letter  I  read 
first. 

243.  The  plans  seemed  to  have  come  first  on  the 
12th  ? — ^That  is  so,  by  hand.  There  could  not  have 
been  anything  earlier  because  the  agreement  was  only 
signed  in  January,  anH  he  was  allowed  a  month  or  six 
weeks  to  prepare  them.  Then  on  the  23rd  February 
the  architect  made  a  report  to  the  committee  upon  the 
plans,  and  they  were  approved. 

244.  I  am  going  back  now.-  I  merely  asked  that 
question  about  the  architect  and  the  plans.  We  have 
not  yet  traced  the  whole  transaction.  On  the  18th 
December  the  resolutions  arrived  at  by  the  committee 
on  the  15th  were  communi«mted  to  Mr.  Villiers? — 
That  seems  to  be  so.  That  was  from  the  assistant 
solicitor. 

245.  On  the  19th  December  the  matter  of  the  pro- 
posed tenancy  of  Mr.  Villiers  came  before  the  Board 
at  its  meeting  ? — There  was  a  notice  of  motion  made 
by  Mr.  Oool^  the  member  for  Poplar,  '^  that  the  seal 
''  of  the  Board  be  not  affixed." 

246.  At  that  same  meeting  of  the  Board  a  letter  was 
read  from  solicitors  acting  on  behi^  of  Mr.  Pyke  ? — 
Yes,  the  19th  December.  It  was  only  a  notice  of 
motion.  It  was  not  then  considered.  It  was  merely 
a  notice  of  motion  handed  in.  A  letter  from  Messrs. 
Lewis  and  Lewis,  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Fyke,  was  handed 
in  the  same  day  and  was  referred  to  the  works  com- 
miitee. 


247.  The  Board  referred  it  to  the  works  committee.      First  Day. 
but  why  could  not  the  Board  have  discussed  such  a  — 
matter  itsdf  then  ? — There  was  certainly  no  impossi-     *  ^^^  ^^^' 
bility  in  the  Board's  doing  it,  but  inasmuch  as  all  the  17^ 
business  had  been  previously  referred  to  the  works    j^r  j^Selway. 
committee  I    presume  it    was   thought  proper   that       1__I/ ' 
that  should  also  go  there.     The  Board  might  have 

discussed  it.     The  Board  is  of  course  master  of  its 
proceedings. 

248.  The  result  of  that  was  that  it  prevented  the 
matter  becoming  the  subject  of  public  knowledge  ? — It 
was  not  discussed  in  public. 

249.  {Mr.  ff'ifich.)  Has  your  Lordship  a  copy  of 
the  letter  of  the  18th  December  ? 

( Chairman.)  Yes ;  it  does  not  seem  to  contain 
anything  more  than  a  recital  of  what  had  taken 
place  ? — It  was  rather  threatening  us  that  they  inten- 
ded to  apply  for  an  injunction. 

250.  What  answer  was  ultimately  sent  to  that 
letter  of  the  solicitors  ? — On  the  6th  January  a  letter 
seems  to  have  been  addressed  to  Messrs.  Lewis  and 
Lewis,  merely  acknowledging  the  receipt  of  it. 

251.  What  was  the  next  step  taken  with  reference 
to  Mr.  ViUiers? — The  next  step  is  on  the  9th 
January,  a  formal  sealing  of  the  agreement.  Then  iv 
was  that  the  member  for  Poplar,  Mr.  Cook,  moved, 
pursuant  to  his  notice,  that  the  seal  of  the  Board  be 
not  affixed,  on  which  an  amendment  was  moved  by 
Mr.  Harben,  seconded  by  Mr.  £lam,  that  the  seal  be 
now  affixed.  The  amendment  was  carried  by  18  as 
against  12,  and  the  names  are  set  out.  Then  it  was 
put  of  course  as  a  substantive  motion,  and  a  division 
was  again  taken.  The  motion  was  carried  by  18  as 
against  12.     Then  it  was  sealed. 

252.  Prior  to  that  meeting,  or  at  that  meeting,  a 
resolution  of  one  of  the  vestries  was  communicated, 
objecting,  I  think,  to  the  action  of  the  Board  ? — Yes, 
I  think  &ere  were  two.  I  think  either  one  or  two 
had  been  received.  I  rather  think  two,  speaking  from 
memory.  I  do  not  know  that  I  have  copies  of  them 
here.     The  Paddington  vestry  I  think  was  one. 

253.  The  Marylebone  Vestry  I  think  ? —  I  beg 
your  pardon,  I  have  not  copies  of  them . 

254.  You  would,  I  suppose,  be  unaware  when  Mr. 
Saunders  first  began  to  act  for  Mr.  Villiers  in  the 
matter  of  the  London  Pavilion? — ^Yes;  1  have  no 
knowledge  of  that  at  all. 

255.  The  only  fact  you  are  aware  of,  is  that  it  was 
in  the  preparation  of  plans  which  were  sent  in  to  the 
Board  by  the  12th  February  ? — Quite  so ;  having  his    ' 
name  upon  them. 

256.  Now  I  pass  from  that  matter  for  the  present 
to  the  question  of  the  land  in  Northumberland 
Avenue.  You  are  prepared  ^^dth  minutes  with  refe- 
Tcnce  to  that,  are  you  not  ? — I  am  partly  prepared,  but 
I  have  not  got  all  the  cuttings  here.  I  thought  you 
would  hardly  get  into  that  question  perhaps  to-day, 
but  I  daresay  in  a  very  few  minutes  I  can  get  them 
ready. 

257.  I  daresay  you  wiU  be  able  to  answer  the  ques- 
eions  ? — I  will  do  the  best  I  can  of  course. 

258!  The  surplus  land  adjoining  Nnrthumberland 
Avenue  was  all,  or  the  greater  part  of  it,  at  all  events, 
cleared  before  it  was  disposed  of? — Yes,  I  think  the^ 
can  show  your  Lordship  the  plan  of  me  estate,  if  I 
may  so  call  it  {the  plan  was  handed  to  the  Commis- 
sioners). 

26d.  1  gatrter  that  this  plan  is  a  copy  of  some  earlier 
plun,  because  it  says,  '^  plan  referred  to  in  the  acconi- 
"  panying  tender  ;  signature  of  person  tendering  "  ? — 
There  is  an  earlier  plan  than  that ;  the  plan  issued  at 
the  first  letting.  This  is  one  of  the  first  plans  issued 
{producing  another  plan).  I  am  not  absolutely  cer- 
tain.    1  think  it  is  a  copy  of  the  first  plan. 

260.  This  was  plotted  out  into  these  lots  I  sup- 
pose in  the  architect's  office  ? — Quite  so. 

261.  Were  the  whole  of  these  lots  advertised  in  any 
way  as  being  for  sale  by  public  tender  ? — ^For  letting 
by  public  tender.  The  advertisements  were  in  news* 
papers,  and  boards  erected  on  the  sites. 
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BitBtDtij.  262.  My   question   was   specially   directed   to  the 

— —  point  whether  that  was  the  case  with  all  of  them, 

2  May  1888.     because  it  has  been  suggested  that  some  of  them  were 

-77-  reserved  for  private  contract,  and  were  never  put  up 

ir  ff  ^;wv    to  public  tender.     Do  you  know  how  that  is  ?— I  do 

W.  li.  beiway,  ^^^  ^i^i^i^  ^.h^t  was  SO.     Perhaps  one  of  the  clerks  wiU 

find  the  onginal  advertisement  of   Northumberland 

Avenue.     My  impression  clearly  is  that  everything 

was  publicly  announced  (copies  of  the  advertisementa 

were  handed  to  the  Commissioners). 

263.  The  first  advertisement  handed  me  is  on  the 
9th  May  1876.  "  The  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works 
"  give  notice  that  they  will  be  prepared  on  Monday 
"  the  12th  June  to  open  tenders  from  persons  who 
*'  may  be  desirous  of  taking  on  lease  for  a  term  of 
"  80  years,  all  or  any  part,  of  31  lots  of  building 
•^  land  possessing  impoitant  frontages,"  and  so  on. 

(Mr.  Meadows  fVhiie.)  I  think  the  31  lots  was  the 
whole. 

(The  witness.)  I  believe  that  was  the  whole  of  the 
land. 

264.  (Chairman.)  Can  you  tell  me  when  the  land 
was  first  completely  cleared  ? — The  road  was  opened 
to  the  public  on  the  18th  March  1876.  The  clerk 
has  just  handed  me  some  dates  which  I  asked  for 
yesterday,  but  I  was  not  sure  they  were  ready.  Im- 
mediately after  that  the  advertisement  was  issued.  I 
presume  the  advertisement  your  Lordship  has  in  your 
hand  has  a  date.  It  should  be  somewhere  in  May 
1876. 

266.  Were  the  advertisements  issued  bj  any  notice 
on  the  spot  or  only  by  advertisements  in  the  news- 
papers ? — On  yes ;  by  b<)ards  on  the  spot. 

266.  The  advertisement  appears  to  have  been  in- 
serted seven  times  in  the  "  Times  "  newspaper,  twice 
in  the  "  Standard,"  twice  in  the  **  Daily  News,"  twice 
in  the  "  Daily  Telegraph,"  four  times  in  the  '*  Builder," 
four  times  in  the  **  Building  News,"  three  times  in  the 
"  Architect,"  twice  in  the  "  Metropolitan,"  and  twice 
in  the  '*  City  Press  ?  "—Yes. 

267.  What  is  now  the  Hotel  Metropole  wa.s  plots 
25  to  29  on  the  onginal  plan  ? — I  have  no  doubt  that 
is  correct,  but  I  have  not  the  plan  before  mc. 

268.  Was  any  sum  fixed  by  the  architect  before 
that  in  respect  to  these  several  plots  as  a  minimum  ?— 
The  general  course  of  practice,  at  that  time  at  any  rate, 
was  ror  the  architect  to  plot  out  the  land  and  to  make 
up  his  mind  as  to  the  value  of  the  land,  and  the  mini- 
mum that  should  be  accepted.  Those  prices  he  kept 
to  himself.  When  the  tenders  were  opened  he  would 
advise  the  Committee  as  to  whether  they  were  or  were 
not  up  to  his  mark.  If  they  were  not  up  to  his  mark 
he  would  say  **  this  tender  is  below  my  valuation," 
and  it  was  usually  refused  on  that  ground. 

269.  He  communicated  the  value  which  he  put 
upon  it  in  each  case,  when  there  was  a  tender  in 
respect  to  that  lot? — No,  excuse  me,  his  valuation 
was  not  communicated.  The  members  of  the  com- 
mittee did  not  know  the^  precise  figure  of  his 
valuation. 

270.  He  simply  stated  that  it  was  below  his  valua- 
tion ? — Yes. 

271.  Was  there  any  record  kept  in  the  office  ot 
what  value  he  had  put  upon  the  plots  ? — Excepting 
the  record  which  he  kept  himself,  and  which  was 
always  underst4X)d  to  be  kept  under  lock  and  key, 
thero  would  be  none. 

272.  Would  that  be  known  to  anybody  but  him- 
self ?— No,  to  nobody  but  himself,  and,  most  likely, 
to  Mr.  Groddard,  who  was  the  surveyor,  and  who 
worked  a  great  deal  with  him  and  under  him. 

273.  The  first  tender  opened  was  in  respect  of 
the  Hotel  Metropole  on  the  12th  of  June  1876,  the 
day  named  in  the  advertisement  to  which  I  have 
called  attention  ?— That  is  so. 

274.  That  was  a  tender  for  a  sum  of  5,500/. 
Would  that  be  annual  rent  ? — That  would  be  annual 
rent. 

275.  For  those  plots,  25  to  29  ?— fes. 


276.  What  was  done  on  that  ? — That  tender,  with 
many  others,  was  referred  to  the  architect  for  his 
report. 

277.  When  you  say,  **with  many  others,"  you 
mean  relating  to  other  plots  of  land? — Yes,  in  the 
Avenue. 

278.  That  18  the  only  tender  relating  to  those 
plots? — Yes.  They  were  referred  to  him,  and  be 
reported  in  the  following  week  that  none  of  them 
came  up  to  his  valuation ;  and  then  it  was  resolved 
that  further  advertisement  should  be  issued. 

279.  That  seems  to  ha\^  been  carried  out  by  an 
advertisement  inviting  tenders  for  the  iOth  of  July 
1876  ? — Yes ;  they  were  opened  on  that  day. 

280.  That  advertisement  appears  to  have  been 
insetted  in  the  same  papers,  and  about  the  same 
number  of  times  as  the  other,  except  that  in  the 
"Builder"  and  "Building  News"  it  was  twice 
instead  of  four  times  each  ? — Those  are  weekly 
papers;  the  time  would  not  have  permitted. 

281.  There  were  the  three  advertisements  in  the 
"  Hour."  What  is  the  "  Hour"  ?  Is  that  a  weekly 
paper  ? — I  have  not  the  slightest  idea ;  I  do  not 
remember  anything  about  it 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  It  was  a  daily  paper,  which 
lasted  scarcely  more  than  its  name. 

282.  {Chairman.)  Then  on  the  lOth  of  July  were 
the  tenders  opened  ? — Tenders  were  opened ;  and  for 
the  plots  25  to  29  a  tender  was  received  of  4/.  per 
square  fcot  from  Colonel  Longley. 

283.  Unless  it  becomes  necessary  in  the  case,  I  do 
not  know  that  we  need  mention  names.  Some  names 
are  very  important,  but  other  names  need  not  be 
mentioned  unless  it  is  desirable.  That  was  a  tender 
on  which  nothing  was  done  ? — Oh,  yes,  the  im^itect 
reported. 

284.  Then  it  is  quite  right  to  take  the  name  if 
anything  is  done  on  it.  1  meant  if  a  tender  was 
simply  opened,  and  said  to  be  below  the  amount,  and 
nothing  was  done  on  it,  it  would  not  be  necessary  to 
give  the  name.  What  was  done  on  it  ? — ^It  appears 
that  the  architect  reported  that  that  monied  out  to 
7,000/.  per  annum,  and  that  it  was  up  to  the  estimate 
which  he  had  made.  It  was  thereupon  moved  and 
seconded,  "That  the  tender  of  Colonel  Longley  be 
accepted,  subject  to  the  usual  inquiries."  Then  the 
usual  inquiries  were  set  on  foot,  and  ultimately  the 
tender  was  rejected. 

285.  We  need  not  go  into  the  details  of  it,  but  the 
result  appears  to  have  been  that,  on  inquiry,  it  was 
not  considered  that  his  financial  condition  was  so 
satisfactory  that  the  Board  would  be  warranted  in 
taking  him  ? — No. 

286.  Accordingly,  that  came  to  an  end  on  the  18th 
of  July  1876?— Yes. 

287.  Then,  on  the  3lft  of  July,  there  was  another 
advertisement  that  tenders  be  opened  on  the  7th  of 
August  1876.  That  appears  to  have  been  adver- 
tised four  times  in  the  "  Times,"  four  times  in  the 
"  Standard,"  four  times  in  the  "  Daily  News,"  four 
times  in  the  "Daily  Telegraph,"  four  times  in  the 
<*  Hour,"  and  twice  in  the  "  Echo."  Upon  that  there 
appears  to  have  been  no  tenders  ? — No,  there  seem  to 
have  been  no  tenders  as  the  result  of  that  advertise- 
ment ;  but  an  offer  was  received  in  October  from  a 
gentleman  for  those  plots. 

288.  That  was  on  the  3rd  of  October  ?— The  3rd  of 
October. 

289.  What  was  the  amount  of  that  offer  ?— 8,700/. 
per  annum ;  but  with  a  condition  that  we  should  sell 
the  freehold  at  22  years'  purchase. 

290.  What  was  done  on  that  ?  —  Then  he  was 
called  upon  to  make  his  offer  upon  the  proper  form, 
and  to  send  in  his  references.  Ultimately,  we  had  a 
tender  from  him  on  the  Board's  form  of  7,650/.  per 
annum,  with  a  stipulation  of  25  years'  purchase. 

291.  What  was  done  on  that  ? — There  were  several 
motions ;  but  it  seems  ultimately  that  it  was  resolved 
that  the  tender  be  accepted  subject  to  the  usual 
inquiries,  the  option  of  purchase  to  be  limited  to  five 
years. 
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292.  That  was  to  allow  a  rental  of  7,660/.  was  it  ? 
— ^7,660/.  at  26  years'  purchase,  and  to  have  the 
option  of  completiog  the  purchase  within  five  years. 

293.  Then  he  gave  further  references.  What 
became  of  that  matter  ? — The  solicitor  made  a  report 
in  the  first  instance,  a  somewhat  lengthy  report,  as  to 
the  result  of  his  inquiries.  That  wua  on  the  30th 
October. 

294.  That  was  the  end  of  it?— Perhaps  I  had 
better  not  read  all  that,  as  it  refers  to  difierent 
persons  ;  but  the  committee  were  not  satisfied,  and  it 
was  a4)ourned  for  further  consideration.  He  was 
asked  idtimately  to  pay  rent  in  advance. 

296.  The  next  step  appears  to  liave  been  on  the 
6th  November  1876,  whfn  he  was  informed  that 
provided  he  paid  one  year's  ground  rent  at  once  the 
natter  would  be  proceeded  with? — Yes.  Then  on 
the  4th  December  he  was  informed  that  the  com- 
mittee would  give  him  one  more  week.  It  was  still 
further  extencbd  for  another  week,  and  on  the  18th 
December  it  was  resolved  that  all  negotiations  with 
Mr.  Doyle  be  discontinued. 

296.  Then,  the  next  matter  appears  to  have  been 
a  tender  of  the  6th  August  1877?— Yes,  for  7,000/. 

297.  That  is  from  the  same  gentleman  ? — Yes,  it 
looks  like  the  same  gentleman. 

296.  And  that  tender  was  accepted  ? — ^That  tender 
seems  to  have  been  accepted. 

299.  That  was  a  lower  tender  than  the  previous 
one.  The  previous  tender  had  been  for  7,650/.,  and 
this  was  for  7,000/.  ? — ^That  is  so.  Nothing  seems  to 
have  come  of  that.    It  went  off  altogether. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White)  He  said  he  represented  a 
company  with  86  per  cent,  of  its  capital  privately 
subscribed  for. 

300.  (Chairman.)  Then  thei*e  seems  to  have  been 
nothing  more  done  till  the  year  1879  ? — No. 

301 .  Were  there  any  advertisements  in  the  mean- 
time  ? — I  do  not  remember  that  there  were  any  more 
advertisements  in  the  newspapers.  The  boards  were 
on  the  sites  inviting  applicants. 

302.  But  nothing  appears  to  have  arisen  for  two 
jenn  ? — ^There  were  negotiations,  but  nothing  came 
of  Uiem. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  On  the  3rd  October  1877 
there  seems  to  have  been  something  done. 

[Adjourned  for  a  short  time.] 

303«  (Chairman.)  The  next  tender  appears  to  have 
been  in  October  1879  ? — fiefore  we  go  to  that,  my 
Lord,  may  I  ask  your  Lordship  to  pardon  an  omission 
which  I  made  a  few  minutes  ago,  when  you  asked 
me  who  fixed  the  minimum  reserves.  I  said  Mr. 
Vulliamy  and  possibly  Mr.  Goddard.  I  find  that  Air. 
Robertson  was  also  very  frequently,  if  not  generally, 
associated  with  him  in  doing  that  work*  I  had  for- 
gotten that  for  the  moment.  In  October  1879  there 
seems  to  have  been  another  tender. 

304.  What  was  done  with  that  ? — ^The  committee 
determined  to  accept  that. 

306.  That  was  only  for  a  portion  ?— That  was  only 
for  a  portion. 

306.  It  seems  to  have  been  referred  to  the  architect 
to  report? — ^Yes.  In  1880  we  seem  to  have  agreed  to 
let  some  more. 

307.  That  t^der  was  from  a  Mr.  Butler  ?— Tes. 

308.  And  whilst  in  negotiation  with  him  another 
tender  was  received  for  lots  27,  28,  29,  and  part  of  26 
from  the  Society  of  the  Royal  London  Panorama  ? — 
There  was  another  tender.  Mr.  Butler  was  asked  to 
give  the  names  of  his  principals,  and  there  seems 
to  have  been  a  good  deal  of  correspondence  with  him, 
and  in  June  1880  we  agreed  to  accept  an  offer  for 
ploU  26,  26,  27,  28,  and  29  from  Mr.  Butler. 

309.  On  the  14th  June  1880  there  seems  to  have 
been  something  ? — ^Yes,  it  seems  to  have  gone  on  still 
further  into  July  before  anything  definite  was  arrived 
at.  The  correspondence  I  know  took  a  long  time. 
It  went  on  as  long  as  October,  when  it  was  reported 
that  Mr.  Butler  had  made  no  further  communication, 


and  on  the  26th  of  that  month — ^it  was  the  11th  when 
that  was  reported — ^the  architect  presented  a  further 
proposal  from  another  gentleman  offering  6,600/. 

310.  There  was  another  tender  on  the  IHth 
November  1880?— Yes,  that  is  so. 

311.  For  7,000/.  a  year,  with  option  of  26  years' 
purchase? — Yes.  That  was  agreed  to  be  a'^cepted, 
subject  to  the  inquiries  proving  satisfactory.  Then 
we  asked  for  the  names  of  the  principals  that  in- 
quiries might  be  made  with  regard  to  them. 

312.  The  names  were  then  given  on  the  22nd  ? — 
The  names  were  then  given,  and  inquiries  seem  to 
have  been  made.  They  were  not  considered  satis- 
factory, and  we  seem  to  have  declined  it. 

313.  Then  on  the  6th  December  1880  further 
inquiries  were  ordered  with  regard  to  these  persons  ? 
— Yes,  that  was  so,  and  then  a  report  was  read  at 
a  later  date,  and  ultimately  it  was  resolved  again  to 
accept  another  tender. 

314.  Was  that  a  tender  made  by  Mr.  Edward 
Lewis? — By  Colonel  Carter. 

316.  Colonel  Carter  was  the  principal  of  Messrs. 
Brandons? — Tes,  Colonel  Carter  and  Mr.  Addison. 
It  was  proposed  to  accept  them. 

316.  Tluit  was  resolved  on  the  30th  December 
1880? — ^It  was  resolved  to  accept  that  on  that  day. 
Then  the  solicitor  was  instructed  to  inform  them  that 
we  considered  the  negotiation  at  an  end,  they  having 
neglected  to  comply  with  the  conditions. 

317.  Whatdate  wasthat?— I  think  you  will  find 
that  a  letter  was  addressed  to  Brandons  on  the  27th 
January  1881. 

318.  Then  on  the  31st  January  there  was  a  report 
on  another  tender  from  Mr.  Lewis  ? — Yes.  He  wanted 
several  variations  which  the  committee  declined  to 
consent  to,  and  in  October  1881  we  seem  to  have  had 
a  further  offer,  which  was  declined. 

319.  That  was  an  offer  lower  than  the  other  ones? 
— Yes.  Then  in  November  we  had  another  offer  a 
little  higher. 

320.  That  was  an  offer  of  a  ground-rent  of  6,600/. 
with  two  years  peppercorn  ? — Yes. 

321.  That  was  accepted  subject  to  inquiries? — 
That  was  accepted.  Then  he  seems  to  have  been 
pressed  to  give  his  references. 

322.  There  was  an  application  for  extension  of 
time,  and  finally  that  came  to  an  end  ? — ^That  came  to 
an  end. 

323.  Then  on  the  30th  January  1882  there  was 
another  tender  at  a  rental  of  6,600/.,  which  was 
accepted  subject  to  inquiries  ? — ^They  withdrew  that 
themselves  later  on.     They  did  not  wish  to  proceed. 

324.  Then  on  the  27th  March  18S2  there  is 
another  tender  of  6,600/.? — Yes;  that  was  also 
accepted.  Then  we  called  upon  him  to  deposit  the 
first  year's  rental,  and  we  were  obliged  to  tell  him 
unless  he  complied  quickly  it  would  be  at  an  end, 
and  on  the  8th  May  it  was  put  an  end  to.  Then  on 
the  16th  May  there  was  another  tender  for  6,000/. 

326.  From  Mr.  F.  Gordon  ? — Yes,  and  it  was  pro- 
posed to'  offer  it  to  him  at  6,600/.  Ultimately  an 
amendment  was  carried  that  it  should  be  6,000/., 
with  two  years  peppercorn,  with  the  option  of  pur- 
chase within  four  years  at  26  years*  purchase,  he 
wishing  to  have  it  at  26  years'  purchase. 

326.  It  was  moved  by  Mr.  Freeman,  and  seconded 
by  Mr.  Fowler,  *^  That  the  Architect  do  inform  Mr. 
<^  Gordon  that  the  committee  will  be  prepared  to 
**  agree  to  the  following  terms: — Rent  6,000/.  per 
"  annum ;  two  years'  peppercorn  from  the  29tU 
^*  September  next;  option  of  purchase  within  four 
<*  years  at  26  years'  purcha3e  "  ? — Yes ;  in  fiict  it  is 
his  own  offer  with  one  year's  additional  purchase  of 
the  freehold.  That  was  agreed  to  and  ultimately  the 
agreement  was  sealed. 

327.  What  was  the  clause  with  reference  to  adver- 
tisements that  it  b  said  is  to  stand  as  printed  ?— The 
Board  never  allow  advertisements  to  appear  on  the 
hoardings  of  land  which  they  have  possession  of. 
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328.  Then  it  was  that  after  he  had  taken  it  he  was 
not  to  put  up  advertisements  on  the  boarding  ? — He 
was  not  to  put  up  advertisements  on  the  hoarding. 

329.  Did  that  ultimately  come  to  a  contract? — 
Yes,  and  the  contract  was  sealed  on  the  19tt  May 
1882.  _ 

330.  That  was  very  rapidly  after  the  )  5th?— Yes, 
the  inquiiies  were  quickly  made. 

331.  I  do  not  observe  that  there  were  any  inquiries 
ordered,  or  that  it  was  8<yourned  for  inquiries  with 
regard  to  the  position  of  Mr.  Gordon.  In  all  the 
other  cases  when  the  tenders  were  made  it  was 
immediately  adjourned  for  an  inquiry,  and  report  as 
to  the  financial  position  of  the  persons  tendering? — I 
think  I  can  explain  that.  Mr.  Gordon  was  a  tenant 
of  the  Board's  at  the  time  of  another  large  plot,  and 
therefore  the  inquiries  had  been  made  in  the  former 
instance. 

332.  What  plot  was  that?— The  one  facing 
Charing  Cross  known  as  the  Grand  Hotel. 

333.  What  was  the  date  of  that  ?— That  seems  to 
have  been  let  to  him  in  1877. 

{Mr.  Winch.)  Thft  numbers  of  the  plots  are  12,  13, 
14,  and  15. 

334.  {Chairman.)  Will  you  let  me  have  the 
minutes  with  regard  t<j  that  letting. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White)  They  are  very  voluminous 
and  shall  be  got  out  as  soon  as  possible. 

{Chairman.)  I  should  like  the  earliest  ones  when 
this  tender  first  came  for  the  Grand  Hotel  plots. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  If  your  Lordship  will  wait 
till  to-morrow  everything  will  be  completed. 

{The  Witness.)  I  think  I  shall  be  able  to  give  your 
Lordship  some  particulars  about  the  Grand  Hotel  and 
the  dates. 

335.  {Chairman.)  The  dates  would  not  be 
sufficient.  I  want  to  see  the  minutes  but  I  shall 
see  them]  to-morrow.  Was  Mr.  Fowler,  who  was  a 
member  of  the  Board,  an  architect  ? — ^Yes. 

336.  Can  you  tell  me  any  other  members  of  the 
Board  besides  Mr.  Fowler  and  Mr.  Saunders,  who 
were  architicts  ? — I  think  there  are  no  others. 

337.  Were  any  of  the  members  of  the  Board 
builders  at  that  time,  in  1877  or  1882  ?— I  will  refresh 
my  memory  by  looking  at  the  list.  I  cannot  say  that 
I  remember  any.  In  1882  there  was  a  member  of 
the  Board  who  was  a  builder,  he  seems  to  have  joined 
the  Board  in  1881. 

338.  Who  was  that?— Mr.  Shepherd,  the  member 
for  Bermondsey. 

339.  Do  you  know  whether  there  were  any 
surveyors  or  engineers?  —  No  practising  engineers. 
I  am  by  profession  a  surveyor,  but  I  am  not  in  general 
practice.     There  are  no  others  I  think. 

340.  Then  Mr.  Gordon  accepted  those  terms  and 
the  contract  was  sealed  ? — For  the  Metropole  in  1882. 

341.  Do  you  know  who  was  the  architect  of  the 
Hotel  Metropole  ? — ^I  think  the  plans  were  submitted 
by  Mr.  Francis.  Perhaps  the  plans  can  be  shown  to 
your  Lordship.  I  asked  that  they  should  be  brought 
down  and  they  are  here,  but  1  believe  that  Mr. 
Saunders  was  associated  with  Messrs.  Francis  in  this 
{plans  produced.)  The  plans  do  not  appear  io  bear 
anybody's  name,  but  here  is  one  submitted  in  1883 
for  a  modification  of  the  design  which  bears  the  name 
of  the  two  Messrs.  Francis  only.  The  other  plans 
have  no  names. 

H42.  Is  it  usual  to  send  in  plans  without  the  names 
upon  them? — I  presume  they  must  have  been 
accompanied  by  a  letter  which  perhaps  identified 
them. 

343.  I  see  this  endorsed  upon  it.  "  Plan  handed 
"  to  me  by  Mr.  Robertson,  21st  July  1885.'*  What 
does  that  refer  to  ? — ^I  should  think  that  is  the  memo- 
randum of  the  superintendent  architect. 

344.  You  know  that  Mr.  Saunders  was  acting  in 
this  mai^ter  as  architect  as  well  as  Messrs.  Francis  ? 
^-I  have  no  official  knowledge  of  that.  I  do  not 
think  that  has  ever  been  brought  officially  before  the 
Metrppoliian  Board. 


345.  Part  of  the  duties  of  the  Metropolitan  Board 
would  be  to  supervise  the  plans  with  reference  to  the 
building  line  and  projections,  and  so  on  ? — Certainly. 

346.  Before  whom  did  that  come? — Speaking 
apart  as  to  general  terms  an  application  for  a  pro- 
jection beyond  the  line  of  fiontage  in  any  street  in 
the  Metropolis  would,  in  the  first  instance,  be  sent  to 
the  Board,  and  be  referred  by  the  Board  to  tlie 
Building  Act  Committee,  unless  it  was  so  simple  a 
case,  and  everybody  agreed  that  the  Architect 
would  recommend  tlie  Board  at  once  to  deal  with  it 
themselves.  Otherwise  it  would  go  to  the  Building 
Act  Committee.  The  Buildmg  Act  Committee  would 
investigate  the  matter,  and  perhi^s  view  it  if  they 
thought  fit,  and  upon  its  recommendation  the  Board 
usually  acts. 

347.  But  the  plans  for  this  building  on  those  plots 
had  to  be  submitted  to  the  Board  for  approval  ? — Ta 
the  Works  Committee  as  freeholders. 

348.  When  those  came  before  the  works  Cetor 
mittee  were  they  referred  to  any  sub-committee  ?^ 
No.  It  is  not  usually  the  case.  Almost  every  week 
plans  are  brought  up  by  the  Architect  for  the 
approval  or  otherwise  of  the  Works  Committee  of 
buildings  to  be  erected  on  surplus  lands,  and  upon 
his  report  as  a  rule  the  committee  act.  It  does  some- 
times happen  that  members  themselves  express  their 
opinions  pretty  strongly,  and  ihe  Architect's  report  is 
not  always  adopted  either  one  way  or  the  other  ;  but 
that  is  the  ordinary  course  of  procedure  with  regard 
to  buildings  of  which  the  Board  are  freeholders  and 
landlords. 

349.  Now  can  you  tell  me  whether,  either  in  the 
case  of  the  London  Pavilion  building,  or  of  the  Hotel 
Metropole  building,  when  the  plans  came  before  the 
Board  for  approval,  Mr.  Saunders  was  present? — I 
should  not  like  to  answer  that  all  these  years  ago  from 
memory. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Your  Lordship  has  the  date 
before  you,  and  we  can  look  at  the  minute  and  see  if 
he  was  present. 

350.  {Chairman.)  I  have  not  the  date  when  the 
plans  were  approved  ?— The  date  does  not  appear  to 
be  copied  here  when  the  plans  were  approved.  I  am 
handed  a  date  that  the  plans  were  approved  on  the 
29th  of  January  1883.  I  observe  it  seems  to  run  on 
for  a  long  time.  Here  are  letters  from  the  architect, 
Mr.  VuUiamy,  to  the  architects  upon  their  plans  as  late 
as  November  and  December,  so  that  it  was  later  on. 

351.  Was  Mr.  Saunders  a  member  of  the  Board  at 
this  time  in  1882  ?— Yes. 

352.  {Mr,  Grenfell.)  To  whom  are  those  letters 
addressed  ? — ^It  seems  to  be  a  correspondence  between 
the  superintending  architect  and  Messrs.  Francis,  I 
observe  that  all  the  letters  are  signed,  '*  F.  and  H. 
Francis." 

353.  (  Chairman.)  There  seems  to  have  been  a  long 
correspondence  with  regard  to  certain  pilasters  which 
were  proposed  to  be  made  ? — Yes,  and  us  to  the 
architectural  elevations  in  general.  They  seem  to 
ha\e  been  long  discussed,  and  it  was  not  till  January 
1883  that  it  was  resolved  that  the  elevations  be  for- 
warded to  the  Institute  of  British  Architects  for  their 
observations,  and  that  was  done. 

354.  I  see  there  is  a  letter  on  October  2ud,  1882 ;  in 
which  Messrs.  Francis  write,  **  We  lent  Mr.  Saunders 
"  an  original  drawing  of  the  Avenue  front,  simply  to 
**  show  you  the  general  arrangement  of  the  towers." 
That  seems  to  indicate  that  Mr.  Saunders  was  taking 
some  part  in  putting  the  matter  before  the  Board. 
That  is  a  letter  fix)m  Messrs.  Francis  to  Mr.  Vulliamy  ? 
— ^That  is  so,  I  observe,  if  I  may  quote  the  minute  of 
the  29th  of  January  1883,  ''  Bead  a  letter  dated 
"  21th  instant  from  the  Royal  Institute  of  British 
"  Architects,  returning  the  plan  of  the  elevation  of 
^*  the  Hotel  Metropole,  Northumberland  Avenue,  and 
<^  suggesting  that  it  should  he  modified'.  It  was 
"  moved  by  Mr.  Selway  and  seconded  by  Mr.  Kichard- 
"  son,  that  a  copy  of  the  letter  now  read  be  sent  to 
^^  Mr.  Gordon,  the  tenant  of  the  land,  and  that  he  be 
^'  nsked  whether  he  is  prepared  to  submit  an  amended 
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*^  elevatioA  for  the  proposed  building.  An  amend- 
*'  ment  was  moved  by  Mr.  BuntZy  and  seconded  by 
^*  Mr.  John  Jones,  that  the  elevation  be  approved. 
*^  The  amendment  having  been  put  to  the  vote  there 
^'  were  for  it  eight,  against  it  six,  and  it  was  carried, 
*^  and  having  been  put  as  an  original  motion  the  names 
*^  of  the  members  voting  were  taken  douo,  when  they 
**  weie  for  the  motion  eight,  against  it  seven."  I  do 
not  find  Mr.  Sanders's  name  amongst  those  who  voted 
either  pro  or  con  on  that  occasion.  Shall  I  read  the 
names  to  your  Lordship  ?  ~  Yes. 

365.  For  the  motion  eight.  Mr.  Bradfield,  Mr.  Fell, 
Mr.  Robt.  Jones,  Mr.  Buntz,  Mr.  Munro,  Mr.  Harben, 
Mr.  J.  Jonos,  Mr.  Urquart.  Then  against  it  seven. 
Mr.  Fowler,  Mr.  Edwards,  Mr.  Dresser  Rogers, 
Mr.  £lam,  Mr.  Selway,  Mr.  Richardson,  Mr.  Dal- 
ton.     Then  it  was  carried. 

356.  I  observe  in  the  minutes,  there  was  a  proposal 
by  Mr.  Gordon  to  purchase  the  freehold  at  25  years' 
purchase,  and  it  was  deferred  for  general  considera- 
tion on  the  question  of  ground  rents.  Can  you  tell 
me  what  became  of  that  ? — At  that  time  the  Board 
were  applying  to  Parliament  for  power  to  retain 
ground  rents  for  a  longer  period  than  their  power 
under  the  particular  Street  Improvement  Act  went, 
and  I  presume  it  was  in  the  face  of  that  disposition 
to  retain  the  ground  rents  that  we  came  to  that 
decision. 

357.  Were  they  ultimately  sold  to  Mr.  Gordon  ? — 
I  believe  not.  I  do  not  remember  at  this  instant 
whether  they  have  been  sold  or  not.  I  think  they 
have  not  been  sold. 

358.  (Mr.  Meadows  White)  They  were  sold  to  the 
Crown  ? — ^We  did  not  sell  them  to  Mr.  Gordon. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Here  is  a  notice  of  sale  by 
direction  of  Mr.  Gordon  to  the  Crown. 

(Chairman,)  Then  Mr.  Gordon  must  have  bought 
them. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White)  Mr.  Gordon  had  the  option 
of  purchase,  and  they  were  conveyed  to  the  Crown 
by  direction  of  Mr.  Gordon. 

359.  {Chairman,)  Then  he  must  have  exercised 
the  option  ?— I  had  in  my  mind  the  Grand  Hotel 
instead  of  the  Metropole.  That  was  so.  He  bought 
under  the  power  of  his  option. 

360.  Under  the  power  to  purchase  at  26  years' 
purchase  ?-;-Yes. 

(Mr,  Meadows  White,)  The  date  of  that  appears 
to  be  24th  October  1884. 

361.  {Chai^7nan,)  He  had  the  option  for  four  years 
to  purchase  at  26  yeArs'  purchase,  which  would  be 
156,000/.  ?— Yes. 

362.  Do  you  know  wh»it  he  sold  to  the  Crown  for  ? 
— I  do  not,  but  I  think  the  solicitor  can  tell  you.  It 
is  not  within  my  memory. 

363.  The  Crown  bought  for  168,000/.,  so  that  it 
was  12,000/.  advance.  Do  you  know  whether  Mr. 
Gordon  in  this  arrangement  that  he  made  for  the 
taking  of  this  Metropole  land  was  acting  for  himself, 
or  whether  there  were  any  persons  acting  with  him 
whom  he  represented  as  well  as  himself  ? — I  am  not 
aware. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White,)  Your  Lordship  sees  that 
the  buildings  were  erected  at  this  time. 

364.  {Chairman,)  That  completes  the  transactions 
of  the  Board  with  regard  to  the  sice  of  the  Hotel 
Metropole  ? — I  think  that  docd. 

365.  It  was  completely  agreed  to  be  let  with  option 
of  purchase  in  May  1882,  and  was  purchased  before 
the  option  expired  ? — Quite  so. 

366.  The  land  which  is  now  occupied  by  the  Hotel 
Victoria  was  at  one  time  let  to  a  company  called  the 
Northumberland  Avenue  Hotel  Company,  was  it  not  ? 
I  think  that  was  so. 

367.  I  do  not  know  if  you  have  the  particulars 
with  regard  to  that  land  ? — I  have  not  any  before  me, 
but  they  can  be  very  readily  prepared. 

368.  That  is  the  same  land  as  is  now  occupied  by 
the  Victoria  Hotel  ? — Yes. 

369.  Probably  the  Commission  will  desire  informa* 
lion  about  that  plot  as  well.     To  revert  now,  for  the 


time,  to  the  London  Pavilion.  I  observe  from  a 
return  thet  has  been  furnished  to  me,  that  the  lease 
granted  on  the  6th  (»f  March  1886  to  Mr.  Villiers 
was  a  lease  for  80  years  at  a  rent  of  2,650/.  What 
is  the  explanation  of  that  diminution  from  3,000/.  ? — 
There  were  two  leases  granteti,  one  for  the  Pavilion 
for  2,650/.,  and  another  for  an  adjoining  building, 
part  of  the  site  called  the  Piccadilly  Restaurant,  at 
350/. 

370.  Was  that  sub-division  made  under  some 
arrangement  which  Mr.  Villiers  had  arrived  at,  or 
some  negotiations  direct  with  the  Board? — Entirely 
himself.     The  Board  let  the  whole  as  one  site. 

371..  To  Mr.  Villiers  ?— Yes. 

372.  What  was  the  first  communication  from  Mr. 
Villiers  to  the  Board,  with  respect  to  the  sub-divf-  • 
sion?^ — In  1885,  October  19th,  I  observe  a  letter 
from  Mr.  Villiers'  solicitor,  asking  for  two  leases. 
Perltaps  your  Lordship  would  like  to  see  the  plan. 
I  have  here  a  titioiug. 

373.  Have  you  a  copy  of  the  agreement  ?  (Copy 
of  the  agreement  of  1885  handed  to  his  Lordship) 

(Mr,  Meadows  White,)  It  is  clause  24,  your  Lord- 
ship will  find. 

(Chairman,)  That  is  rather  a  long  clause.  What 
is  the  efiecc  of  it  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White,)  The  efiect  is  this:  It  is  a 
clause  usually  put  into  these  agreements,  which  makes 
the  ground  rent  a  little  more  manageable  if  it  is  too 
large. 

374.  (Chairman,)  As  far  as  I  read  it,  the  option 
is  given  to  the  Board  to  divide  it  Did  the  Board 
require  Mr.  Villiers  to  take  two  leases  of  the  twb 
separate  pieces? — He  appears  to  have  applied  for 
them. 

375.  What  is  the  date  of  his  application  ? — On  the 
19th  of  October  there  is  a  letter  from  Mr.  Villiers' 
solicitor  to  Mr.  VuUiamy,  stating  that  he  has  applied 
to  the  solicitor's  deparunent.  I  do  not  see  the  copy 
of  the  letter  to  the  solicitor,  but  the  purport  of  this 
is,  that  he  says  Mr.  Villiers  will  take  up  two  leases, 
one  to  comprise  the  *^  Black  Horse "  at  the  appor- 
tioned ground  rent  of  350/.  per  annum,  and  the  oth<^r 
to  comprise  the  music  hall  and  shop  at  the  rent  of 
2,650/.,  and  then  he  says,  '^  Will  you  kindly  get  the 
committee  to  certify  for  the  leases."  The  architect 
brought  up  to  the  Works  Committee  on  the  19th, 
the  same  date,  a  certificate,  that  he  was  under  the 
terms  of  his  agreement  entitled  to  have  his  lease,  and 
he  recommended  the  apportionment  of  the  i*ents. 

376.  That  woukl  have  been  a  lease  of  both  parts  of 
it  to  himself  ? — Quile  so. 

377.  There  never  W8s  a  lease  granted  of  this 
Piccadilly  Restaurant  part  to  Mr.  Villiers  at  all,  as 
I  understand  ? — Yes,  I  think  so ;  they  were  both  to 
Mr.  Villiers,  unless  I  am  wrong. 

378.  Did  he  assign  the  one  to  other  people  ? — Yes. 
On  February  15ih,  1886,  I  think  is  the  time,  when 
he  asked  for  power  to  divide  it.  On  the  15th  of 
February  1886  Mr.  Villiers  asks  for  license  to  mort- 
gage the  lease  of  the  Pavilion,  and  he  also  asks  a 
license  from  the  Board  to  assign  the  lease  of  the 
^' Black  Horse." 

379.  Was  the ''  Black  Horse  "  the  part  known  as  the 
Piccadilly  Restaurant  ? — Yes. 

380.  Will  you  let  me  see  that  letter  (same  handed 
to  his  Lordship),  He  was,  I  suppose,  under  re- 
striction not  to  assign  without  license  ? — I  have  no 
doubt  that  was  so,  but  1  am  not  familiar  with  the 
Clauses  in  the  lease. 

381.  And  he  got  a  license  on  the  15th  of  February 
1886,  to  assign  the  lease  of  the  ''  Black  Horse  "  to  Mr. 
William  Wedderspoou  Gvey.  He,  as  we  know  now, 
is  a  brother  of  Mr.  Robertson,  the  architect  of  the 
Board  ? — That  is  so. 

382.  Did  that  matter  come  before  the  committee  or 
the  Board  as  to  granting  that  license  ? — Yes.  It  came 
before  the  Works  Committee  on  the  22nd  of  February, 
upon  a  report  by  the  solicitor,  and  the  action  upon  it 
was  deferred  upon  my  motion  until  the  following 
Monday,  in   order  that  information   might  be  laid 
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before  the  Committee  as  to  whether  any  apportion- 
ment of  the  ground  rent  between  the  music  hall  and 
the  restaurant  had  been  approved,  and  also  whether 
the  15,000/.  payable  to  the  Board  by  Mr.  Villiers  had 
been  paid.  It  had  gone  out  of  my  memory  as  to  the 
division.  Then  the  following  week  the  solicitor 
reported  that  "The  architect  reported  on  the  19th 
**  October  that  it  was  proposed  to  apportion  the  total 
"  rent  of  3,000/.  as  follows  :— London  Pavilion, 
"  2,650/.,  Kestaurant,  350/.  And  on  the  26th 
»'  October  the  architect  and  myself  reported  further 
-  **  on  the  subject  by  the  direction  of  the  committee, 
**  and  it  was  then  resolved  'That  the  report  be 
"  •  approved,  and,  that  the  leases  be  granted  to  Mr. 
*«  *  Villiers.'"  Then,  he  says,  "The  leases  were 
"  prepared  accordingly,  and  were  sealed  by  the  Board 
"  on  the  12th  ultimo,"  that  is,  February.  "  The 
"  leases  have  not  yet  been  taken  up,  and  the  12,000/. 
"  and  3,000/.  have  not  yet  been  paid.  The  12,000/. 
"  for  the  Pavilion  licenses  will  be  paid  on  the  lease  of 
"  tlie  Pavilion  being  taken  up ;  the  3,000/.  payable 
"  in  respect  of  the  Restaurant  will  not  be  payable 
**  unless  and  until  the  present  temporary  license  is 
**  confirmed  at  the  magistrates*  meeting  this  month." 
That,  I  think,  covei-s  the  whole  thing,  and  the  motion 
upon  that  was  that  the  solicitor's  report  be  approved, 
"  and  that  licenses  to  assign  and  mortgage  be  granted 
"  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  r^rts." 

383.  That  was  the  first  official  con»:exion  the  Board 
had  with  this  question  of  the  Piccadilly  Restaurant  ? 
— ^That  is  so. 

384.  When  it  was  first  airanged  that  part  of  the 
lands  should  be  used  for  that  purpose  it  did  not  come 
before  the  Board  P— It  only  came  before  the  Board  in 
this  way,  that  the  plan  which  was  laid  before  your 
Lordship  early  this  morning  showed  that  there  always 
was  an  intention  to  have  a  building  separate  from 
the  Pavilion.  The  plans  show  that,  and  approving 
the  plans  the  Board  approved  the  idea  of  having  a 
separate  structure  there. 

885.  But  that  that  separate  structure  was  not  to  be 
used  by  the  same  persons  as  the  main  structure  you 
did  not  know  till  this  application  came  before  you  ? — 
No,  certainly  not. 

386.  (Chairman,  to  Mr.  Meadows  White).  Have 
you  the  lease  and  conveyance  of  the  Colonial  In- 
stitute? 

(Mr.  Meadows  JFhite.)  That  has  not  been  indi- 
cated, but  if  your  Lordship  wishes  to  see  it  to-morrow 
morning  it  shall  be  here. 

387.  {Chadrtnan.)  It  may  be  convenient  if  I  state 
that  I  propose  to-morrow  to  ask  for  information  with 
reference  to  a  matter  that  has  recently  been  brought 
to  our  attention  with  regard  to  the  buildings  at 
Knigbtsbridge.  There  has  been  a  correspondence 
upon  it  in  the  public  press  and  you  doubtless  are 
aware  what  I  am  referring  to.  Then  I  understand 
that  there  are  none  of  the  other  properties  wiih  refe- 
rence to  which  you  have  the  minutes  at  hand,  so  as 
to  be  able  to  deal  with  them ;  for  instance  the  site  of 
what  is  now  the  Victoria  Hotel  ? — ^That  I  have  not 
got.     We  will  get  that  by  to-morrow  morning. 

{Mr.  Meadoics  White.)  If  your  Lordship  would 
kindly  mention,  subject  to  your  discretion,  as  soon  as 
possible  the  properties  that  your  Lordship  wishes  to 


inquire  into,  it  would  be  convenient,  because  getting 
out  these  minutes  in  such  a  labour  and  work  of  time 
that  we  csnnot  put  them  in  order  very  rapidly.  We 
shall  have  the  Grand  Hotel  to-morrow  morning,  but 
as  to  the  Victoria  Hotel,  which  your  Lordship  has 
mentioned  for  the  first  time,  perhaps  we  shall 
scarcely  be  able  to  get  all  the  minutes  together  and 
copied  in  order.  Your  Lordship  has  mentioned  the 
Albert  Gate,  the  Grand  Hotel,  the  Victoria  Hotel,  and 
the  conveyance  to  the  Colonial  Institute. 

(Chairman.)  The  conveyance  and  miuutes  relating 
to  the  lease  to  the  Colonial  Institute.  I  think  those 
are  all  at  present.  If  anything  further  is  required 
full  notice  will  be  given.  I  do  not  know  if  there  is 
anything  you  can  ask,  Mr.  Winch  ? 

( Mr.  Winch.)  There  is  a  matter  I  could  ask  this 
/.•autleman  with  regard  to  this  very  question  of  the 
Pavilion.  Tour  Lordship  has  got  it  that  in  1879  Mr. 
Loibl  was  bought  out  for  109,000/. 

(Chairman.)  We  have  not  had  that.  Voa  may  a*<k 
iii»'  nitncfcs  arKint  that 

388.  (Mr.  Winch.)  109,000/.  was  the  price  the 
Board  paid  for  the  old  Pavilion  site  in  1879? — Yes. 
I  stated  early  in  the  day  that  the  award  was  made 
on  the  27th  September  1878 ;  the  amount  being 
109,300/. 

389.  I  think  there  is  a  plan  which  is  alluded 
to  in  the  agreement  which  was  made  on  the  28th 
March  1885  with  Mr.  Villiers.  The  clause  is  ''  that 
'*  Mr.  Villiers  be  required  to  effect  the  demolition  of 
^^  the  various  buildings  coloured  red,  green,  yellow, 
"  and  blue  on  the  plan."  If  I  could  have  that  plan  I 
think  it  would  make  my  point  dear  that  I  want  to 
make  to  the  Commission.  \ Agreement  handed  to 
witness."]  Can  you  tell  me  which  is  the  "  Black 
Horse"  there  for  which  this  separate  lease  waj 
granted  at  350/.  ? — It  is  part  of  the  green. 

390.  In  1878  did  the  Board  acquire  the  "Black 
Horse"  at  the  same  time  as  they  acquired  the 
Pavilion?  —  No,  I  think  not.  The  "Black 
Horse"  was  under  another  holding.  I  have  not 
before  me  the  date  they  did  acquire  that. 

391.  Perhaps  in  the  morning  if  I  tell  you  what  I 
want  you  will  be  able  to  give  an  i^nswer  to  these 
questions  ? — Yes. 

392.  I  want  to  find  out  when  the  Board  acquired 
the  "  Black  Hors^*,"  what  price  they  paid  for  it,  when 
they  got  possession  of  it,  to  whom  they  let  it,  and 
upon  what  terms,  whetlier  a  monthly  tenancy  or  a 
yearly  tenancy,  whether  they  sanctioned  the  assign- 
ment— Foster,  I  think,  you  will  find  is  the  name  of 
the  person  who  took  it  first  on  a  monthly  tenancy — 


the 

altered,  and    all  the 
-I  will  get  that  infor- 


of  his  interest  to  N.    W.   Grey,  and  v/hether 
terms    of   letting    were    then 
particulars  in  respect  of  itp- 
mation. 

(Mr.  Winch.)  Perhaps  I  may  stop  now,  because 
when  I  get  those  answers  I  perhaps  may  be  able  to 
found  other  questions  upon  it. 

(Chairman.)  Is  there  anything  you  would  like  to 
ask  the  witness  now,  Mr.  Wliite. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Perhaps  I  had  better  defer 
my  questions  till  I  have  heard  what  Mr.  Winch 
asks. 


Adjourned  to  to-morrow  at  2  o'clock. 
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SECOND  DAY. 


Thursday,  3rd  May  1888. 

BEFORE  : 


LoBP  Hebsohell, 


Mb.  Gbenfell. 
LoBD  HEESCHELL  in  the  Chaik. 


Mb.  Bosanquet,  Q.C, 


Mr.  Meadows  White  called  the  attention  of  the 
Commissioners  to  an  article  which  appeared  in  the 
"  Financial  News,"  commenting  upon  the  evidence  of 
Mr.  Selway,  which  he  submitted  exceeded  fair  and 
proper  comment.  Having  read  the  article,  Mr. 
White  appealed  to  the  Commission  as  to  whether  the 
Board  had  not  given  every  possible  facility,  and  put 
into  the  hands  of  the  Commission  all  the  minutes 
having  any  connexion  with  the  matters  inquired  into. 

{Chairman.)  There  is  no  doubt  that  down  to  the 
present  time  the  Board  have  afforded  every  assistance 
by  putting,  as  far  as  I  know,  all  the  material  docu- 
ments on  any  point  we  have  had  to  deal  with  at  the 
disposal  of  the  Commission.  With  i-eference  to  this 
article  I  would  only  say  this,  that  this  Commission 
differs  somewhat  in  it«  character  from  an  ordinary 
Boyal  Commission  that  is  appointed  to  investigate  into 
subjects  of  public  interest.  It  is  more  of  a  judicial 
body,  and  I  think  it  will  be  seen  that  it  will  be 
desirable  that  pending  the  investigation  those  who,  no 
doubt,  have  a  full  right  to  comment  on  all  matters  of 
public  interest,  should  withhold  their  hands  until  the 
cape  is  concluded,  because  it  necessarily  often  arises 
that  we  may  have  to  break  off  in  the  middle  of  the 
investigation  of  a  particular  subject,  and  it  would  be 


extremely  undesii*able  that  any  comments  should  be 
made  on  an  investigation  which  is  only  partially 
completed.  It  is  difficult  to  draw  the  line,  and  I 
think,  thei'etbre,  the  only  safe  way  will  be  to  abstain 
fi*om  comments  upon  the  evidence  given  before  the 
Commissioners,  or  upon  the  action  of  the  Commis- 
sioners altogether  until  the  evidence  is  concluded. 

Mr.  C.  W.  P.  Overend  applied  on  behalf  of  Mr. 
Eobertson  for  permission  to  appear  before  the  Com- 
mission by  counsel. 

(Chairman,)  There  is  no  objection  on  the  part  of 
the  Commission  to  Mr.  Robertson  instructing  counsel 
to  be  present  to  represent  him.  To  what  extent  that 
counsel  so  representing  him  should  be  allowed  to 
interpose  will,  of  course,  be  a  matter  for  the  determina- 
tion of  the  Commission  hereafter. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Your  Lordship  asked 
yesterday  for  the  dates  at  which  those  various  im- 
provements were  first  mooted.  1  have  had  taken  out 
each  one  of  the  improvements  as  they  appear  in  the 
Act  of  1877.  It  is  given  in  this  document  with  a 
clipping  from  the  printed  minutes  which  are  kept 
under  the  Act  of  Parliament,  showing  when  the  first 
application  was  made  (the  same  was  handed  to  the 
Com  missioners) . 


Second  Day. 
3  Uaj  1888. 


Mr.  Thomas  Blashill  sworn  and  examined. 


393.  (Chairman.)  Yon  are  the  superintending 
architect  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ? — 
I  anu 

394.  Have  the  proceedings  in  relation  to  the 
erection  of  certain  new  buildings  at  Albert  Gate  come 
under  your  notice,  and  been  in  your  department  ? — 
Yes,  the  whole  of  them. 

395.  Will  you  state  to  the  Commission  what  was 
the  date  and  nature  of  the  first  application  which  came 
before  the  Board  ? — In  the  first  instance  an  applica- 
tion, dated  the  15th  August  1887,  was  received  from 
Messrs.  Archer  and  Green,  who  were  the  architects 
of  the  persons  intending  to  build.  That  covered  a 
plan  and  an  elevation  of  what  they  proposed  to  do. 

396.  Did  any  question  arise  upon  that  ? — This  was 
a  formal  application  to  the  Board.  Notice  of  that 
application  in  the  ordinary  course,  14  days'  notice, 
was  sent  to  the  persons  right  and  left,  that  is,  the 
two  houses  nearest  on  both  sides,  and  also  to  the 
parish  in  which  the  property  was  situate,  and  when 
answers  had  been  received  to  those  applications  in 
due  course,  again  the  matter  came  before  the  Board. 

397.  Are  those  notices  always  sent  to  the  adjoining 
owners,  or  is  it  only  when  there  is  a  proposal  to 
encroach  on  the  building  line  ? — When  there  are 
projections. 

39^.  When  there  is  something  to  which  the  adjoin- 
ing owners  might  object  ? — Yes. 

399.  When  did  the  matter  come  before  the  Board 
after  the  communication  had  been  received  from  the 
adjoining  owners?  —  The  date  the  first  application 
came  before  the  Board  was  the  30th  September  1887, 
last  year.  It  was  referred  to  the  Building  Act  com- 
mittee, who  reported  to  the  Board  that  it  should  be 
refused. 

i    54142. 


400.  When  was  that?— That  would  be  the  4th 
October. 

401.  They  recommended  that  it  should  be  refused  ? 
— Yes.  They  sat  and  recommended  on  that  day  that 
it  should  be  refused,  and  on  the  7th  October  it  was 
refused  by  the  Board.  The  second  plan  came  on  the 
16th  November  1887. 

402.  Was  that  also  by  Messrs.  Archer  and  Green  ? 
— That  was  also  by  the  same  persons.  That  was  the 
date  of  their  letter.  The  drawings  were  received  in 
my  office  on  the  18th  November.  The  matter  came 
before  the  Board  on  the  16th  of  December  1887,  after 
the  usual  inquiries  had  been  made. 

403.  What  did  the  Board  do  on  that  ?— 

(Mr.  Meadows  White,)  Perhaps  your  Lordship 
will  allow  me  to  read  it.  "  It  was  moved  by  Mr. 
"  Shepherd,  seconded  and  resolved :  That  the  appli- 
**  cation  be  referred  to  the  Building  Act  committee 
"  for  consideration  and  report,  and  that,  if  necessary, 
"  the  parties  interested  be  invited  to  attended  the 
**  committee  when  the  subject  shall  be  considered." 
Then  there  is  the  minute  on  the  10th  January. 

(Witness.)  On  the  27th  January  the  Board  re- 
ceived the  report  of  the  Building  Act  committee. 

404.  10th  January  is  the  Building  Act  committee  ? 
— I  have  not  got  those  dates  in  order. 

405.  They  read  the  report  from  the  superintending 
architect.  "  The  following  parties  attended  the  com- 
"  mittee:  Mr.  Green,  Mr.  Lake,  Mr.  Shaw,  and 
•*  Mr.  Williams,  the  district  surveyor.  Resolved  on 
'*  the  motion  of  Mr.  Shepherd,  That  the  superintend- 
"  ing  architect  be  instructed  to  report  whether  the 
"  facts  a»  to  the  bank  premises  are  as  stated  to  the 
"  committee  by  their  solicitor,  and  also  to  satisfy 
**  himself  as  to  the  space  thrown  into  the  public  way 
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"  in  front  of  the  porch,  and  whether   the   line   of 
"  frontage  has  been  defined," 

406.  {Chairman.)  What  was  the  next  step? — Ac- 
cordingly I  examined  this  question,  and  the  matter 
came  before  the  Building  Act  committee  again,  who 
reported  to  the  Board  on  the  27th  January  as  follows : 
— "  Your  committee  have  also  considered  the  applica- 
**  tion  of  Messrs.  Archer  and  Green,  on  behalf  of 
"  Messrs.  J.  W.  Hobbs  and  Co.,  for  the  consent  of 
"  the  Board  to  the  erection  of  buildings  at  Albert 
"  Gate,  Knightsbridgo,  between  the  London  and 
"  County  Bank  and  No.  18,  Albert  Gate,  to  the  line 
**  shown  upon  the  amended  plan  accompanying  the 
"  application  referred  to  by  the  Board  on  the  16th 
«  ultimo  (No.  55).  The  Board,  on  the  7th  October, 
<<  refused  to  sanction  the  buildings  to  the  line  then 
**  proposed.  The  London  and  County  Bank  has 
''  been  erected  on  a  site  which  formerly  had  the  same 
<'  boundary  as  th6  property  of  the  applicants,  and  the 
"  representatives  of  the  bank  strongly  object  to  the 
"  present  plan.  The  buildings  as  now  proposed  will 
"  rise  to  the  height  of  from  130  feet  to  140  feet,  and 
'*  the  plans  submitted  by  the  applicant  do  not,  in  the 
"  opinion  of  your  committee,  correctly  delineate  the 
"  frontage  line.  Your  committee  recommend  that 
"  the  application  be  not  granted." 

407.  When  did  that  come  before  the  Board  ?— That 
was  on  the  27th  January. 

408.  The  committee  reported,  but  did  that  come 
before  the  Board  on  the  27th  ? — The  date  when  it 
came  before  the  committee  would  be  the  24th,  the 
Board  was  the  27th. 

409.  {Mr,  GrenfelL)  They  confirmed  the  report  ? 
— They  adopted  and  confirmed  the  report  of  the 
Building  Act  committee. 

410.  (Chairman.)  What  was  the  next  step? — The 
next  step  was  an  application  from  the  solicitors, 
Messrs.  Lake,  acting  then  for  the  London  and  County 
Bank,  to  me  as  the  superintending  architect,  under 
the  75th  section  of  the  Metropolis  Local  Management 
Act  of  1862,  to  define  the  Jiue  of  frontage  on  that 
spot,  which  I  did,  the  parties  appeared  before  me,  and 
on  the  17th  March,  I  defined  the  line.  I  issued  that  to 
the  parties  (handing  dratoing  to  the  Commissioners). 

411.  That  red  dotted  line  ? — The  red  dotted  line. 

412.  {Mr.  GrenfelL)  The  red  dotted  line  is  the 
line  of  frontage  ? — ^Yes. 

413.  {Chairman.)  You  took  the  line  of  frontage  of 
the  London  and  County  Bank,  and  extended  it  to  the 
line  of  frontage  of  the  next  house  ? — That  I  found  to 
be  the  general  line  of  frontage  in  the  words  of  the  Act 
for  that  part  of  Knightsbridge.  Meanwhile  the  pro- 
prietors, the  intending  builders,  had  given  notice  that 
they  intended  to  proceed  with  the  building  upon  the 
lines  which  had  been  refused  by  the  Board.  That 
notice  was  brought  before  the  Board,  and  referred  to 
the  Building  Act  committee. 

414.  What  was  the  date  of  that  notice  ? — February 
the  4th. 

415.  {Mr.  GrenfelL)  That  is,  to  disregard  your 
report  ? — To  disregard  the  decision  of  the  committee 
I  should  say,  and  to  build  practically  on  the  same  line 
as  had  been  refused  by  the  Board.  That  is  February 
tlie  4th.  Then  this  notice  was  brought  before  the 
Board. 

416.  {Chairman.)  When  did  that  come  before  the 
Board? — On  the  1 0th  February;  I  read  from  the 
minutes  of  the  Board.  "  Read  a  report  by  the  super- 
"  intending  architect,  dated  7th  February  1888,  on  a 
"  letter  from  Messrs.  Archer  and  Green,  on  behalf  of 
"  Messrs.  J.  W.  Hobbs  and  Co.,  stating  that  it  was 
"  their  intention  to  at  once  proceed  with  the  erection  of 
"  buildings  at  Albert  Gate,  Knightsbridge,  between 
**  the  London  and  County  Bank,  and  No.  18,  Albert 
^^  Gate,  as  shown  upon  the  plan  accompanying  their 
**  letter.  It  was  moved  bj  Mr.  Egerton,  M.P,  ; 
"  seconded,  and  resolved:  that  the  said  letter  be 
"  referred  to  the  Building  Act  committee,  for  con- 
*»  sideration  and  report.'*  On  the  2l8t  of  February  we 
find  the  following  minute  in  the  minutes  of  the  Build- 
ing Act  committee.     **The  committee  considered  the 


'*  letter  from  Messrs.  Archer  and  Green  on  behalf 
"  of  Messrs.  J.  W.  Hobbs  and  Co.,  stating  that  it  was 
^*  their  intention  to  at  once  proceed  with  the  erection  of 
*^  bnildings  at  Albert  Grate,  Knightsbridge,  between 
"  the  London  and  County  Bank  and  No.  18,  Albert 
'^  Gate,  as  shown  upon  the  plan  accompanying  their 
"  letter,  referred  by  the  Board  on  the  10th  February 
**  1888  (No.  62).  Read  the  report  by  the  superintend- 
«  ing  architect,  dated  20th  February  1888,  on  the 
**  subject.  Resolved :  that  the  letter  be  referred  to 
*'  the  soUcitor  for  report."  Then  on  the  6th  of  March 
there  is  the  following  minute  of  the  Building  ^.ct 
committee :  "  The  committee  further  considered  the 
"  letter  from  Messrs.  Archer  and  Green,  on  behalf  of 
"  Messrs.  J.  W.  Hobbs  and  Co.,  stating  that  it  was 
**  their  intention  to  at  once  proceed  with  the  erection  of 
^  buildings  at  Albert  Gate,  Knightsbridge,  between 
^'  the  London  and  County  Bank  and  No.  18, 
**  Albert  Gate,  as  shown  upon  the  plan  accom- 
"  panying  their  letter  (referred  by  the  Board  on  the 
"  10th  February  1888  (No.  62)).  Read  a  report  by 
"  the  solicitor,  dated  6th  March  1888,  suggesting 
<*  that  the  attention  of  the  Westminster  District 
**  Board  should  be  called  to  the  matter,  so  that 
"  they  could  get  the  superintending  architect  to  define 
"  the  line  of  frontage,  and  then,  if  necessary,  take  pro- 
"  ceedings  under  section  75  of  25  and  26  Victoria, 
"  chapter  102.  Resolved  that  the  report  be  received, 
"  and  that  the  further  consideration  of  the  matter  be 
"  adjourned."  Then,  on  the  20th  of  March,  "  Letter 
**  from  Messrs.  Archer  and  Green,  on  behalf  of  Messrs. 
'*  J.  W.  Hobbs  and  Co.,  stating  that  it  was  their  inten- 
**  tion  to  at  once  proceed  with  the  erection  of  build- 
"  ings  at  Albert  Gate,  Knightsbridge,  between  the 
"  London  and  County  Bank  and  No.  18,  Albert  Gate, 
^'  as  shown  upon  the  plan  accompanying  their  letter, 
"  referred  by  the  Board  on  the  10th  February  1888 
"  (No.  62^  (6).  Application  of  Messrs.  Archer  and 
"  Green,  for  approval  by  the  Board  of  a  plan  for  the 
**  construction  of  walls  to  new  mansions  in  course  of 
**  erection  at  Albert  Gate,  Knightsbridge  High  Road,  • 
**  excee<ling  in  height  the  limit  stated  in  the  schedule 
"  to  the  Metropolitan  Buildings  Act,  1855,  referred 
"  by  the  Board  on  the  16th  March  1888  (No.  79). 
"  Read  the  report  by  the  superintending  architect 
**  presented  to  the  Board  on  the  above-mentioned  day. 
**  Resolved  that  the  further  consideration  of  the 
**  matter  be  adjourned  until  the  line  of  frontage  has 
"  been  settled,  and  that  the  superintending  architect 
"  be  instructed  to  report  further."  Then,  on  the 
10th  of  April,  "  The  committee  further  considered  the 
"  letter  from  Messrs.  Archer  and  Green,  on  behalf  of 
**  Messrs.  J.  W.  Hobbs  and  Co.,  stating  that  it  was 
•*  their  intention  to  at  once  proceed  with  the  erection 
"  of  buildings  at  Albert  Gate,  Knightsbridge,  between 
"  the  London  and  County  Bank  and  No.  18,  Albert 
"  Gate,  as  shown  upon  the  plan  accompanying  their 
"  letter  referred  by  the  Board  on  the  10th  February 
*'  1888  (No.  62).  Read  a  report  by  the  superintend- 
"  ing  architect,  dated  10th  April  1888,  on  the  sub- 
"  ject.  Read  a  letter  from  Messrs.  Lake  and  Co., 
"  dated  4th  April  1888,  on  the  subject.  The  superin- 
*'  tending  architect  presented  an  amended  application 
"  from  Messrs.  Archer  and  Gr«en,  dated  9th  April 
"  1888,  and  the  amended  plans  accompanying  it.  It 
"  was  moved  by  Mr.  Selway  and  seconded  by  Mr. 
"  Runtz,  That  it  be  recommended  to  the  Board  that 
**  the  amended  application  be  granted,  subject  to  the 
"  condition  that  the  erections  therein  referred  to  be 
"  commenced  within  six  months,  and  be  completed 
**  within  18  months  from  the  13th  April  1888,  that 
"  previously  to  the  commencement  of  the  works,  the 
"  land,  tinted  blue  on  the  plan,  in  front  of  the  pro- 
'*  posed  new  building  bo  given  up,  added  to,  and  made 
**  part  of  the  public  way ;  that  the  erections  be  made 
"  in  entire  conformity  with  the  letter  of  application, 
**  and  as  shown  on  the  plan  signed  by  the  chairman 
**  of  the  committee,  and  be  not  at  imy  time,  in  any 
**  manner,  altered  or  raised  without  the  consent  of 
^*  this  Board,  and  that  if  the  plan  or  application  be 
"  hereafter  found  to  be  inaccurate  in  any  particular 
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**  the  foregoing  consent  of  the  Board  shall  be  nail  and 
•*  void/' 

417.  Did  that  come  before  the  Board  ?— That  at 
that  moment  had  not  come  before  the  Board.  I  have 
it  here  at  the  proper  moment  for  putting  it  in.  It 
was  sent  while  the  committee  were  sitting,  or  within 
an  hour  of  when  the  committee  sat.  It  was  entirely 
fresh  matter.  At  the  meeting  of  the  committee 
**  An  amendment  was  moved  by  Mr.  Shepherd  and 
'^  seconded  by  Mr.  Rider,  That  the  amended  applica- 
**  tion  be  presented  to  the  Board  in  the  nsual  way, 
**  and  that  the  consideration  of  the  subject  be  adjourned 
**  to  enable  that  course  to  be  adopted.  The  amend- 
"  ment  was  put  to  the  vote,  when  there  were  for  it 
**  three  against  it  five,  and  it  was  therefore  lost  The 
"  motion  was  then  put  to  the  vote,  when  there  were 
"  for  it  live  against  it  three,  and  it  was  carried  and 
"  resolved  accordingly." 

418.  When  did  that  come  before  the  Board  itself? 
— That  is  the  13th  April.     These  are  the  minutes, 
**  Your  committee  have   considered  the  letter   from 
"  Messrs.  J.  W.  Hobbs  and  Co.,  stating  tliat  it  was  their 
**  intention  to  at  once  proceed  with  the  erection  of 
"  buildings  at  Albert  Gate,  Knightsbridge,  between 
*'  the  London  and  County  Bank  and  No.  18,  Albert 
^*  Chtte,  as  shown  upon  the  plan  accompanying  their 
"  letters,  referred  by  the^Boaid  on  the  10th  February 
**  last  (No.  62).     The  Board,  on  the  7th  October, 
^  and  again  on  the  27th  January  last,  acting  upon 
^'  th«  recommendation  of  your  committee,  i^efused  to 
^  sanction  the  erection  of  the  bnildings  to  the  line 
^*  as  then  proposed.     It  will  be  remembered  that  the 
"  London  and  County  Bank  has  been  erected  on  a 
"site  which  formerly  had  the  same  boundary  as  the 
**  property  of  the  applicants,  and  that  the  representa- 
"  tives  of  the  bank  were  opposed  to  the  plan  as  at 
**  first  submitted.    The  applicants  have  now  forwarded 
**  amended  plans,  showing  the  buildings  reduced  it 
<<  height,  and  they  have  made  some  other  alterations 
**  with  a  view  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  Board. 
"  From  a  recent  survey   it  appears  that  the  works 
^^  have  been  progressing  slowly  on  the  side  facing 
*•  Hyde  Park,  but  that  on  the  Knightsbridge  side  no 
^  progress  has  been  made  during  the  last  six  weeks. 
«*  Your   committee   think   that   the   consent   of   the 
<<  Board  may  now  be  given  to  the  amended  plan, 
*^  and  they   recommend.    That    the    application    be 
^  granted,  subject  to  the  condition  that  the  erections 
**  therein  refeiTcd  to  be  commenced  within  six  months, 
^*  and  be  completed  within  18  months  from  the  13th 
**  April  1888 ;  that,  previously  to  the  commencement 
**  of  the  works,  the  land,  tinted  blue  on  the  plan,  in 
**  front  of  the  proposed  new  buildings  be  given  up, 
"  added  to,  and  made  part  of  the  public  way ;  that 
**  the  erections  be  made  in  entire  conformity  with  the 
**  letter   of  anplication,  and  as  shown  on  the   plan 
"  signed  by  the  chairman  of  the  committee,  and  be 
"  not  at  any  time,  in  any  manner,  altered*  or  raised 
"  without  the  consent  of  this  Board ;  and  that  if  the 
"  plan  or  application  be  hereafter  found  to  be  inaccu- 
"  rate  in  any  particular  the  foregoing  consent  of  the 
"  Board  shall  be  null  and  void.     In  connexion  with 
"  the    above    reference,  your  committee    have   also 
**  considered  the  application  of  Messrs.  Archer  and 
**  Green,  for  approval  by  the  Board  of  a  plan  for  the 
'*  construction   of   walls  to    mansions  in   course  of 
«*  erection  at  Albert  Gate,  Knightsbridge,  exceeding 
^  in  height  the  limit  stated  in  the  schedule  to  the 
"  Metropolitan  Building  Act,  1855,  referred  by  the 
•*  Board  on  the  16th  ultimo  (No.  79).     Your  superin- 
"  tending  architect  has  reported  that  the  building  is 
"  to  be  well  tied   in  with  ironwork,  and   that   the 
**  brickwork  will   be  executed  in  Portland  cement 
<*  The  walls  appear  to  be  of  a  satisfactory  thickness, 
**  and  your  committee  recommend.  That  the  applica- 
**  tion  be  granted,  upon  condition  that  the  whole  of 
^  the  works  be  carried  out  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
**  district  surveyor,  and  that  if  the  plan  or  applica- 
**  tion  be  hereafter  found  to  be  inaccurate  in  any 
**  particular,   the  foregoing  approval   of  the  Board 
**  shall  be  null  and  void.*' 


419.  Is  that  the  whole  of  the  minute  ? — That  is  the     Second  Day. 
whole  of  the  minute.  

420.  Will  you  give  me  the  last  application,  and  the     ®  ^^J  *888. 

plan.     (It  is  handed,)     This   came  considerably  in       — JZ 

front  of  the  Ime,  as  defined  by  you  ?— Yes  ;  it  began      jy  BlashiU 

at  the  line  at  the  eastern  end  on  the  right-hand  side,       J ' 

and  at  the  western  end  it  projected  nine  feet,  figured 

by  the  applicants  themselves,  and  figured,  I  think,  for 
the  first  time  upon  the  drawing. 

421.  Supposing  this  plan  had  been  the  first  one 
sent  in  with  an  application,  would  not  notice  have 
been  given  to  the  adjoining  owner  on  each  side? — 
Yes,  of  course. 

422.  Then  I  am  not  siu*e  that  I  quite  understand 
why  it  was  considered,  because  a  previous  plan  which 
was  rejected  was  sent  in,  that  it  became  unnecessary 
to  give  a  notice  to  people  whose  interests  were 
aiffected  ? — That  was  the  matter  which  the  committee 
had  before  them  and  which  they  dealt  with  in  the 
way  I  have  read  here.  If  I  am  asked  as  to  the 
reason,  I  believe  the  reason  in  the  minds  of  those 
who  supported  that  course  was  that  all  the  parties 
were  already  quite  well  aware  of  what  was  intended 
to  be  done* 

423.  Well,  but  I  do  not  quite  understand  how  that 
can  be.  The  committee  met  on  the  10th,  and  this 
application  was  only  received  by  them  on  the  10th. 
They  had  not  the  other  parties  before  them,  and  I  do 
not  quite  see  how  they  could  be  aware  that  the  ad- 
joining owners  knew  anything  about  this  plan  ? — They 
had  already  seen  the  adjoining  owners  and  all  the 
parties  concerned  upon  the  previous  plan,  which  I 
have  not  had  an  opportunity  of  handing  in.  This  is 
it.  (Handing  same,)  They  had  heard  them  upon 
that  plan,  which  was  the  second  sent  in,  the  plan  of 
November,  which  did  not  difier  to  a  great  extent. 

424.  This  plan  had  been  objected  to  ? — Yes. 

425.  And  rejected? — Yes, 

426a.  But  I  do  not  quite  see  why,  because  people 
have  sent  in  a  plan  which  they  are  not  entitled  to,  and 
which  is  rejected  on  that  account  by  the  Board,  that 
gives  them  a  right  to  have  a  new  plan,  such  as  it  must 
be  taken  to  be,  which  would,  if  it  had  been  the  only 
plan,  have  required  notices.  I  do  not  see  why  that 
should  be  dealt  with  without  notices  ? — I  think  the 
question  of  their  being  entitled  to  it  depended  on  the 
decision  of  the  committee,  and  with  a  view  of  coming 
to  that  decision  the  parties  were  heard,  and  fully 
heard,  upon  that  point.  The  reason,  as  I  understood 
at  the  time,  why  it  was  not  thought  necessary  to  go 
again  to  ask  the  same  parties  was  because  their  objec- 
tion was  fully  known,  and  would  not  have  been  better 
known  possibly  by  being  heard  again.  The  plan  did 
not  materially  difier  in  the  opinion  of  the  committee 
from  the  previous  plan. 

426.  From  the  one  that  had  been  rejected  ? — From 
the  one  that  had  been  rejected.  I  mean  in  so  far  as 
it  afiected  the  adjoining  owners,  but,  as  regards  the 
giving  up  of  land  to  the  public  way,  a  considerable 
amount  of  land  in  addition  was  shown  upon  the  third 
plan,  which  is  the  lowest  plan  your  Lordship  has,  to 
be  given  to  the  public  way  in  aiddition  to  what  they 
proposed  to  give  in  the  previous  plan.  In  the  previous 
plan,  as  your  Lordship  will  find,  I  think,  by  the 
correspondence,  they  did  not  promise  even  to  give 
that  small  amount  which  they  showed  for  the  public 
way,  but  in  the  last  plan  there  is  an  absolute  promise 
to  give  it,  which  promise  up  to  this  moment,  I  believe, 
has  not  been  complied  with,  but  at  any  rate  it  is 
promised  upon  the  plan,  and  the  plan  was  passed 
conditionally. 

427.  I  observe  at  the  meeting  of  the  committee  the 
amendment  was  that  this  should  be  sent  to  the  Board 
and  treated  as  an  original  application  ? — That  was  it. 

428.  For  that  there  voted  three  and  against  it  five. 
When  the  matter  came  before  the  Board  no  such 
question  was  raised,  I  understand? — ^I  think  your 
Lordship  will  find  it  was. 

429.  Let  me  hear  that  part  of  the  minute  of  the 
Board? — ^This  is  the  13th  of  April:— "  It  is  moved 
**  by  Mr.   Ewin,  and  seconded,  that  the   amended 
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'*  ftpplictttion  of  Messrs.  J.  W.  Hobbs  and  Co.  for 
<'  approval  by  the  Board  of  the  erection  of  buildings 
'•  at  Albert  Gate,Knight8bridge,  between  the  London 
"  and  County  Bank  and  No.  18,  Albert  Gate,  as 
'*  shown  upon  tbe  plan  accompanying  the  application, 
'*  be  granted,  subject  to  the  condition  that  the  erec- 
*•  tions  therein  referred  to  be  commenr^d  within  six 
"  months,  and  be  completed  wiihin  18  months  from 
"  this  date  ;  that,  previously  to  tbe  commencement  of 
"  the  works,  the  land,  tinted  blue  on  the  plan,  in 
'*  front  of  the  proposed  new  buildings  be  given  up, 
"  added  to,  and  made  part  of  the  public  way ;  that 
"  the  erections  be  made  in  entire  conformity  with 
"  the  letter  of  application,  and  as  shown  on  the  plan 
"  signed  by  the  chairman  of  the  committee,  and  be 
"  not  at  any  time,  in  any  manner,  altered  or  raised 
"  without  the  consent  of  this  Board  ;  and  that,  if  the 
^'  plan  or  application  be  hereafter  found  to  be  inac- 
"  curate  in  any  particular,  the  foregoing  consent  of 
^'  the  Board  shall  be  null  and  void.  An  amendment 
•*  Lhereon  was  moved  by  Mr.  Shepherd,  and  seconded 
"  by  Ml*.  White,  that  the  application  be  referred 
"  back  to  the  committee  for  further  consideration, 
"  and  that  the  plan  b*^  sent  to  the  vestry  of  St. 
"  Margaret  and  St.  John,  Westminster,  for  their 
"  opinion  thereon.  After  discussion  the  amendment 
"  was  put  to  the  vote,  when  there  were  for  it  10, 
'^  against  it  20,  and  it  was  declared  by  the  chairman 
"  to  be  lost.  The  original  motion  was  then  put  to 
"  the  vote,  when  there  were  for  it  24,  against  it  7, 
"  and  it  was  declared  by  the  chairman  to  be  carried, 
"  and  it  was  resolved  accordingly.  It  was  moved 
"  by  Mr.  Ewin,  seconded  and  resolved.  That  the 
"  application  of  Messrs.  Archer  and  Green,  for  ap- 
'*  proval  by  the  Board,  of  a  plan  for  the  construction 
"  of  walls  to  mansions  in  course  of  erection  at  Albert 
"  (late,  Knightsbridge,  exceeding  in  height  the  limit 
''  stated  in  the  schedule  to  the  Building  Act,  1856, 
"  be  granted,  upon  condition  that  the  whole  of  the 
'*  works  be  carried  out  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
''  district  surveyor,  and  that,  if  the  plan  or  applica- 
"  tion   be  hereafter  found  to  be  inaccurate  in  any 


^*  particular,  the   foregoing   approval   of  the  Board 
"  shall  be  null  and  void." 

430.  Mr.  Ewin  is  a  member  of  the  Boai-d  ? — Yes. 

431.  Was  he  on  the  building  committee  } — He  was 
on  the  building  committee,  and  he  would  bring  it  up 
according  to  custom,  acting  as  the  chairman  of  the 
Building  Act  committee,  or  the  leading  member  then 
present  at  the  Board.  He  was  not  the  chairman  of 
the  Building  Act  committee*  but  the  person  there 
present  who  was  to  act  on  behalf  of  the  chairman. 

432.  (^Mr.  Meadows  White,)  The  parties  applying 
here  had  agreed  to  diminish  the  height  of  the  build- 
ings, which  was  one  of  the  objections.  Flow  was 
that  ? — That  is  the  fact.  The  fact  was  mentioned  to 
me  in  conversation,  and  it  was  shown  upon  drawings 
to  a  certain  extent,  but  not  so  completely  as  it  might 
have  been.  For  the  first  time,  on  the  third  applica- 
tion, I  received  the  actual  drawings  whicli  are  here 
attached  to  the  application.  Upon  previous  occa- 
sions, the  applicants  had  sent  in  lithographed  plans. 
This  is  a  copy  of  the  lithographed  elevation,  and  that 
is  a  copy  of  the  elevation  on  the  18th  of  Noveml)er, 
the  elevation  which  had  been  refused.  {Handing  in 
same.) 

433.  (Chairman.)  Will  you  give  me  the  letter  of 
the  third  application  ?•?—(//  was  handed.) 

434.  What  is  the  Ijeiglit  that  buildings  are  per- 
mitted by  the  Building  Act,  1855? — ^I  am.  not  aware, 
with  regard  to  the  old  streets,  that  there  is  any  dis- 
tinct provision  of  that  kind.  In  the  Metropolitan 
Building  Act  of  1855,  the  thickness  of  walls  are 
calculated,  and  they  are  set  forth  in  the  schedules  of 
the  Act  up  to  the  height  of  100  feet.  I  have  no  doubt 
that  beyond  the  height  of  100  feet,  the  matter  must 
come  before  the  Board  as  it  was  bro.ight  before  ihe 
Board  by  the  applicants  in  this  case.  There  is  a 
regulation  in  regard  to  new  stioets  in  the  Metropolis 
Management  Amendment  Act^  1862,  which  limits  it. 
In  streets  of  50  feet  in  width,  the  height  is  limited 
practically  to  that  dimension,  but  not  in  cases  of  thia 
kind.     It  limits  it  to  the  width  of  the  street 


The  witness  v/ithdrew. 


Mr.  Benjamin  Grebne  Lake  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr. 
B.  G.  Lake. 


435.  (Chairman.)  You  are  a  solicitor  practising  in 
Now  Square,  Lincoln's  Inn  ? — I  am. 

436.  You  were  acting,  I  believe,  for  either  one  or 
both  the  adjoining  owners  ? — For  both. 

437.  That  was  the  London  and  County  Bank  on  the 
one  hand  ? —  Yes  ;  and  Mr.  Graham  and  Sir  Curtis 
Lampson  on  the  other. 

438.  You  received,  as  we  have  heard,  notice  of  the 
original  application  ? — I  did. 

439.  Perhaps  you  can  tell  me  whether  the  notice 
is  given  under  regulations  of  the  Board,  or  whether 
there  is  a  statutory  provision  ? — It  is  given  under 
regulations  of  the  Board  made  in  accordance  with  the 
Statute.  88  is  the  number  of  the  Board's  rules  and 
regulations.  (A  copy  of  the  rules  and  regtdations  was 
handed  in  to  the  Court.) 

440.  **  No  application  relative  to  any  building,  <fcc., 
**  proposed  to  be  erected  beyond  the  general  line  of 
"  fronts  of  buildings  under  section  143  of  the  Local 
'^  Management  Act,  or  the  28th  section  of  the  Build- 
''  ing  Act,  shall  be  granted,  unless  a  notice  that  such 
<*  application  is  to  be  made,  shall  have  been  given  to 
*'  or  left  by  an  officer  of  the  Board  for  the  occupiers 
"  of  the  two  adjoining  buildings  on  each  side  of  the 
*<  proposed  building ;  and  no  such  application  shall  be 
"  brought  before  the  Board  until  after  the  expiration 
'^  ol  14  days  from  the  date  of  such  notice  unless  the 
'*  parties  upon  whom  such  notice  shall  have  been 
"  served  shall  have  previously  sent  in  their  replies  to 
**  this  offici3.  On  the  receipt  of  any  application  to 
**  extend  buildings  beyond  the  general  line  of 
*^  frontage,  such  application  is  to  be  communiiiated 
'*  to  the  vestry  or  district  board,  with  an  intimation 
"  that  this  Board  will  receive  suggestions  on  the  sub- 


"  ject,  and  will  consider  them  before  tinally  deciding 
"  on  the  application."  Then  in  accordance  with  the 
notice  which  you  received  on  the  first  occasion  you 
made  objections  on  behalf  of  the  adjoining  owners  to 
the  proposed  plans  ? — I  did  by  letter. 

441.  Have  youacopy  ofthe  lettei-? — ^I  have.  It  is 
dated  10,  New  Square,  Lincoln's  Inn,  London,  29th 
September,  1887,  and  refers  to  case  37,370,  which  is 
the  number  of  the  notice  served  by  the  Board  of  Works 
"  Sir,  we  are  informed  by  the  London  and  County 
'*  Banking  Company,  that  application  has  been  made  to 
"  he  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  for  the  consent  of 
*<  the  Board  for  the  erection  of  buildings  on  land 
''  adjoining  their  premises  at  Albert  Gate,  and  we 
^'  intended  to  object  most  strongly  on  their  behalf  to  the 
**  consent  being  given.  Our  clients  consider  that  the 
**  building  with  its  proposed  projections  are  described  in 
*'  the  plans  that  have  been  lodged  with  the  bank,  carried 
'^  up  to  an  exceptionally  great  height,  will  not  be  only 
^<  a  great  damage  to  their  newly  buUt  property,  but  also 
^^  most  objectionable  on  public  grounds  as  tending  to 
'*  contract  a  very  important  public  thoroughfare.  We 
^'  would  beg  to  point  out  more  in  detail  the  exact  nature 
"  of  the  objections  we  Jiave  to  make.  1.  The  plan  as 
"  drawn  shows  that  the  new  building  will  advance 
"  beyond  the  general  line  of  the  street  at  three  di£fei*ent 
*'  stages ;  the  lowermost  stage  commencing  from  the 
"  level  of  the  street  pavement^  rises  to  a  height  of  about 
<<  22  feet,  and  is  in  advance  of  the  general  building  line 
<'  not  less  than  5  feet  at  its  eastern  end,  and  13  feet  at 
<'  its  western  end,  whilst  the  entrance  porch,  35  feet 
'*  wide  comes  out  to  the  public  pavement  almost  2  feet 
'^  in  advance  of  the  line  of  the  porch  of  the  bank,  the 
'^  second  or  intermediate  stage    commences  on   the 
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**  top  of  the  lowermost  one,  and  rises  to  a  farther 
'*  height  of  not  less  than  45  feet,  and  is  in  advance  the 
"  whole  length  of  the  frontage,  not  less  than  4  feet  at 
'^  its  eastern  end,  and  9  feet  at  its  western  end,* 
•*  whilst  the  centre  bay,  averaging  22  feet  wide, 
**  advances  15  feet;  the  remaining  or  topmost 
'*  stage»  reaching  to  a  height  apparently  of  130 
**  feet  to  the  eaves  of  the  roof,  commences  immediately 
**  »lK)ve  the  intermediate  stage,  and  will  be  built  to 
**  the  same  line  as  the  lower  stage,  excepting  that 
^  something  less  than  one-half  of  its  length  is  recessed 
*'  for  pait  of  the  height.  2.  The  plan  itself  is  not 
"  coiTect  as  it  shows  that  the  front  wall  of  the  bank 
^  premises  does  not  range  with  the  general  line; 
'^  whilst  the  fact  is  that  the  front  wall  of  that  building 
''  does  range  with  the  general  line  of  frontage  as 
**  drawn  from  the  premises.  No.  18,  Albert  Gate, 
^*  excepting  that  some  attached  columns  project  about 
"  15  inches,  and  this  line  was  settled  by  the  Metro- 
"  politan  Board  before  the  building  was  commenced ; 
**  the  company  in  fact  giving  up  a  piece  of  land  to 
"  widen  the  public  way  as  part  of  the  condition.  The 
**  freeholder  of  the  bank's  premises  and  the  owner  of 
**  the  property  on  the  other  side  of  the  proposed 
'^  buildings  join  with  the  bank  in  opposing  the  appli- 
*'  cation,  so  that  the  objection  that  we  have  raised  on 
^  behalf  of  the  bank  may  be  considered  as  made  on 
their  part  also."  It  is  addressed  to  T.  Blashill,  Esq., 
Superintending  Architect  of  the  Metropolitan  Board 
of  Works,  Spring  Ghirdens. 

442.  Then  you  were  heard  upon  that,  and  the  plan 
was  rejected  ? — Yes  ;  I  was  not  myself  heard  on  that, 
but  the  plan  was  rejected. 

'143.  There  was  a  second  plan  sent  in,  in  Novem- 
Der  ? — There  was. 

444.  And  upon  that,  I  think,  you  were  heard  ? — ^I 
was ;  I  sent  in  my  renewed  objections  on  the  1st 
December. 

445.  Did  you  receive  notice  ? — My  clients  did  and 
I  had  it. 

446.  The  district  surveyor,  I  think,  in  that  case 
attended  ? — He  did. 

447.  I  think  after  that  your  next  step  was  to  obtain 
a  definition  of  the  line  of  frontage  by  the  superintend- 
ing architict  ? — ^Yes ;  it  was  pointed  out  to  us  that 
that  was  open  to  us  by  the  Board  of  Works  them- 
selves. 

448.  So  that,  from  that  date,  the  general  line  of 
building  was  fixed  in  the  manner  provided  by  Parlia- 
ment ? — ^It  was  from  the  17th  March. 

449.  And  the  subsequent  application  was  an  appli- 
cation for  a  building  proposed  to  be  erected  beyond 
the  general  line  of  buildings  so  fixed  ? — It  was. 

4^.  You  received  no  notice  of  that  ? — No  notice 
whatever. 

451.  When  did  you  first  hear  of  it? — I  first  heard 
of  it  by  a  letter,  dated  the  18th  of  April,  informing 
me  that  an  amended  application  had  been  made  and 
had  been  granted. 

452.  Who  did  that  come  from  ? — From  Mr.  Wake- 
field, the  clerk  of  the  Board.  He  writes  on  the  18th 
of  April  a  letter,  addressed  to  my  firm :  "  Referring 
"  to  your  letter  of  the  16th  instant,  asking  to  be  in- 
**  formed  of  the  decision  of  the  Board  with  regard  to 
"  the  erection  of  buildings  at  Albert  Gate,  Knights- 
*«  bridge,  I  have  to  state  that  the  Board,  having  given 
*^  careful  consideration  to  the  matter,  resolved,  on 
^'  Friday  last,  to  grant  an  amended  applic-ation  for  the 
**  erection  of  such  buildings."  I  should  mention  that, 
between  the  l7th  of  March  and  that  date,  I  had 
written  three  times  to  the  Board  asking  to  be  kept 
informed  of  their  action.  Those  letters  were  acknow- 
ledged by  the  derk  of  the  Board. 

453.  You  have  written  a  letter  on  this  subject  to 
one  of  the  public  journals  ? — More  than  one. 

454.  I  am  referring  now  to  your  letter  of  April  30th. 
That  is  the  only  one  I  have  seen  ? — The  first  letter  I 
wrote  was  written  on  the  23rd  of  April,  and  it  ap- 
peared in  the  '« Standard." 

455.  Perhaps  you  will  let  me  see  it.  {It  is  handed 
to  »his  Lordship,)     You  have  made  reference  to  some 


language  used  by  the  surveyor  of  the  promoters  of 
these  new  buildings  on  the  occasion  of  the  second 
healing  ? — I  have. 

456.  Who  is  the  surveyor  that  you  refer  to? — Mr. 
Green. 

467.  An  expression  which  you  yourself,  as  I  under- 
stand, heard  him  make  use  of  ? — He  made  it  to  me. 

458.  What  was  that  ? — "  I  don't  care  a  damn  for 
"  your  opposition.  I  have  influence  enough  at  the 
"  Board  to  carry  anything  I  like." 

459.  Have  you  the  letter  written  in  answer  to  that  ? 
.-I  have. 

460.  I  see  they  say  with  reference  to  it  that  they 
cannot  agree  with  your  deductions  from  the  facts  nor 
as  to  the  words  used  by  the  architect  ? — As  to  the 
words  ;  there  was  no  denial  at  that  time  of  the  sense. 

461.  In  answer  to  your  letter  a  letter  was  written 
by  the  architect,  Mr.  Green  ? — Yes  ;  that  appeared 
in  yesterday's  "  Standard.'* 

462.  In  which  I  observe  he  denies  having  used 
the  words,  or  implied  such  a  statement  ? — He  does. 
There  is  a  letter  which  appears  this  morning  from 
me,  enclosing  one  from  Mr.  Greorge  Sheward, 
manuger  of  fhe  London  and  County  Bank,  who  was 
present  at  the  time,  and  who  states  that  he  confirms 
my  statement;  that  he  heard  all  that  passed,  and 
that  I  was  perfectly  accurate  in  the  words  I  used. 
The  letter  is  in  the  "  Standard  "  this  morning. 

463.  I  observe  that  Mr.  Green  says  that  the  only 
interest  or  influence  used  consisted  in  sending  a 
printed  statement,  together  with  a  plan,  to  the  full 
Board,  and  to  each  member  of  the  Building  Acts  com- 
mittee. Do  you  know  what  that  refers  to  ? — I  do  not 
know  at  all. 

464.  You  had  no  communications  with  regard  to  it  ? 
— None. 

465.  He  says,  ^  Mr.  Lake  possibly  is  not  aware  that 
^^  there  is  any  appeal  against  the  superintending 
'^  architect's  decision,  and  to  this  appeal  our  clients 
**  had  recourse,  and  in  no  underhand  manner "  ? —  * 
There  is  no  appeal  from  tlie  decision  of  tlie  superin- 
tending architect  defining  the  line  of  frontage,  no 
appeal  whatever.  The  Board  have  power  to  overrule 
the  architect  by  allowing  an  encroachment  beyond 
the  line  of  frontage,  but  they  cannot  alter  the  line  as 
defined  by  the  superintending  architect ;  and  that  that 
is  so  is,  I  think,  evidenced  by  the  Board  of  Works 
Bill  of  this  year. 

466.  What  is  the  name  of  the  district  surveyor 
who  attended  on  the  second  hearing  ? — For  us  Mr 
Williams.  He  was  not  acting  as  district  surveyor. 
He  was  only  retained  by  us  as  our  architect,  to  advise. 
The  only  district  surveyor,  if  I  am  right  in  applying 
that  term,  was  a  gentleman  who  appeared,  I  think,  fo 
the  local  board  of  works,  on  the  hearing  at  which  the 
line  of  frontage  was  fixed.  Mr.  Blashill  would  knov^ 
who  it  was.  There  was  a  gentleman  who  attended  at 
that  time.  I  do  not  know  him,  but  I  think  he  spoke 
of  himself  as  being  the  disti'ict  surveyor  of  the  board 
of  works  of  Westminster. 

467.  I  know  the  local  -district  surveyor  has  many 
functions,  but  amongst  his  functions  has  he  anything 
to  do  with  the  line  of  frontage,  or  is  that  reserved  ex- 
clusively for  the  Board  ? — Exclusively  for  the  super- 
intending architect,  who  in  that  matter,  as  I  read  the 
Act,  is  not  an  official  of  the  Board  of  Works,  but  an 
independent  authority. 

468.  When  he  has  fixed  it  the  sole  authority  to 
permit  any  deviation  from  it  is  the  Metropolitan  Board 
of  Works  ? — That  I  believe. 

469.  The  district  surveyor  has  no  power  ? — None 
at  all,  as  far  as  I  know. 

470.  Do  you  know  if  there  was  any  representative 
of  either  of  the  vestries  there  ? — I  do  not  know. 

471.  Is  it  a  vestry? — It  is  the  Westminster  district 
board. 

472.  Was  their  surveyor  present  ?— Their  surveyor 
was  present.  I  know  he  was  at  the  hearing  of  the 
application  to  define  the  line  of  frontage,  but  he  was 
not  there  at  the  time  we  were  heard  against  the  plans, 
at  least  I  am  not  aware  that  he  was  there. 

c  a 


Second  Day. 

3  May  18S8. 

Mr. 
B,  G.  Lake. 
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Second  Day. 
8  May  1888. 

B,  G.  Lake. 


Mr. 
T.  BlaskiU. 


478.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  You  say  that  the 
survejor  of  the  district  board  was  present  on  one  of 
these  occasions  ? — He  was  present,  I  believe,  on  the 
application  to  define  the  line  of  frontage, 

474.  I  am  told  that  he  left  this  matter  in  the  hands 
of  the  Board  ? — I  should  not  like  to  say  one  way  or 
the  other.  I  had  no  reason  for  noticing  it.  I  was 
asked  the  question  and  I  stated  my  belief. 

475.  You  had  fully  discussed  this  matter,  had  not 
you,  at  the  hearing  ?—• Oh,  yes,  Lwas  heard  fully. 

476.  What  is  the  difference  between  the  application 
as  granted  and  the  application  which  you  were  heard 
upon  ? — I  liave  not  compared  the  plans ;  but  if  they 
are  exactly  the  same  it  makes  it  more  singular  that 
the  Board  should  have  rejected  it  in  one  case  when 
they  did  hear  me,  and  not  have  done  so  when  they 
had  not  the  advantage  of  hearing  me. 

477.  Is  there  anything  you  can  suggest  on  the 
plans  upon  which  you  were  not  heard  ? — I  had  never 
seen  those  plans  to  this  moment. 

478.  Then  you  do  not  know? — ^I  do  not  know; 
I  believe  from  what  Mr.  Blashill  says  that  they  are 
substantially  the  same. 

479.  Had  any  assurance  been  given  to  you  about 
the  height  of  the  buildings  ? — I  know  the  height  was 
slightly  reduced,  4  feet,  according  to  my  report. 

480.  Did  you  make  any  complaint  of  the  height  of 
the  buildings  ?  It  was  one  of  your  complaints,  was 
not  it  ?— Yes. 

481.  Supposing  the  building  had  been  reduced  two 
stories,  would  that  have  been  so  far  satisfactory  ? — I 
cannot  go  so  far  as  to  say  that. 

482.  I  do  not  say  that  it  would  have  been  satisfactory 
to  you? — It  would  have  met  part  of  my  objection, 
obviously. 

483.  With  regard  to  throwing  part  of  the  site  into 
the  public  way,  was  that  also  mooted  at  the  time  ? — 
It  was  a  suggestion  made  by  the  gentleman  who 
represented  the  promoters  at  the  time  of  the  discussion 
before  the  committee. 

484.  That  was  offered  on  the  second  occasion  ? — 
It  was  offered  on  the  occasion  on  which  the  plans 
were  rejected. 

485.  Are  you  aware  that  on  the  new  plan,  the  last 
plan,  being  brought  forward,  a  pledge  was  given,  and 
it  was  shown  upon  the  plan  the  eictent  to  which  the 
public  were  to  be  benefited  by  the  site  being  thrown 
into  the  public  way? — I  was  not  aware  of  it  until 


I  heard  Mr.  Blashill  mention  it  to-day  ;  but  that  would 
not  remove  in  any  degree  the  serious  injury  to  the 
Albert  Terrace  houses. 

486.  You  would  have  objected  on  the  third  occasion 
precisely  on  the  same  grounds.  Had  you  anything 
further  to  urge  in  addition  to  what  you  had  urged 
previously  ? — I  suppose  one  can  always  improve  one's 
mode  of  argument,  but  I  do  not  know  that  I  had 
substantially  much  to  add. 

487.  The  line  starts,  I  think,  from  the  County  Bank  ? 
— Yes,  as  I  understand. 

488.  Is  there  on  the  plan  any  projection  at  the 
starting  at  the  point  of  the  County  Bank  ? — I  have 
not  myself  seen  the  plans,  but  I  believe  not. 

489.  On  the  other  side  they  are  oldish  buildings, 
are  they  not  ? — Yes  ;  they  are  small  buildings  standing 
back  in  gardens. 

490.  Therefore  the  line  drawn  by  the  superintending 
architect  was  drawn  to  the  front  of  the  buildings, 
leaving  the  forecourts  clear  ? — ^It  was.  They  are  more 
than  forecourts. 

491.  They  are  gardens? — Yes. 

492.  The  encroachment,  so  to  call  it,  upon  the  line 
laid  down  by  the  superintending  architect  would  fall 
upon  the  garden  ? — It  would  extend  9  feet  in  front 
of  the  house. 

493.  I  do  not  know  whether  you  could  expi'ess  any 
opinion  upon  that  matter,  but  would  not  it  be  probable 
that  when  the  leases  of  the  houses  fell  in  they  would 
be  quite  altered  in  character  ?  They  are  not  like  the 
London  and  County  Bank  ? — I  do  not  think  I  can 
venture  to  say  what  would  happen  22  years  hence. 
I  know  this  will  be  a  very  serious  damage  to  them 
now. 

494.  {Mr.  Winch.)  At  all  events,  as  I  understand 
you,  on  the  l7th  of  March,  when  the  superintending 
architect  was  present,  and  you  were  all  present,  a  line 
was  settled  which  was  agreeable  to  all  of  you? — 
Certainly,  agreeable  to  us. 

495.  And  now  you  have  got  as  far  as  you  are  con- 
cerned a  projection  at  one  end  nine  feet  wide,  and  130 
feet  high,  which  very  considerably  darkens  your 
building  ? — That  is  so. 

496.  And  whether  they  give  up  a  piece  more  land 
to  the  public  or  not,  as  far  as  you  are  concerned  you 
are  seriously  injured  ? — Certainly. 

497.  You  have  never  been  heard  upon  that  ? — ^Never 
at  all. 


The  witness  vdthdrew. 


Mr.  Thomas  Blashill  recalled,  further  examined. 


498.  ( Chairman.)  Was  the  ftict  brought  before  the 
building  committee  or  the  Board,  that  after  the  date 
of  the  previous  application,  you  had  settled  the  line  ? — 
I  should  like  to  know  what  the  date  was. 

{W.  Lake).     The  l7th  March. 

499.  ( To  the  witness.)  I  want  to  know  if  that  feet 
was  brought  before  the  building  committee  or  the 
Board  ? — On  the  last  occasion  it  was.  On  the  third 
occasion  it  was. 

500.  Did  they  know  that  that  had  been  done  since 
the  date  when  the  plans  had  been  before  them,  and 
been  rejected  ? — ^I  cannot  say  that ;  it  depends  on  the 
dates,  and  they  knew  the  dates,  and  the  whole  parti- 
culai*s. 

501.  The  building  committee  had  been,  I  suppose, 
fixed  to  meet  on  the  10th  of  April,  some  day  or  days 
beforehand  ? — ^A  year  before,  in  the  beginning  of  the 
year.     It  is  a  regular  fortnightly  meeting. 

502.  The  10th  of  April  was  known  to  be  the  date  ? 
— ^Yes ;  everyone  could  know  that  by  inquiry. 

503.  This  new  application  was  so  timed  as  just  to 
arrive  on  the  very  day  of  the  meeting  ? — ^As  a  matter 
of  fact  it  did. 

504.  It  is  dated  the  9th  April? — Yes. 


505.  Do  you  know  whether  any  communication  had 
taken  place  either  with  Mr.  Green  ov  Mr.  Hobbs 
between  the  date  of  the  last  communication  from  them 

and  receiving  from  them,  the  letter  of  the  9th  April  ? 

I  cannot  be  quite  sure.  I  saw  Mr.  Green  on  perhaps 
as  many  as  four  occasions  in  my  office  on  the  subject 
throughout  the  whole  business.  The  rest  of  the 
business  was  transacted  by  letter. 

506.  Did  you  know  before  this  letter  and  plans 
came  in  that  he  was  going  to  send  in  fresh  plans  ? — 
Not  in  the  least ;  the  whole  thing  was  to  me  quite 
new  that  the  third  plan  was  coming  in,  and  I  did  not 
know  I  believe,  until  I  was  in  the  committee. 

507.  So  that  it  had  not  resulted  from  any  commu- 
nication with  you  that  this  new  plan  was  sent  in  ?— 
No,  I  think  I  am  quite  safe  in  saying  that  the  whole 
thing  was  quite  new.  I  expected  up  to  that  moment 
that  they  were  going  on,  and  I  had  then  expected  to 
hear  the  committee's  decision  upon  the  materials 
which  were  laid  before  them.  They  were  going  on  ic 
spi1«  of  what  had  been  decided. 

508.  Will  you  let  me  have  the  minutes  of  the  Build- 
ing Acts  committee  of  the  10th  April.  {It  is  handed 
to  the  Commissioners^ 


The  witness  withdrew. 
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Mr.  William  Robins  Selwat  recalled,  further  examined. 


509.  ( Chairman,)  I  do  not  know  whether  you  can 
inform  the  Commission  who  were  the  five  who  voted 
for  approving  the  plan,  and  the  three  who  voted  for 
referring  it  to  the  Board  in  the  usual  way.  Of  course 
of  those  two  who  voted  for  approving  the  plan  would 
be  yourself  and  Mr.  Runtz,  who  seconded  it  ? — Yes. 

610.  Tlie  two  who  voted  for  the  amendment  were 
Mr.  Shepherd  and  Mr.  Rider  ;  who  was  the  third  ? — 
I  think  it  was  Mr.  Boutcher,  but  I  do  not  recollect. 
I  can  only  give  you  my  impression.  My  impression 
is  that  Mr.  Shaw  and  Mr.  Debenhara,  myself,  and 
Mr.  Runtz,  and,  I  think,  Mr.  Hewitt,  were  the  five ; 


and  the  opposing  three  were  Mr.  Shepherd,  Mr. 
Rider,  and  either  Mr.  Meaden  or  Mr.  Boutcher,  but 
I  am  not  quite  sure  which  ;  T  think  it  was  Mr. 
Boutcher. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  This  is  the  letter  from  the 
Westminster  Local  Board.  (Handing  same  to  the 
Commissioners.) 

{Chairman.)  Have  you  the  minute  of  the  Board 
when  there  was  a  division  on  the  same  subject,  on  the 
13th  of  April.  {The  minute  is  handed  to  his  Lord- 
ship.)   I  see  the  names  were  not  taken  down. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  George  Shbward  sworn  and  examined. 


511.  {Chairman.)  You  are  connected  with  the 
London  and  County  Bank  ? — I  am  the  manager. 

512.  Were  you  present  at  the  Metropolitan  Board 
of  Works  in  company  with  Mr.  Lake,  when  you  were 
heai*d  upon  the  second  plan,  as  it  has  been  called  ? — ^I 
was. 

513.  After  that  plan  had  been  rejected,  did  you 
hear  any  observations  made  by  Mr.  Green,  the  archi- 
tect, to  the  promoters  ? — I  did. 

514.  What  did  you  hear  said  ? — ( The  witness  re- 
ferred to  some  papers.) 

515.  What  do  you  propose  to  look  at  ? — My  own 
letter.  "  I  don't  care  a  damn  for  your  opposition  ;  I 
"  have  influence  enough  at  the  Board  to  carry  any- 
**  thing  I  please." 


516.  Are  you  satisfied  that  you  heard  that  ? — Per- 
fectly ;  and  further,  Mr.  Green  subsequently  turned  to 
me  and  said,  ♦*  Mr.  Sheward,  you  are  wasting  your 
**  time  here  ;  you  and  your  bank  are  wasting  your 
'*  time  ;  I  and  Mr.  Gates  can  carry  anything  at  this 
**  Board." 

517.  Who  is  Mr.  Gates  ?— He  alluded  to  Mr.  Gates, 
that  was  his  expression. 

518.  Who  is  Mr.  Gates?— I  imagine,  but  I  can 
only  imagine,  that  he  was  alluding  to  Mr.  Gates,  the 
architect. 


519.  {Mr.    Winch.)    Who    is    Mr. 
architect  to  the  Woods  and  Forests. 


Gates  ?— The 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Thomas  Blashill  recalled,  further  examined. 


520.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  I  understood  you  to  say  that 
it  was  the  practice  of  the  Board,  or  it  was  according 
to  an  Act,  that  the  new  buildings  were  not  to  be  higher 
than  the  width  of  the  road  ? — ^That  is  in  a  more 
modern  Act  than  would  apply  to  this  street ;  I  can 
get  the  reference  to  the  Act. 

521.  Does  it  apply  to  new  streets  or  new  buildings 
in  old  streets  ? — To  new  streets. 

522.  Wliat  is  the  width  of  the  roadway  in  front  of 
these  buildings  ? — The  width  of  the  roadway  is,  here- 
about 100  feet  I  can  tell  you  precisely,  I  think.  The 
width  of  the  roadway  from  the  front  of  the  forecourt 
of  the  proposed  buildings,  as  scaled  upon  this  drawing, 
is  90  feet  at  the  end  adjoining  the  London  and  Gounty 
Bank,  the  eastern  end.  The  width  of  the  roadway  at 
the  western  end  is  100  feet. 

523.  Then  what  is  the  height  of  the  buildings  that 
have  been  approved  by  the  Board  ? — The  height  to 
the  top  of  the  wall  of  the  main  building  I  take  from 
these  drawings  to  be   120  feet,  in  addition  to  which 


there  are  certain  minor  turrets  and  roofs ;  the  roofe 
are  behind,  of  course. 

524.  That  which  you  have  approved  of  is,  in  fact, 
a  much  higher  building  than  would  be  allowed  in  u 
new  street  in  proportion  to  the  width  of  the  roadway  r 
— ^Not  so  very  much  if  you  add  the  width  of  the 
forecourt  in  addition,  because  the  building  being  set 
back,  if  that  comparison  were  to  be  made  fairly,  the 
width  of  the  forecourt,  I  assume,  would  be  added  to  it, 
and  the  width  of  the  forecourt  is  16  feet.  I  mentioned 
that  the  new  law  only  applied  to  streets  up  to  50  feet ; 
it  does  not  apply  even  to  new  streets  above  50  feet. 

525.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  What  was  the  i-educ- 
tion  in  height  ? — I  cannot  tell  you  exactly  because  I 
have  not  got  both  drawings.  What  I  have  got  is  a 
perspective  lithograph  and  these  blue  drawings.  I 
make  out  that  two  entire  storeys  are  omitted  Ps  between 
the  second  application  and  the  third  application ; 
that  the  third  application  is  two  entire  storeys  lower 
in  height  than  the  second. 


Se<;ond  Day. 

3  May  1S88. 

Mr. 
W.  R.  Selway. 


Mr, 
G.  Sheward. 


Mr. 
T.  Blashill. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  William  Robins  Selwat,  recalled,  further  examined. 


526.  {Chairman.)  Was  it  at  all  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  Board  when  the  report  of  your  com- 
mittee came  before  it  that  no  notice  had  been  given 
to  the  adjoining  owners  ? — ^I  am  not  quite  sure  whether 
that  particular  question  was  brought  to  their  notice. 
The  district  board  had  not  received  notice.  I  think 
there  was  a  motion  made  that  it  should  be  deferred 
for  the  purpose  of  going  to  that  board.  There  was 
an  amendment  moved  by  Mr.  Shepherd,  and  seconded 
by  Mr.  White,  that  the  application  be  referred  back  to 
the  committee  for  further  consideration,  and  that  the 
plan  be  sent  to  the  vestry  of  St.  Margaret's  and  St. 
John's,  Westminster,  for  their  opinion. 

527.  I  observe  that  in  your  report  you  say,  "It 
"  will  be  remembered  that  the  Ix>ndon  and  (jounty 
"  Bank  had  been  erected  on  a  site  which  formerly 
**  had  the  same  boundary,  and  that  the  representatives 


**  of  the  bank  were  opposed  to  the  plan  as  at  first 
"  submitted.  The  applicants  have  now  forwarded 
"  amended  plans  showing  the  buildings  reduced  in 
^'  height,  and  have  made  some  other  alterations  with 
"  a  view  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  Board." 
Then  your  committee  think  that  the  consent  of  the 
Board  may  now  be  given  to  the  amended  plan.  You^ 
see  that  does  not  call  to  the  attention  of  the  Board* 
at  what  date  the  amended  plans  had  been  sent  to  the 
committee,  nor  does  it  show  that  no  notice  had  been 
given  to  the  adjoining  owners  of  the  amended  plan ; 
it  might  perhaps  even  be  inferred  from  it  that  they 
took  no  objection  to  it  because  it  pointedly  refers  to 
their  opposition  to  the  plan  first  submitted  and  makes 
no  allusion  to  it  subsequently  ? — No,  the  committee's 
report  does  not ;  they  were  not  again  communicated 
with,  as  Mr.  Blashill  has  told  yon. 

0  4 


Mr. 

W.  R.  Selway. 
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528.  That  fact  was  not,  at  all  events,  brought  in 
any  pointed  way  to  the  attention  of  the  Board  ? — I  do 
not  remember.  It  might  have  been  in  the  course  of 
debate  possibly,  but  that  I  cannot  say. 

529.  Do  you  know  that  the  line  had  been  fixed  by 
the  superintending  architect  subsequent  to  the  former 
plans  ? — ^Yes,  I  knew  that  the  superintending  archi- 
tect had  laid  down  over  what  I  may  term  the  air  space 
a  line  protracting  from  the  London  and  County  Bank 
to  the  block  of  buildings  known  as  Mill's  Terrace. 

530.  And  you  knew  that,  from  the  moment  that 
was  done,  that  was  bound  to  be  the  building  line 
unless  the  Board  gave  permission  otherwise  ? — Cer- 
tainly. 

531.  Subsequent  to  that  line  being  laid  down  the 
adjoining  owners  had  no  opportunity  of  objecting  to 
permission  being  given  ? — They  had  objected  upon  a 
former  occasion.  Although  the  line  was  not  laid  down, 
it  was  perfectly  well  known  to  the  objectors  that  it  was 
proposed  at  the  western  end  of  it  to  project  beyond 
the  line  of  Mill's  Ten-ace. 

532.  Yes ;  but  at  that  time  it  might  or  might  not 
have  been  the  line  laid  down  by  the  superintending 
architect.  They  had  not  the  same  position  surely  to 
proceed  upon  as  they  had  after  the  line  was  laid 
down  ? — With  great  submission  to  your  Lordship,  I 
think  they  had  the  same,  because  Mill's  Terrace  was 
in  existence  and  the  London  and  County  Bank  was  in 
existence,  and  it  was  clear  that  the  application  was 
for  permission  to  project  in  front  of  Mill's  Terrace, 
but  there  was  no  application  at  least  on  the  second 
occasion  (I  do  not  exactly  remember  as  to  the  first) 
to  project  before  the  line  of  the  London  and  County 
Bank ;  therefore  some  members  of  the  committee  felt 
that  the  London  and  County  Bank  had  no  right  of 
complaint  whatever,  the  main  line  being  retained  and 
the  London  and  County  Bank  having  a  portico  pro- 
jecting as  much  as  this  portico  is  projecting. 

533.  Was  the  decision  to  reject  the  earlier  plan 
unanimous,  or  was  there  a  division  of  opinion  on  that  ? 
— I  think  I  was  not  present;  I  certainly  wt\s  not 
present  when  the  parties  were  heard,  although  nttend- 
ing  the  committee  tolerably  regularly.  I  was  not  in 
the  room  when  they  were  heard,  and  I  do  not  there- 
fore know  what  took  place  on  that  occasion.  I 
observe,  looking  at  the  first  plan,  that  the  first  pro- 
position was  to  project  in  front  of  the  London  and 
County  Bank,  thei'efore  they  had  a  clear  right  to  oppose, 
and  strongly  to  oppose  ;  but  upon  the  second  plan 
some  of  us  thought,  and  I  certainly  for  one  thought, 
they  had  no  ground  of  complaint. 

534.  (Mr.  GrenfelL)  What  do  you  say  as  to  Mr. 
Graham  on  the  other  side  ? — That  is  Mill's  Terrace  ? 

533.  Yes? — Certainly  they  have  a  right  to  object, 
and  if  they  do  not  some  day  or  other,  and  that  before 
very  long,  come  out,  their  property  may  be  to  some 
extent  probably  injured  by  this,  but  then  it  is  a  ques- 
tion of  whether  the  owners  of  the  large  block  should 
sufier  some  loss,  or  that  some  inconvenience  should 
occur  lo  other  owners.  The  scales  have  to  be  weighed 
as  carefully  as  possible  between  the  contending 
parties. 

536.  (Chairnuin.)  Only  then  it  seems  rather  de- 
sirable to  hear  a  party  who  is  so  much  interested 
before  the  scale  is  fixed  and  settled  for  ever  in  its 
position  ? — If  they  are  damnified  it  is  not  for  me  to 
say  what  their  remedy  is,  but  they  have  a  remedy  I 
presume. 

537.  Were  you  aware  before  this  new  application, 
came  to  the  knowledge  of  the  Committee  on  10th 
April,  that  a  new   plan  was  going  to  be  presented  ? 

• — Oh,  yes;  the  parties  sent  to  each  member  of  the 
Building  Act  committee,  as  I  understand,  a  printed 
letter  with  this  plan.  1  am  soiTy  to  say  that  mine 
went  into  the  waste  paper  basket  and  I  have  not  got  it 
now,  but  I  remember  their  calling  attention  to  the  fact 
that  they  were  proposing  to  give  up  a  large  portion  of 
the  ground  to  the  public,  and  complaining  of  the  great 
delay  to  which  they  had  been  subjected. 

538.  So  that  they  were  heard  in  advocating  their 
plan.  Did  not  that  seem  to  render  it  rather  more 
necessary  that  the  other  people  should  be   heard   to 


object? — It  might  have  been  so,  it  is  not  for  me  to 
argue. 

539.  Can  you  tell  me  when  you  received  that  letter  ? 
— I  should  think  on  the  Saturday  or  Monday  previous 
to  the  Tuesday. 

540.  That  is  before  any  application  and  new  plans 
had  been  sent  to  you  ? — It  was  stated  that  a  new  plan 
had  been  sent  or  would  be  sent ;  I  forget  the  ex- 
pression. 

541.  Is  any  copy  of  that  letter  forthcoming  ? 

(J!/r.  Meadows  White,)  No,  I  do  not  think  it  was 
written  to  the  Board. 

(The  Witness.)  No,  it  was  not  sent  to  the  Board 
at  all  as  I  understand ;  I  heard  it  mentioned  at  the 
committee. 

542.  {Chairman.)  Is  Mr.  Green  present? — J  have 
no  idea.     I  do  not  know  him  at  all. 

543.  Beyond  the  letter  which  you  received  had  you 
received  any  communication  from  anyone  in  relation  to 
the  matter  before  lOth  April  ? — Oh,  yes.  Mr  Hobbs, 
as  is,  unfortunately  for  members  of  the  Board,  so 
common  in  these  cases,  called  on  me  to  say  that  he  had 
sent  or  would  send  a  printed  letter  round,  which  he 
asked  me  to  read,  and  that  a  new  application  was 
coming  to  the  Board. 

544.  When  was  that  ? — I  think  that  was  on  the 
Friday. 

545.  The  committee  meeting  on  the  Monday  ? — The 
committee  meeting  on  the  Tuesday.  Unfortunately, 
we  are  constantly  visited  by  people. 

546.  I  suppose  urging  you  to  consider  their  appli- 
cations favourably  ? — Certainly ;  everybody  does  that, 
of  course. 

547.  {Mr.  Winch.)  I  see  this  in  Mr.  Green's  letter. 
He  says :  "  Printed  statements  detailing  the  circum- 
"  stances  were  prepared,  and,  together  with  a  plan, 
'<  sent  to  the  full  Board,  and  to  each  member  of  the 
"  Building  Act  committee  "  ? — I  heard  it  spoken  of  in 
the  committee.  I  did  not  know  that  it  had  gone  to  the 
mcmbeis  of  the  Board  generally. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  What  I  suppose  he  means 
is  the  whole  number,  everybody  on  the  Board;  it  did 
not  go  to  the  Board  itself. 

548.  {Chairman.)  It  was  not  sent  to  the  Board 
officially,  but  to  eveiy  member  of  the  Board.  Besides 
Mr.  Hobbs,  had  you  any  communication  with  anyone  ? 
— No,  with  no  one. 

549.  The  members  of  the  Building  Act  committee 
are  a  body  whose  names  would  be  known  to  any  mem- 
ber of  the  public.  I  suppose  ? — They  are  printed  in 
the  Board's  pocket  book.  I  do  not  know  that  they 
are  published  in  any  other  way.  Copies  can  be  had  at 
the  Board's  office. 

550.  They  are  a  permanent  committee  ? — Yes,  ap- 
pointed once  a  year. 

551.  Not  appointed  for  the  occasion  ? — ^No. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  appointment  would 
appear  on  the  minutes,  which  can  be  consulted  by 
anybody. 

552.  {Chairman.)  Perhaps  you  can  tell  us  what  is 
the  name  of  the  district  surveyor  ? — Ellis  Marsland. 

553.  {Mr.  Winch.)  I  was  asking  you  yesterday  as 
to  some  information  you  ^ere  good  enough  to  say  you 
would  give  me.  Can  you,  first  of  all,  tell  me  the  date 
of  the  purchase  of  the  interest  by  the  Board  in  the 
'*  Black  Horse  "  ? — When  it  was  completed  ? 

554.  Yes  ? — ^It  was  completed  on  31st  December 
1879. 

555.  What -was  the  price  paid  for  it?— 16,250/. 

556.  Of  whom  was  it  bought.  Was  it  Mr.  J.  Foster  ? 
— No,  it  was  James  Henderson. 

557.  Did  James  Henderson  remain  tenant  of  the 
Board  after  he  purchased  ? —  No,  he  did  not. 

558.  Who  became  tenant  of  the  Board  ? — ^A  locum 
tenens  was  put  in,  Mr.  William  James  Foster. 

559.  What  did  he  pay  for  it  ?— 20/.  a  month. 

560.  How  long  did  he  remain  there? — I  cannot  tell 
you  that.  I  can  only  tell  you  that  on  the  24th 
December  1883,  a  letter  was  addressed  to  the  superin- 
tending architect  as  follows  :  '<  17,  Carlisle  Street,  Soho 
**  Square.  "  Black  Horse  "  Tavern,  5,  Titchboame 
"  Street,  Piccadilly.     We  beg  to  inform  you  that  the 
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**  license  of  this  house  lias  been  transferred  to  our 
**  client,  Mr.  W.  W.  Graj,  who  informs  us  that 
**  Mr.  Foster  has  assigned  his  interest  therein  to  him. 
*^  Mr.  Gray  has  been  for  some  time  manager  to 
^  Mr.  Foster."  That  is  addressed  to  G.  Vulliamy, 
Ssquire. 

561.  Gray  had  been  manager  to  Foster  all  along, 
according  to  that  letter  ? — He  does  not  say  all  along, 
he  says  for  some  time. 

562.  Gray  was  in  fact  the  brother  of  Mr.  Robertson 
in  the  superintending  ai*ohitect's  department  ? — I  have 
heard  that,  since. 

563.  It  was  so.  Then  does  Gray  from  1883  pay 
the  20/.  a  month  to  the  Board  ? — ^I  cannot  tell  you 
that  whether  he  has  actually  paid  the  rent.  I  should 
think  in  all  probability  he  did. 

5G4.  Can  you  tell  me  from  any  entry  whether 
Gray's  name  would  then  appear  as  tenant  in  the  place 
of  Foster? — The  accountant  can  tell  you,  I  cannot. 

565.  I  find  that  in  1885,  when  the  leases  are  granted, 
Mr.  Yilliers  takes  the  lease  of  the  plot  at  3,000/.  a 
year  in  two  leases,  one  of  2,650/.  and  one  of  350/.  for 
the  site  of  the  ^'  Black  Horse"  which  Gray  was  occu- 
pying. Will  you  just  say  whether  that  is  so  ? — ^No,  I 
dio  not  think  that  is  so. 

566.  That  is  what  I  want  to  see.  There  are  two 
leases  granted,  at  2,650/.  and  350/.  ? — Two  leases  were 
granted  certainly. 

567.  I  think  vou  will  find  that  one  lease  relates  to 
the  old  ^'Pavilion"  site  and  the  other  to  the  old 
<'  Black  Horse  **  site  ?— Oh  no,  indeed.  The  lease  at 
2,650/.  comprised  the  whcde  of  the  land  on  which  the 
** London  Pavilion''  now  stands;  the  lease  at  350/. 
comprises  the  land  on  which  the  ^'Piccadilly  "  restau« 
rant  now  stands. 

568.  Is  where  the  "Piccadilly"  restaurant  now 
stands  a  larger,  or  a  smaller  area  than  where  the 
**  Black  Horse  "  stood  ?— It  is  krger. 

569.  Then  he  got  a  piece  comprising  where  the 
"Blade  Horse"  stood,  and  a  little  more  besides,  or 
something  mcnre  ? — No,  he  did  not  get  any  upon  which 
the  **  Black  Horse  "  stood. 

570.  Where  did  the  "Black  Horse  "stand?— Along- 
side the  plot  upon  which  the  "  Piccadilly  "  restau- 
rant is. 

571.  It  formed  a  part  of  it,  did  it  not,  because  when 
the  application  is  made  for  the  license  it  is  really  a 
license  for  part  of  the  land  where  the  ^'  Black  Horse  " 
was  ? — ^I  am  not  skilled  in  the  appUcations  for  licenses, 
but  my  plan,  which  I  have  every  reason  to  believe  is 
correct,  shows  that  the  ^^  Piccadilly  "  restaurant  occupies 
no  part  of  the  site  of  the  "  Black  Horse,"  which  is 
entirely  absorbed  in  the  London  Pavilion. 

572.  I  think  you  said  you  had  been  a  surveyor  and 
were  not  now  in  practice ;  therefore  this  is  a  point  on 
which  you  may  be  able  to  help  me.  The  whole  area 
of  that  piece  is  given  at  11,918  feet;  let  us  call  it 
12,000  feet.  3,000/.  a  year  would  be  5s.  a  foot,  would 
it  not  ? — I  dare  say. 

573.  Can  you  or  anyone  from  the  Board  give  me 
the  area  of  the  piece  that  was  let  at  350/.  How  many 
feet  did  Mr.  Yilliers  get  for  his  350/. ;  is  it  given  in 
feet  in  the  lease  ? — No. 

574.  The  dimensions  would  be  given  in  the  lease. 
It  may  or  may  not  have  been  worked  out.  If  it  is 
worked  out  I  should  be  glad  to  have  the  figure. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White,)  ITie  area  is  not  given. 

{Mr,  Winch.)  Can  the  area  be  got? 

(Mr,  Meadows  White.)  Yes. 

(Mr.  Winch.)  May  I  on  another  ocoasion  have  the 
exact  number  of  feet  that  the  lease  for  350/.  stands 
upon? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Does  it  appear,  Mr.  Blashiil  ? 

{Mr.  Blashiil.)  No,  it  has  not  been  worked  out ;  I 
do  not  know  it. 

575.  {Mr.  Winchf  to  the  Witness.)  The  Board  had 
notice  of  the  assignment  from  Mr.  Yilliers.  He  took 
both  leases,  and  he  transferred  his  interest  in  the 
350/.  lease  to  Gray,  and  the  Boaixl  had  notice  of  it, 
I  suppose  ? — I  think  I  stated  it  yesterday.  Yes,  he 
applied  for  license  to  assign. 

i     54142. 


576.  {Mr.  Wifteh,)  Again,  perhaps,  my  friend,  Mr.     Second  Day. 

Meadows  White,  will  help  me.    In  that  assignment,  

would  the  consideration  for  which  he  assigned  it  to     ^Majissa. 
Gray  appear ;    would  there  be  any  document  in  pes-  TT" 

session  of  the  Board.     I  will  get  that  from  somebody    ^r  BSekoay 

else.    It  appears  that  in  the  bargain  that  Mr.  Yilliers       IJ 

made  with  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  he  was 

to  pay  12,000/.  upon  the  music  hcense  of  the  PaviUon 
being  granted  to  him  upon  his  new  building  being  up, 
and  3,000/.  on  the  license  of  the  ^^  Piccadilly "  restau- 
rant r — He  was  to  pay,  certainly,  those  two  sums  at 
two  different  times. 

577.  There  are  very  odd  coincidences  in  the  case. 
They  were  divided  in  that  way  ?— They  were. 

578.  12,000/.  for  the  music  license  and  3,000/.  for 
the  other  ? — Yes. 

579.  You  had  it  before  yoi^  in  the  report  that  Mr. 
Robertson,  the  superintending  architect,  in  fact,  lent 
his  brother  3,000/.  What  I  want  you  to  give,  if  you 
will,  is  the  date  when  the  3,000/.  was  paid  by  ViUieis 
to  the  Board  ? — Befofe  I  answer  that  question,  I 
should  say  Mr.  Robertson  was  never  superintending 
aixshitect  to  the  Board. 

580.  Well,  in  that  department  ? —I  find  on  June 
7th,  1886,  the  solicitor  reported  that  Mr.  Villiers  had 
paid  3,000/.  with  interest. 

581.  He  would  be  able  to  tell  me  when  it  was  paid. 
He  reports  that  in  June? — There  is  a  very  brief 
report ;  it  does  not  give  the  date  when  the  money 
came  into  the  hands  of  the  Board. 

582.  That  I  will  ask  someone  about? — On  June 
7th  the  solicitor  reports  to  the  Board,  **I  have  to 
"  report  that  Mr.  Villiers  has  duly  paid  the  3,000/. 
**  for  the  spirit  licenses  and  interest." 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  On  the  15th  March  there  is 
a  minute  of  the  works  committee :  **  The  solicitor  re- 
<'  ports  that  Mr.  Yilliers  had  taken  up  leases  and  paid 
<'  12,000/.  for  music  license,  and  that  3,000/.  in 
^*  respect  of  spirit  license  would  be  paid  on  the  5th 
*^  April."  That  was  the  date  when  the  renewal  was 
confirmed. 

{Mr.  Winch.)  He  paid  it  somewhere  between  the 
end  of  March  and  the  time  of  the  report,  the  6th 
June. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White)  There  is  the  report  I  have 
just  read. 

{Witness)  Y^s,  that  is  the  report  I  read.  It  would 
have  been  immediately  before  that. 

583.  {Mr.  Winch.)  Was  this  also  drawn  to  the 
attention  of  your  Board.  In  the  two  leases,  you  had 
in  one  a  ground  rent  of  2,650/.,  and  another  with  the 
gix)und  rent  of  350/.,  and  40,000/.  was  to  be  expended 
on  the  whole  ? — Yes,  I  think  my  memory  serves  me  to 
that. 

584.  You  will  find  a  report  that  16,000/.  is  ex- 
pended on  the  ^^Piccadilly'' restaurant,  and  24,000/. 
on  the  music  hall  site  ? — ^Ijhave  not  got  a  report  to  that 
effect  before  me. 

585.  If  vou  will  kindly  look,  you  will  find  I  am 
correct  ? — What  report  are  you  referring  to  ? 

586.  I  expect  that  it  will  be  at  the  time  the  surveyors 
report  that  Mr.  Yilliers  is  entitled  to  his  leases.  He 
was  to  expend  40,000/.  on  the  building. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  report  of  the  architect 
that  the  works  are  now  completed  is  the  17th  Novem- 
ber. There  was  some  delay,  because  it  was  a  theatre 
or  music  hall.  On  the  16th  October,  "Report  of 
^<  solicitor  and  architect  as  to  leases;  lease  to  Mr. 
"  Villiers  to  be  granted.'* 

587.  {Mr.  Winch)  By  the  Board  granting  two 
leases,  what  had  happened  had  been  this :  the  ground 
rent  of  350/.  was  secured  on  the  16,000/.  worth  of  pro- 
perty put  upon  it,  whereas  the  ground  rent  of  2,650/. 
was  secured  by  only  24,000/.  worth  of  property  put 
upon  it  ? — Yes,  that  seems  to  be  so. 

588.  So  that  I  may  take  it  the  ground  lease  at  350/. 
would  be  of  greater  value  in  consequence  of  the 
security  than  the  other  lease  ? 

{Mr,  Meadows  White)  There  is  nothing  of  the 
sort  in  the  reports. 
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{Witness.)  I  cannot  find  anythiDg  of  the  kind  that 
you  mention  in  the  report* 

{Mr.  fVineh.)  40,000/.  i¥as  to  be  expended. 

589.  {Mr^  Meadows  White.)  It  was  to  be  spent  on 
the  completion  oi  the  buildings^  and  the  architect 
reported  that  the  buildings  had  been  erected  iD  accord- 
ance with  the  terms  of  his  agreement. 

{Witness.)  There  is  no  such  division  of  the  40,000A 
thi^  I  can  discoyer  yet  as  that  which  you  refer  to. 

590.  {Mr.  Winch.)  I  think  you  will  find  this  upon  a 
report  of  your  own  Board  signed  by  the  chairman, 
Edwards,  Shepherd,  Runtz,  and  Donald  Munro.  I 
am  getting  this  from  the  report  of  the  committee  of 
your  own  Board,  who  inquired  into  ihis  question  with 
regard  tO"  the  Pavilion  site.  If  ycu  cannot  tell  me  we 
shall  have  other  witnesses  with  regard  to  this  pre- 
sentljf  and  I  will  get  it  out  clearly  from  them,  that 
the  report  of  .your  own  Boai*d  was  correct  as  to  that ; 
that  that  is  how  the  money  was  expended  ? — Of  course 
I  do  not  dispute  that  in  any  way,  but  I  cannot  find 
any  report  which  states  it. 

591.  His  Lordship  was  asking  you  with  regard  to 
the  ofier  which  had  been  made  by  Speedy  and  Poole, 
and  I  understood  the  objection  which  you  say  the 
Board  had  was  that  they  had  already  two  music  halls 
and  you  did  not  care  about  their  having  a  third  r — 
I  rather  gave  that  as  a  probable  opinion.  I  cannot 
say  what  the  opinion  of  the  Board  is.  That  does  not 
occur  in  the  minutes. 

592.  That  is  what  you  said  yourself? — Yes;  I  swd 
it  was  probable. 

593.  Mr.  ViUiers  had  already  the  Canterbury,  and 
continued  the  Canterbury,  so  that  he  would  have  two 
music  halls  ? — As  I  said  yesterday,  my  impression  is 
that  he  had  either  given  it  up,  or  was  about  to  give 
it  up. 

594.  He  had  not  given  it  up  at  the  time? — That  I 
do  not  remember. 

595.  Did  the  Board  make  any  inquiries  as  to  the 
status  of  Mr.  Yilliers  to  take  a  lease  of  this  character 
at  3,000/.  a  year  ? — He  seems  to  have  given  the  names 
of  gentlemen  to  become  bond  for  him. 

596.  Will  you  kindly  give  me  the  names  of  the  pro- 
posed sureties,  they  were  not  read  out  before  ? — The 
names  were  £.  J.  Bird  of  the  firm  of  Ind,  Coope,  and  Co., 
Burton-on-Trent,  Charles  Dunch,  Esq.>  of  Clement's 


House,  Clement's  Lane,  Surveyor,  Charles  Munro,  Esq., 
28  and  29,  Aldersgate  Street. 

697.  Were  any  other  inquiries  made  with  regard 
to  his  financial  position  as  a  tenant  at  3,000/.  a  year  ?-— 
Yes  ;  inquiries  seemed  to  have  been  made. 

598.  With  what  result?  do  not  hesitate.  I  have 
got  it  all  here  in  black  and  white,  and  have  had  it 
vouched? — I  had  better  read  the  portion  of  the 
solicitor's  report  which  refers  to  that.  It  is  the  latter 
part. 

599.  I  would  not  put  this  question  with  regard  to 
Mr.  Yilliers  on  the  last  occasion  until  the  public 
records  had  been  searched  to  see  that  I  wfus  on  pe^ectly 
safe  grounds.  Was  it  not  the  fact  that  in  1877  Mr« 
Yilliers  filed  a  petition  for  liquidation  of  his  ai!airs, 
that  those  affairs  were  finally  liquidated  in  1884,  and 
that  he  paid  nothing  in  the  pound  upon  16,000/.  of 
debts.  Was  not  tliat  his  position  in  1884  ? — I  find  the 
solicitor  reported  that  he  had  obtained  his  discharge. 
What  he  paid  I  do  not  know. 

600.  {Chairman,)  You  had  better  read  it  out. 
There  tseems  to  be  no  mention  of  what  he  pud  ? — That 
is  what  I  thought.  After  speaking  of  the  sureties  the 
solicitor  goes  on  to  say  **  I  think  it  right  to  inform  the 
^^  committee  that  I  have  had  some  inquiry  and  seurch 
^  made  against  Mr.  Yilliers  and  his  proposed  sureties 
'^  I  do  not  find  anything  against  the  sureties,  but  I 
*'  find  that  Mr.  Yilliers  presented  a  petition  for 
'*  liquidation  of  his  affairs  in  May  1877,  his  secured 
**^  debts  amounting  to  34,862/.,  his  unsecured  debts 
*'  b^ng  15,675/.  against  assets  amounting  to  5,242/. 
**  The  estate  is,  1  believe,  still  in  the  hands  of  trustees, 
but  Mr.  Yilliers  obtained  his  discharge  in  July  1877." 

601.  {Mr,  Winch.)  That  is  correct  as  &r  as  it  goes. 
The  inquiry  did  not  go  further  ? — ^No. 

602.  If  it  had  been  brought  down  to  the  time,  I 
think  you  would  have  ascertained,  as  the  fact  was, 
that  there  was  no  dividend  paid  at  all.  Ton  had  that 
before  you,  I  understand,  when  you  agreed  \jo  grant 
Mr.  Yilliers  in  1884  or  1885  a  lease  of  this  piece  of 
land  at  3,000/.  a  year?— No  doubt. 

603.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  What  is  the  date  of 
that  report  ?— The  28th  July  1879. 

604.  {Mr.  Winch.)  You  had  also  at  the  same  time 
an  offer  from  Mr.  Pyke  of  4,000/.  a  year?— Yes;  I 
went  into  that  yestenJay. 


The  witness  withdrew. 
Adjourned  to  Thursday  next  at  11  o'clock. 


;third  day. 


Thursday,  10th  May  1888. 

BEFOBB : 


Lord  Hbrscusll. 


Mr.  Gkbnfbll. 
LoBD  HEBSCHELL  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  Bosanqubt,  Q.C. 


Third  Day. 
10  May  18S8. 


Mr.  C.  W.  P.  Overend  called  attention  to  a  furthei- 
article  published  yesterday  in  the  "  Financial  News," 
notwithstandiug  the  opinion  expressed  by  the  Chair- 
man on  the  previous  sitting,  and  stated  that  it  reflected 
not  merely  on  the  members  of  the  Metropolitan  Board 
of  Works,  but  specially  on  Mr.  Robertson,  for  whom  he 
held  a  watching  brief  before  the  Commission. 

The  Chairman  stated  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  go 
into  the  matter,  as  he  had  already  expressed  his 
opinion  as  to  the  course  which  ought  to  be  pursued, 
and  he  had  notbing  to  add  to  that. 


Mr.  Overend  said  that  Mr.  Eobertson  had  hitherto 
refinined  from  taking  any  steps  to  defend  himaelf 
by  action  against  the  **  Financial  News,"  owing  to 
the  rospect  he  felt  for  the  members  of  the  Commission, 
but  it  was  a  very  painful  and  unpleasant  condition  of 
affairs  that  these  attacks  should  be  continued. 

The  Chairman^  after  reading  the  article  complained 
of,  said  that  Mr.  Robertson  would  have  an  opportunity 
of  being  heard  before  the  Commission,  and  t^e  whole 
matter  would  be  investigated,  and  he  therefore  saw  no 
necessity  for  any  steps  being  taken.  That,  however, 
was  entirely  a  matter  for  Mr.  Robertson^ 
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Mr.  Abthub  Grbkn  sworn  and  examined. 


605.  {Chairman.)  You  are  an  architect  ?—- Tes.  I 
have  made  a  statement,  with  the  assistance  of  my 
solicitor,  to  put  things  as  brieflj  aspossible,  and  I 
fancy  it  might  save  time  if  I  handed  that  up,  or  read 
it  out. 

606.  Very  well,  if  you  will  hand  it  up  to  me,  then 
J  will  ask  questions  upon  it  (the  same  was  handed  in). 
You  are  a  partner  in  the  firm  of  Archer  and  Green  ? — 
Yes. 

607.  And  your  firm  were  engaged  by  Messrs.  Hobbs 
to  design  and  superintend  the  erection  of  buildings  at 
Albert  Gate?— Yes. 

008.  In  July  1887  you  communicated  to  Mr. 
Wheeler,  surveyor  to  Uie  Westminster  District  Board, 
with  reference  to  the  plan  of  that  building  ? — I  waited 
on  him  in  reference  to  a  letter  he  wrote  to  my  dient. 

609.  I  believe  you  saw  him  and  handed  to  him  a 
plan,  or  sent  to  him  a  plan  of  the  Ime  of  frontage  ? — 
He  informed  me  he  had  been  in  communication  with 
the  superintending  architect  of  the  Metropolitan  Board 
of  Wwks. 

610.  I  do  not  know  that  that  is  material  ? — ^I  think  it 
will  be  presently,  because  that  shows  when  the  vestry 
first  asked  the  Board  ta  arrange  a  line  of  frontage, 
if  one  were  necessary. 

611.  You  were  prepared  to  lay  before  him  a  plan 
showing  the  line  of  frontage,  and  the  portion  sought 
to  be  given  up  to  the  footway  ? — ^He  informed  me  he 
had  had  a  letter  from  the  superintending  architect, 
and  if  he  would  arrange  a  plan,  he  would  do  as  he 
wished,  and  it  was  on  that,  in  conference  with  Mr. 
Wheder,  that  a  plan  was  submitted  to  the  vestry. 

612.  Fhms  were  submitted  to  and  approved  by  the 
vestry  ? — ^That  was  so. 

613.  Then  they  were  submitted  to  the  superinten- 
ding architect  of  the  Board  of  Works  in  August 
1887  ?— Yes,  my  Lord,  and  referred  by  the  Board  of 
Works  to  the  vestry,  who  endorsed  their  consent. 

614.  Then  in  October  following  you  received  a 
communication  informing  you  that  the  consent  of  the 
Board  was  refused  ?— That  is  so.  my  Lord. 

615.  In  November  foUowing  you  made  a  fresh 
application  to  the  Board? — Yes,  my  Lord,  in  which 
we  ofEered*to  give  up  to  the  Board  and  the  public  a 
large  piece  of  frontage,  free  of  cost.  I  had  heard 
in  the  meantime  that  the  reason  why  the  former  plan 
had  been  refused  was  because  we  had  not  then  agreed 
to  give  that  up,  free  of  cost. 

616.  Whom  did  you  hear  that  from  ? — It  was  inti- 
mated to  me  by  Mr.  Wheeler.  I  called  and  saw  him 
to  know  how  it  was  that  the  first  application  had  been 
rejected,  when  his  people  had  approved  of  it. 

617.  Mr.  Wheeler  was  the  surveyor  of  the  district  ? 
—Yes,  my  Lord. 

618.  Then  you  received  notice  to  attend  the 
building  Acts  Committee  of  the  Board  on  the  10th 
of  January  ? — That  was  the  date  upon  which  I  was 
required  to  attend. 

619.  And  there  appeared  against  your  proposal, 
Mr.  Lake  and  Mr.  Sheward  ? — Yes,  my  Lord. 

620.  And  two  surveyors,  Mr.  Williams  and  Mr. 
Vigers  ? — ^Yes,  I  believe  it  was  Mr.  Vigers. 

621.  However,  it  was  a  surveyor  on  behalf  of  some 
persons  interested  in  the  adjoining  property  ? — On 
either  side. 

622.  Then  Mr.  Lake  was  on  behalf  of  the  bank  ? — 
That  was  so. 

623.  And  he  objected  to  the  height,  and  also  to 
the  building  projecting  so  far? — ^Principally  to  the 
height 

624.  But  you  say  he  urged  that  the  bank  had 
given  up  a  piece  of  ground  in  fi^nt  of  the  portico  in 
return  for  being  allowed  to  project  ? — That  was  so, 
and  he  contended  that  we  were  doing  nothing. 

625.  And  you  contended  that  you  were  giving  up 
a  piece  of  frontage  ? — That  was  so. 

626.  Then  you  complained  to  the  committee  of  the 
way  in  which  Mr.  Williams  had  obtained  inspection 


Third  Day. 


Mr.  A,  Green, 


of  your  plans  when  he  was  representing  the  other 

side  ? — I  called  the  attention  ii  the  committee  to 

the  fact  that  the  information  which  Mr.  Lake  gave    10  May  188S. 

them  as  to«the  height  of  the  building    had  been 

obtained  by  Mr.  WUliams  from  me  when  he  had 

acted  on  behalf  of  the  people  opposite.     I  had  given 

him  every  facility.      | 

627.  But  do  not  your  plans  that  were  before  the 
Board  show  the  height  ? — No,  my  Lord,  not  to  scale. 
You  will  permit  me  to  show  you  what  I  put  in.  It 
was  only  a  perspective  view. 

628.  Do  not  the  Board  require  to  be  informed  as 
to  the  height  of  the  building  ? — ^Yes,  my  Lord.  That 
would  be  in  their  capacity  as  Building  Act  committee 
to  determine  the  thickness  of  the  walls  not  provided 
for  in  the  Building  Act.  But  this  was  a  special 
building. 

629.  But  did  not  that  appear  upon  the  plans,  that 
the  adjoining  owners  were  to  see  ? — Not  those  that 
I  sent. 

630.  But  should  not  it  have  appeared.  K  the  ad- 
joining owners  are  to  have  die  opportunity  of 
expressing  their  opinion  as  to  the  building  to  be 
erected,  so  far  as  the  Metropolitan  Board  have  power 
to  control  it,  should  not  the  plans  sent  in  show  all  the 
particulars  ? — So  far  as  projections  are  concerned  it 
would  have,  but  not  the  total  height  of  the  buildings. 

631.  After  you  had  left  the  board-room  and  were 
outside,  as  I  understand,  did  you  have  some  conver- 
sation with  Mr.  Lake?— Mr.  Sheward  first  of  all 
spoke  to  me,  and  wished  to  impress  upon  me  the  fiact 
that  before  Mr.  Williams  had  been  employed  by  the 
bank,  he  had  been  employed  by  Messrs.  Harvey  and 
Nicholls.    That  I  was  well  aware  of. 

632.  But  what  I  want  to  know  is  this,  did  you  say 
to  Mr.  Sheward  th^t  he  was  wasting  his  time,  he  and 
the  bank ;  that  you  and  Mr.  Gates  could  carry  any- 
thing at  the  Board  ? — I  never  made  such  an  obser^ 
vation  in  my  life. 

633.  Did  you  say  anything  of  that  sort ;  did  you 
say  anything  about  his  wasting  his  time? — ^Not  a 
word. 

634.  Did  you  say  anything  about  your  being  able 
to  carry  anything  at  the  Board  in  spite  of  his  oppo- 
sition ? — ^Most  certainly  not ;  no  influence  whatever. 

635.  I  am  not  asking  yon  whether  you  had  any 
influence  ? — No,  I  did  not. 

636.  You  made  no  observation  that  could  be  mis- 
taken for  such  an  observation  ? — No,  my  Lord. 

637.  You  represent  that  statement  as  an  absolute 
invention  ? — I  do,  my  Lord. 

638.  Did  you  mention  Mr.  Gates'  name? — ^No. 
{Mr.  Tyrrell  Lewis,)  Might  I,  on  behalf  of  Mr. 

Green,  point  out  that  the  statement  refieirs  to  the 
second  hearing ;  Mr.  Lake's  evidence  is  that  the  con- 
versation took  place  at  the  second  hearing. 

{Chairman.)  I  am  dealing  now  with  the  second 
hearing. 

(  Witness.)  No,  with  the  first.  I  shall  come  to  the 
second  directly. 

639.  {Chairman.)  On  the  second  occasion  Mr. 
Lake  and  Mr.  Sheward  were  not  there  ? — Oh,  yes, 
my  Lord,  you  will  get  to  that  pi*esently.  He  said 
distinctly  on  the  second  attendance. 

640.  Mr.  Lake  was  only  there  on  one  occasion  ? — 
On  two,  my  Lord. 

641.  The  matter  came  before  the  committee  of  the 
Board  three  times ;  on  the  first  it  was  refused  ? — And 
no  one  was  there. 

642.  On  the  second  occasion  it  was  refused  ? — ^No, 
my  Lord ;  it  was  not  refused,  but  it  was  heard,  and  no 
decision  arrived  at ;  we  had  no  reason  to  imagine  that 
we  should  have  been  refused.  This  second  attendance 
which  Mr.  Lake  refers  to  was  on  the  8th  of  March. 

643.  Then  on  the  8th  March  of  Mr.  Lake  and  Mr. 
Sheward  were  again  present.  Now,  on  that  occasion, 
did  you  have  any  conversation  with  Mr.  Sheward  or 
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Third  Day.      Mr.  Lake  outside  or  iuside  the  bailding  ? — No,  my 

—  Lord. 

10  May  1888.        q^^  j^^j^^  ^^  ^^  p — j  j^^^^  gj^]^^  ^  either  of  them. 

Mr  A.  Gretm.  ^*  ^'^^  ^^^  ^^®  building  before  I  did.     He  left  it  in 
'  company  with  Mr.  Wright,  my  client's  solicitor,  and  I 

remained  behind  with  Mr.  Hobbs.    I  was  with  Mr 
Hobbs  the  whole  time. 

645.  Do  you  say  that  you  never  had  any  conver- 
sation on  tjbat  occasion  with  Sheward  at  all  ? — I  do, 
my  Lord. 

646.  Was  Mr.  Sheward  there  on  both  occasions? — 
Yes. 

647.  And  you  made  no  observation  to  either  Mr. 
Lake  or  Mr.  Sheward  with  reference  to  their  position  ? 
— ^No,  my  Lord,  except  what  I  said  to  the  superin- 
tending architect  in  his  room. 

648.  What  was  that  ?— I  then  objected  to  be  called 
at  all  for  him  to  define  the  line'«of  frontage.  We  had 
already  written  to  the  chairman.  We  had  sent  in 
a  plan. .  This  was  the  plan  which  was  sent  in  {prO" 

'  ducing  a  plan\  and  if  you  will  allow  me,  I  should 
like  to  read  a  letter  which  I  wrote  to  the  chairman  of 
the  Board. 

649.  What  date  was  that? — Before  this  meeting. 
My  contention  was  that  the  superintending  architect 
had  no  control  to  lay  down  the  line  of  frontage.  We 
had  never  asked  him  to  do  so.  After  I  had  sent  in 
this  letter,  to  which  I  will  call  attention,  I  had  an 
acknowledgment  of  it  from  the  Board. 

650.  We  are  getting  a  long  way  now  from  the 
subject  matter  of  our  inquiry? — On  the  4th  of 
February  I  wrote  this,  after  receiving  the  refusid  of 
our  i^pHcation,  to  the  chairman  of  the  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works  :  ^'  My  Lord, — Our  clients,  Messrs. 
<'  J.  W.  Hobbs  and  Co.,  Limited,  having  acquired  a 
^  building  site  extending  from  the  London  and  County 
'*  Bank  at  Albert  Grate,  Knightsbridge,  westwards  to 
'^  Albert  Terrace,  are  desirous  of  erecting  a  building 
<^  thereon,  and  we  have  been  employed  by  them  pro- 
<*  fessionally  as  architects  to  design  its  erection.  The 
<^  general  line  of  frontage  of  buildings  surrounding 
^  our  client's  property,  extending  from  Albert  Gate 
^<  on  the  east  to  High  Bow,  Enightsbndge,  on  the 
'^  west,  is  irregular  and  undefined ;  for  whilst  Albert 
'^  Terrace  has  a  forecourt  in  front.  High  Row  ad- 
**  joining  advances  to  the  line  of  the  street  pavement. 
<*  Our  clients  are  bound  by  agreement  with  tbe  Earl 
**  of  Boeeberry  to  erect  a  handsome  architectural 
^^  building  at  a  cost  of  about  150,000/ ,  and  it  is  very 
^*  desirable  when  the  same  has  been  erected  there 
<'  should  not  be  shops  or  buildings  on  the  westwards 
^  erected  on  the  forecourt  of  Albert  Terrace  to  the  line 
*<  of  the  pavement  which  would  project  in  front  of  our 

client's  new  building.  With  the  view  of  arriving 
''  at  a  satisfactory  general  line  of  frontage  and  arrang- 
<<  ing  projections  suitable  to  a  building  having  a 
*<  frontage  of  about  200  feet,  we  placed  ourselves  in 
"  communication  with  your  Bof^  and  the  West- 
'*  minster  District  Board,  with  the  result  that  the 
"  latter,  who  appear  very  conversant  with  the  require- 
*^  ments  of  the  neighbourhood,  suggested  our  clients 
'<  should  arrange  to  give  up  a  portion  of  their  site  to 
'<  the  public  i'ootwav.  Having  afler  n^otiation  ar- 
^  ranged  with  the  Earl  of  Roeeberry  and  our  clients 
<<  for  this  to  be  done  we  placed  the  matter  bdbre 
^  your  Board  and  ofiered  to  do  so,  providing  the  line 
*'  of  frontage  v^as  arranged  and  the  projections  ap- 
«  proved." 

651.  Can  you  tell  me  shortiy  the  effect  of  it? — 
The  point  of  the  letter  was  this,  that  I  complained 
that  we  had  had  applications  before  them  for  six 
months.  No  facilities  had  been  offered  to  us ;  the 
buildings  had  been  delayed,  our  clients  had  suffered  a 
very  large  loss,  they  had  been  unable  to  employ  a 
large  number  of  men  during  the  winter;  that  the 
vestry  had  already  approved  of  it  at  the  instigation  of 
their  own  architect. 

652.  That  is  rather  beside  the  question  about  which 
I  was  examining  you.  Did  you  have  any  conversation 
or  discussion  with  either  Mr.  Sheward  or  Mr..  Lake 


about  their  opposition  to  your  plan  ? — None,   my 
Lord. 

653.  You  never  intimated  to  them  that  you  would 
carry  it  as  against  them  P — Certainly  not.  I  did  not 
know  then,  at  that  meeting,  that  1  should  not  gain 
the  case.  That  was  not  decided.  This  was  a  plan 
which  was  put  before  them. 

654.  After  the  second  refusal  did  you  then  have  any 
conversation  ? — No,  my  Lord,  not  at  all,  I  never  spoke 
to  them. 

655.  Aftier  the  building  line  had  been  laid  down  by 
the  superintending  architect,  Mr.  Blashill,  were  you 
prepared  to  send  in  a  new  plan  ? — ^No,  my  Lord.  My 
client  prepared  a  statement,  and  they  sent  in  a  small 
plan  which  was  a  reduction  of  the  other  plan,  which  1 
had  sent  to  the  Ichairman  of  the  Board. 

656.  Was  that  the  same  plan  as  had  been  rejected 
on  the  second  occasion  or  a  different  plan  ? — It  had 
not  been  rejected,  because,  beyond  acknowledging  it, 
they  never  entertained  it. 

657.  Your  plan  was  twice  rejected,  you  have  told 
us  ?— Yes. 

658.  Y^ey  well,  I  ask  you,  did  you,  after  the  second 
reduction  send  in  a  third  plan  ? — Yes  ;  it  was  this 
particular  plan  {producing  same). 

659.  Then  you  did  send  •in  a  third  plan? — Yes, 
with  that  letter  to  the  chairman. 

660.  That  letter  is  dated  February  4th  ?— Yes,  my 
Lord. 

661.  What  date  was  it  rejected  the  second  time  ; 
not  till  March  ? — ^That  plan  was  not  rejected. 

662.  There  was  a  plan  rejected  the  first  time  in 
October  ? — ^Ycs,  my  Lord. 

663.  Then  you  sent  in  another  plan,  did  you  not, 
and  that  plan  was  rejected  on  the  27th  January  ? — 
Yes.  Then  the  next  thing  was  this  letter  to  the 
chairman,  and  this  plan. 

664.  That  was  the  third  plan  which  was  sent  in 
after  the  second  r^ection  ? — That  is  right,  my  Lord. 

665.  That  third  plan  'vdiich  was  sent  in  after  the 
second  rejection,  was  the  one  which  was  finally 
approved  by  the  Board,  or  did  you  send  in  a  fourth  ? 
— A  reduction  of  that 

eidQ.  The  same  plan  ?— Yes. 

667.  That  you  sent  in  on  the  9th  April  ? — ^Yes,  I 
think  that  was  the  date. 

668.  Had  you  had  any  communication  with  any  of 
the  members  of  the  Board  personally,  or  by  letter,  other 
than  your  official  letter  Xj(\  the  chairman  prior  to  the 
9th  April,  and  after  the  second  rejection  ? — ^No. 

669.  No  communication  of  any  kind  ? — ^No,  none 
at  all. 

670.  You  did  not  see  or  write  any  member  of  the 
committee  ? — No,  I  have  never  written  to  any  member 
of  the  committee. 

671.  Did  you  see  any  member  of  the  committee  ? — 
No. 

672.  Or  any  one  oH  your  behalf  ? — ^Not  that  I  am 
aware.  No,  certainly  not  on  my  behalf.  I  believe, 
speaking  from  the  evidence  given  the  other  day,  that 
Mr.  Hdbbs  saw  Mr.  Selway. 

673.  Did  you  send  any  document  to  members  of  tJie 
committee  ? — ^This  was  a  document  sent  partially  by 
Mr.  Hobbs,  partially  by  myself.  It  was  sent  to  the 
members  of  the  BuUding  Acts  committee,  and  it  was 
sent  to  the  Board  itself. 

674.  This  was  sent  to  each  member  of  the  Building 
Acts  committee,  as  I  understand  ? — Yes,  so  I  under- 
stand it,  and  to  the  Board  itself. 

675.  It  complains  of  the  course  which  had  been 
taken  with  i*^;ard  to  your  plans,  and  sets  out  the  fiicts 
much  as  you  have  deposed  to  them  now  ? — It  is,  my 
Lord. 

676.  And  it  concludes  thus :  ^  In  conclusion,  I  beg 
•<  of  you  to  render  such  assistance  as  you  can  in 
*'  arranging  the  adoption  of  the  plan,  and  thereby  save 
"  further  loss  to  my  company ;  and  you  will,  I  hope, 
*<  fully  realise  how  important  the  matter  is  to  us,  when 
*'  I  say  that  we  have  already  lost  six  months'  ground 
**  rent,  which  means  4,000/.,  besides  the  heavy  loss 
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*^  sustained  through  loss  upon  plant  and  general  stop- 
**  page  of  works."  Was  that  sigqed  by  Mr.  Hobbs  ? 
—Yes,  my  Lord. 

677.  I  believe  you  desire  to  state  that  for  some 
days  before  your  letter  was  written  to  the  newspapers 
you  were  unwell? — ^Yes;  I  was  in  the  country  laid 
up  ill. 

678«  And  that  was  the  reason  why  your  letter  did 
not  appear  earlier  ?-r-It  is,  my  Lord. 

079.  What  were  the  differences  between  tlie  plan 
which  was  approved  which  you  sent  in  on  the  9th 
April,  and  the  previous  plim  which  had  been  re- 
jected? 

(Mr,  Bosanguei).  The  one  reiected  on  the  27th 
January,  and  the  rejection  of  which  was  communicated 
to  you  at  the  very  beginning  of  February  ? 

{witness).  There  was  not  very  much  difference 
between  this  and  that. 

680.  (Chairman,)  Was  there  any  substantial  dif- 
ference ? — The  projection  was  not  so  great. 

68L  Perhaps  you  can  show  us  ? — ^I  could  by  analys- 
ing the  two  plans. 

682.  But  you  do  not  call  attention  in  the  circular 
sent  to  the  Board  to  the  fact  that  you  are  proposing 
to  do  something  different,  you  only  urged  them  to  re- 
consider the  course  th^t  has  been  taken  ? — Yes,  but 
as  a  matter  of  fact  we  reduced  our  building  two 
storeys  in  height. 

683.  Was  that  shown  on  the  plan  ? — It  was  shown 
in  a  letter  I  sent  to  Mr.  Blashill  on  the  6th  March. 

684.  I  should  like  to  see  that  (the  same  handed 
in)  ? — That  shows  what  has  been  taken  off  the 
building. 

685.  Was  this  sent  in  to  the  Board? — ^No;  a 
detailed  drawing  was  sent  in  to  the  Board,  giving 
them  the  figured  dimensions  and  proper  information 
upon  the  subject. 

686.  Have  you  got  your  letter  which  communicated 
to  Mr.  Blashill  your  intention  of  making  the  building 
not  so  high  ? — ^x es.     (Handing  in  a  copy,) 

687.  I  do  not  see  that  that  states  anything  about 
making  it  lower? — ^That  was  mentioned  to  Mr. 
BlashiB,  but  it  is  mentioned  in  the  chairman's  letter, 
the  letter  which  you  have  got  previously,  that  we 
nave  reduced  it. 

688.  The  one  of  the  4th  February  ? — ^Yes ;  and 
then  if  I  did  not  mention  it  in  this  letter  I  had  ex- 
phuned  it  to  Mr.  Blashill,  and,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  it 
IS  reduced  here.  This  was  acknowledged  by  Mr. 
Blashill  in  his  letter.     (Producing  same.) 

689.  That  is  the  letter  of  the  6th  March?— Yes, 
asking  for  further  information  upon  the  subject.  It 
was  after  it  had  been  so  reduced  that  the  consent  was 
given. 

690.  The  letter  does  not  call  the  attention  of  the 
Board  to  the  fact  that  you  have  altered  the  plans  as 
far  as  I  can  see? — ^No,  my  lord,  but  the  Building 
Acts  committee  must  have  been  aware  of  it 


691.  Why  ?— Because  Mr.  Blashill  must  have  called  I'bini  Oay. 
their  attention  to  it,  and  he  refers  to  it  in  his  evidence,  tlT""" 
and  then  afterwards  we  had  the  consent.  *^  MayJSSS. 

692.  (Mr  Winch.)  One  question.    You  know  Mr.  3^,,^  ^  Green, 
Gates  very  well  ? — Yes.  '  J 

693.  You  were  a  pupil  of  his  ? — I  was. 

694.  You  have  some  influence  with  Mr.  Gates  ? — I 
do  not  know  what  you  mean  by  that. 

695.  What  I  say.  You  would  be  able  to  influence 
Mr.  Gates  in  your  favour  in  getting  anything  you 
wanted  ? — ^No ;  pupils  do  not  generally  influence  their 
masters. 

696.  I  did  not  ask  you  the  general  rule  with  pupils. 
— Well,  that  is  my  idea. 

697.  You  had  no  influence  with  Mr.  Gates? — I 
beh'eve  I  had  no  influence  whatever. 

698.  Has  he  influence  with  the  Board  to  your 
knowledge  ? — I  should  say  absolutely  none. 

699.  As  I  understand  you,  you  deny  that  you  had 
any  conversation  of  any  sort  or  kind  such  as  has  been 
deposed  to  ? — I  do, 

70().  Altogether  ?— Certainly. 

701.  Mr.  Sheward  and  Mr.  Lake,  according  to  your 
suggCvStion,  could  not  liave  been  mistaken  ? — Not  at 
aU. 

702.  (Mr.  ^^MihA  The  other  inference  is  clear. 

(Mr,  Meadows  White.)  I  wish  to  call  your  atten- 
tion to  the  letter  of  the  9th  April,  the  letter  to  Mr. 
Blashill,  which,  as  your  Lordship  sees,  as  it  was  quite 
right  and  proper,  was  laid  before  the  Board,  the  com- 
mittee had  nothing  to  do  with  the  plan,  and  they  were 
only  sitting  under  a  reference  to  them  of  this  letter 
of  the  4th  February.  The  Board  sat  on  the  13th. 
(To  the  Witness.)  I  think  that  is  so?— That  state- 
ment which  was  sent  to  the  Board  was  only  sent  to 
the  Building  Acts  committee,  that  they  might  know 
what  we  were  doing,  that  we  were  not  doing  anything 
underhand. 

703.  The  application  was  sent  to  the  Board  for 
their  consideration  when  they  sat  on  the  15th  ? — I  do 
not  know  when  they  would  sit,  but  it  was  for  their 
consideration. 

704.  (Chairman.)  The  Building  Act  committee 
sat  on  ttie  10th  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Yes ;  they  sat  under  the 
refierence  to  them  of  the  letter  of  the  4th.  They  con- 
sidered the  whole  question  and  subject  under  that 
reference  to  them  of  the  10th  February  of  the  letter 
of  the  4th  February. 

705.  ( Chairman.)  But  this  application  never  was 
referred  to  them  hyjhe  Board  at  all  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  JVhite.)  No,  my  Lord ;  they  con- 
sidered the  whole  subject  which  they  had  under 
their  consideratioiT  with  this  information  as  to  the  new 
application,  and  made  their  recommendation,  as  it 
were,  by  anticipation  to  the  Board.  That  is  how  the 
matter  stands. 


Mr,  Jambs  Willlmc  Hobbs  sworn  and  examined. 


706.  (Chairman.)  These  plwis  for  the  building  at 
Albert  Gate  were  prepared  by  Messrs.  Archer  and 
Green  on  your  instructions  ? — ^They  were. 

707.  You  were  not  present  when  the  matter  came 
before  the  Board,  I  think  ? — I  was  not, 

708.  We  have  been  told  that  you  visited  one  of  the 
members  of  the  Board,  Mr,  Selway,  with  reference  to 
these  plans  ? — I  did,  my  Lord. 

709.  Did  yot  call  to  see  any  other  members  of  the 
Board? — ^I  did.  I  called  to  see  Mr.  Meaden,  the 
member  for  Wandsworth,  whom  I  had  known  when  I 
was  a  member  of  the  district  board  at  Wandsworth. 

710.  Anyone  else? — No,  my  Lord. 

711.  Had  you  known  Mr.  Selway  ?— I  thought  you 
knew  that. 

712.  Yes.  I  ask  you  whether  you  had  known  him 
before  ? — ^Not  till  this  time. 

713.  How  came  you  to  call  upon  him? — ^Well,  of 
course,  as  your  Lordship  can  easily  understand,  I  was 
always  talking  about  what  I  considered  the  great 


wrong  which  the  Board  had  done  us,  and  talking  to  a 
Iriend,  a  builder,  a  Mr.  Steer,  he  told  me  he  knew 
Mr.  Selway,  and  I  asked  him  iif  he  would  give  me  an 
introduction  to  him,  and  he  did  so.  When  I  went  to 
see  Selway,  I  found  that,  although  the  plan  had  been 
before  the  committee  of  which  he  was  a  member,  he 
knew  nothing  at  all  about  it. 

714.  When  was  it  that  you  saw  Mr.  Selway  ? — 
Well,  I  cannot  say  the  date.  I  saw  Mr.  Selway 
twice. 

715.  About  what  dates  ? — ^I  should  not  like  to  bind 
myself  to  date ;  somewhere  late  in  March  and  early 
in  April,  1  should  say. 

716.  What  was  the  object  of  your  second  visit?— 
To  point  out  to  Mr.  Selway  the  plan  which  I  had 
prepared  to  show  to  anyone  that  our  proposition  was 
a  reasonable  one. 

717.  To,  in  fact,  argue  out  a  matter  with  him  in 
private  before  it  came  before  his  committee,  of  which 
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he  was  a  member  ?— If  you  wish  to  put  it  in  that 
way. 

718.  Well,  but  did  not  it  occur  to  you  that  it  was  a 
little  out  of  the  usual  course  to  wait  upon  a  member 
of  a  public  committee  to  whom  the  matter  had  been 
referred,  to  put  your  view  before  him  ? — I  think  it 
was  perfectly  justifiable.  The  same  as  a  constituent 
would  visit  the  member  in  the  House  of  Ck>mmons  in 
regard  to  future  legislation. 

719.  Well,  that  was  the  view  you  took  of  it? — 
That  is  so. 

720.  Was  Mr.  Selway  your  member  ? — ^No. 

721.  Then  it  is  the  same  as  a  person  would  visit  any 
member  ? — ^I  had  had  no  opportunity  of  showing  the 
plan  to  the  Board  and  of  explaining  it. 

722.  Was  that  the  plan  that  you  sent  in  on  the  9th 
April  ? — Yes,  my  Lord. 

723.  And  that  was  before  it  had  been  sent  in  to  the 
Board  ? — Yes. 

724.  It  was  with  a  view  to  the  application  which 
you  knew  was  going  to  be  sent  in  ; — It  was. 

725.  When  did  you  see  Mi\  Meaden  ? — That  would 
be  in  March,  I  think,  one  morning ;  I  cannot  give 
you  the  date. 

726.  Have  you  had  business  transactions  with  Mr. 
Meaden  ? — No,  my  Lord,  never,  nor  Selway. 

727.  What  is  Mr.  Meaden  ? — He  is  chairman  of 
the  Wandsworth  District  Board  of  Works,  of  which  I 
was  once  a  member,  but  Mr.  Meaden  was  rather 
angry  with  my  remarks. 

728.  Did  you  see  him  more  than  once  .^— No,  my 
Lord. 

729.  Did  you  see  Mr.  Selway  at  his  own  house  ? — 
No. 

730.  Where  ? — At  his  office  once,  and  once  at  the 
Board  of  Works.  I  should  like  to  make  it  clear  that 
my  only  object  was  that  I  should  induce  them  to 
understand  the  plans,  and  for  no  other  purpose.  I 
only  wanted  the  case  decided  upon  its  merits,  and 
ailer  six  months'  delay,  with  a  ground  rent  of  100/.  a 
week,  you  will  easily  understand  I  was  anxious  that 
these  plans  should  be  properly  appreciated  and  that 
we  should  be  dealt  with  fairly.  That  was  my  only 
object  in  placing  the  matter  before  Mr.  Selway. 

731.  Did  you  see  him  by  appointment,  or  did  you 
merely  call  and  take  your  chance  of  seeing  him  ? — I 
had  an  appointment  on  the  first  occasion  at  the  Board ' 
of  Works  office,  I  think. 

732.  On  the  second  occasion  you  saw  him  at  his 
office  ?— Yes. 

733.  Where  was  that  ?— In  the  Strand. 

734.  What  is  Mr.  Selway's  office  for,  what  business 
has  he  at  his  office  ? — I  saw  a  building  society  on  the 
door.  I  believe  Mr.  Solway  is  an  architect  and  pur- 
veyor, although  I  have  never  had  any  business  trans- 
actions with  him.  Perhaps  in  further  explanation  yon 
will  allow  me  to  say  that  I  had  good  reason  for  urging 
the  adoption  of  this  plan  besides  what  I  have  already 
said,  because  in  the  month  of  May  of  last  year  I  had 
sold  a  house  at  Norwood,  and  contracted  to  put  a 
porch  up  in  the  same  way  as  the  adjoining  house  had, 


which  had  previously  received  the  permission  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  but  it  was  not  until 
October,  from  May  to  October,  that  I  received  such 
permission,  although  the  porch  was  in  every  way 
similar  to  the  one  which  they  had  previously  passed  a 
year  or  two  before,  and  if  your  Lordship  only  knew 
the  terrible  difficulties  there  are  in  the  London  build- 
ing trade  in  getting  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works 
to  carry  out  their  self-imposed  duties,  I  am  sure  you 
would  understand  the  terrible  difficidties  which  the 
building  trade  are  placed  in. 

735.  Those  are  duties  imposed  by  the  legislature, 
not  by  themselves  ? — Well,  they  need  not  take  them 
up,  my  Lord. 

73di  {Mr,  Winch.)  Yon  mention  a  Mr.  Steer  who 
introduced  you  ? — ^Yes. 

737.  Did  he  introduce  you  to  Mr.  Selway  and  Mr. 
Meaden  ? — ^Mr.  Selway.  I  had  known  Mr.  Meaden 
several  years  myself. 

738.  Was  Mr.  Steer  a  director  of  the  Northumber- 
land Avenue  Hotel  Company  ? — No. 

739.  Surely — the  one  that  became  the  Victoria 
Hotel  afterwards  ? — ^No. 

740.  Is  his  name  Mr.  Charles  Steer?— No.  In 
regard  to  the  language  alleged  to  have  been  used, 
I  should  like  to  ask  you  a  question  on  that  point. 

741.  ( Chairman,)  If  you  were  not  there  how  can 
you  give  evidence  upon  it  ? — I  was  at  the  meeting 
with  the  superintending  architect 

742-3.  That  is  not  the  occasion  spoken  to  ? — Yes, 
my  Lord,  it  is,  excuse  me. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  There  were  two  meetings, 
one  before  the  building  committee.  Then,  if  your 
Lordship  remembers,  Mr.  Lake  wrote  to  the  Board, 
and  they  suggested  to  him  that  he  should  get  an 
i4>pointment  before  the  superintending  architect  to 
fix  the  line  of  frontage ;  and  that  was  about  the  24th 
of  February.  Then  the  superintending  architect, 
early  in  March,  had  the  parties  before  him  as  he 
always  does.     That  is  the  second  meeting. 

744.  (Chairman.)  The  statement  of  Mr.  Lake  and 
Mr.  Sheward  had  no  reference  to  that  meeting  at  all  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  So  I  understand;  it  was 
the  meeting  before  the  building  committee. 

745.  (Chainftan.)  Certainly.  At  all  events,  you 
did  not  hear  any  conversation  between  Mr.  Lake  and 
Mr.  Sheward  and  Mr.  Arthur  Green  on  the  occasion 
when  you  were  present  with  the  superintending 
architect  ? — I  did  not,  my  Lord.  If  I  had,  of  course, 
I  should  have  remembered  that  Mr.  Green  had  already 
been  trying  for  six  months  to  get  those  plans  passed, 
and  had  failed,  terribly  failed,  so  that  it  is  not  likely 
he  would  have  made  such  a  statement.  I  should  have 
assumed  that. 

746.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  If  your  Lordship  re- 
members the  letters  in  the  newspaper,  Mr.  Lake 
seems  to  have  fixed  it  at  the  meetmg  when  Messrs. 
Bonnor  and  Wright  were  present,  and  that  seems  to 
have  been  a  meeting  before  the  superintending 
architect,  so  that  there  is  some  confusion  about  it. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  H.  G.  Weight  sworn  and  examined. 


^^'  747.  (Chairman.)  You  are  a  member  of  the  firm 

H,  G.  Wright,  of  Bonnor  and  Wright  ?— I  am. 

748.  Were  you  present  on  the  occasion  on  which 
the  plans  were  rejected  the  second  time  when  the 
parties  were  present  ? — ^No,  sir,  I  was!  only  present 
on  one  occasion — ^before  the  superintending  architect. 

749.  That  was  not  at  either  of  the  meetings  of  the 
buiiamg  committee  ? — No,  it  was  not. 

750.  On  that  occasion,  I  understand,  you  heard  no 
conversation  between  Mr.  Lake  and  Mr.  Green,  or 
Mr.  Sheward  and  Mr.  Green  with  reference  to  the 
plans  being  passed  ? — ^None  whatever,  because  as  we 
came  out  of  the  room  Mr.  Lake  walked  with  me,  and 
he  told  mo  he  knew  my  partner,  and  we  walked 


away  together.  Mr.  Green  never  spoke  to  him,  he 
had  not  the  opportunity*  and  this  must  be  the  occasion 
to  which  Mr.  Lake  refers,  because  when  he  made  the 
statement  'we  replied  by  letter  in  the  paper  of  the 
26th  of  April  to  Mr.  Lake's  letter.  "  We  cannot 
**  agree  with  the  deductions  Mr.  Lake  draws  or  wishes 
**  to  be  drawn  from  the  facts,  neither  can  we  agree 
"  with  him  as  to  the  words  used  by  the  architect." 

751.  (Chairman.)  What  had  Mr.  Lake  said  before 
that  ? — He  had  referred  to  the  words  being  used. 

752.  Yes,  but  had  he  refen*ed  to  your  being  present 
at  the  time  ? — No. 

753.  When  had  he  referred  to  it  as  being  said  ? — 
On  the  second  application. 
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754.  Yes.  Well,  that  was  not  the  meeting  before 
the  superintending  architect  ? — But  it  was  the  second 
time  he  was  present,  and  then  he  further  admits 

755.  No,  the  second  application  is  a  totall j  different 
thing  from  the  second  time  he  was  present  ? — He  was 
only  present  twice. 

756.  How  came  you  to  make  that  statement  you 
have  just  read.  On  the  occasion  of  the  second  appli- 
cation, to  which  he  referred,  you  were  not  present. 
How  could  you  deny  it  ? — I  took  it  from  this  letter  of 
Lake's  of  the  23rd  of  April,  in  the  "  Standard"  of  the 
24th:  '^On  the  occasion  of  the  second  hearing  the 
*♦  surveyor  lost  his  temper  and  said,"  so  and  so. 

757.  On  that  occasion  you  were  not  there  at  all  ? — 
I  understood  when  I  wrote  the  letter  that  he  referred 
to  the  lime  when  I  was  there. 

758.  But  surely  the  application  to  the  superintend- 
ing architect  to  fix  a  line  is  not  the  second  hearing  ? — 
It  is  the  second  application,  and  there  were  only  two 
hearings. 

759.  There  was  only  one  hearing  by  the  building 
committee,  which  was  the  second  application. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  There  was  one  hearing  by  the 
building  committee  and  one  hearing  by  the  superin- 
tending architect  on  the  second  application  ? — ^We  so 
understood  it  at  all  events,  and  then  I  deny  that  the 
words  were  used ;  and  then  if  you  look  at  Mr.  Lake's 
letter  of  the  27th,  in  the  "  Standard  "  of  the  28th,  he 
does  not  say  that  I  was  not  present,  but  simply  says, 
•*  Bonnor,  Wright,  and  Company  only  venture  to  say 
**  that  they  do  not  agree  witii  me  on  the  words  used  by 
"  their  architect."  Now,  if  he  were  referring  to  the 
meeting  at  which  I  was  not  present,  why  does  not  he 
say  I  was  not  there  ? 

760.  You  rather  led  him  into  that,  because  you  have 
assumed  that  you  are  able^to  contradict  it,  and  he  says 
you  did  not  contradict  it.  I  do  not  think  much 
follows  from  that.  However,  you  were  ^ot  present 
on  the  occasion  of  the  second  application,  the  only 
occasion  upon  which  the  parties  opposed  one  another 
before  the  Board  ? — Certainly  not  I  was  only  there 
when  they  opposed  one  another  before  the  superintend- 
ing architect. 

{Mr.  Green.)  As  this  is  a  very  important  matter  to 
me,  1  should  like  to  say  that  it  was  only  on  two  occa- 
sions I  met  Mr.  Lake  there.  He  was  only  heard 
twice. 

{Chairman.)  There  were  two  applications,  and  it 
was  only  on  the  second  application  before  the  superin- 
tending afchitect  there  was  any  hearing,  properly 
speaking,  at  all. 

{Mr.  Green.)  There  was  a  hearing  on  this  plan, 
which  we  had  submitted  on  the  4th  February. 

761.  A  hearing  before  whom  ? — Mr.  Blashill. 

762.  But  what  was  Mr.  Blashill  to  hear  about. 
Mr.  Blashill  would  have  no  power  to  do  anything  ? — 
Well,  I  do  not  know.  The  application  had  gone  in 
to  the  chairman  before,  and  had  been  acknowledged, 
and  this  plan  was  put  forward.  Mr.  Blashill  had 
heard  me  on  this  plan,  and  he  retained  the  plan. 

763.  However,  you  deny  that  he  ever  made  use  of 
these  expressions  on  either  of  the  occasions  ? — Tes. 

764.  Or  any  thing  like  that,  or  anything  which  could 
be  mistaken  for  that  ? — I  do ;  and  he  says  it  was  **  on 
*•  the  second  hearing." 

765.  That  depends  upon  what  is  meant  by  the 
**  second  hearing  "  ? — It  was  only  heard  twice. 

{Mr.  Hobbs.)  I  cannot  help  thinking  that  Mr.  Lake 
should  have  been  here,  as  this  is  a  very  serious  charge 
against  Mr.  Green. 

(Chairman.)  However,  we  have  heard  both  sides. 

{The  Secretary.)  I  informed  him  that  these  gentle- 
men were  coming.  He  said  he  had  an  engagement  out 
of  town,  and  could  not  be  here  to-day. 

{Mr.  Green.)  Mr.  Lake  did  not  give  me  an  oppor- 
tuaity  last  wees  of  knowing  that  he  was  to  be  here. 
May  I  show  your  Lordship  now  a  letter  I  had  from 
Mr.  Sheward  upon  this  subject  {handing  in  the 
same).  I  call  attention  to  this  letter  for  this  reason, 
I  have  put  in  the  statement  of  my  evidence  what  took 


place  at  the  first  hearing.     If  anything  else  had  been 
said,  Mr.  Sheward  would  have  said  it  in  that  letter. 

766.  {Chairman.)  Is  this  from  Mr.  Sheward  to 
you  ? — Yes,  my  Lord,  written  after  the  first  hearing. 

767.  This  is  written  before  the  date  at  which  the  j 
thing  is  alleged  to  have  been  said.  This  is  January 
10,  and  this  conversation  is  alleged  to  have  been  on 
the  occasion  when  the  plans  were  rejected  ? — ^Thank 
you,  my  Lord.  Then  that  fixes  the  second  applica- 
tion; and  then  I  had  my  witnesses  there.  Your 
Lordship  will  excuse  me,  this  matter  is  very,  very  im- 
portant to  me. 

768.  That  is  prior  to  the  date  when  it  had  been 
heard  by  anybody  at  all  ? — ^Pardon  me,  that  is  the 
mistake  ;  there  were  two  hearings  at  which  Mr. 
Sheward  and  Mr.  Lake  were  present,  and  I  was 
present.  Will  your  Lordship  tell  me  yourself  which 
day  you  fix  as  being  the  day  when  Mr.  Lake  says  I 
made  those  remarks. 

769.  This,  you  say,  was  written  after  the  occasion 
upon  which  the  complaint  was  made  about  Mr. 
Williams  acting? — ^This  was  written  to  me  on  the 
10th  January.  That  was  the  date  of  the  first  hearing. 
If  Mr.  Sheward,  as  we  contend  he  does,  applies  his 
remarks  to  the  second  hearing,  that  was  the  day,  the 
10th  March,  when  Mr.  Hobbs  was  there,  and  my 
client,  Mr.  Wright. 

770.  I  understand  Mr.  Sheward  to  refer  to  the  only 
day  upon  which  there  was  a  hearing  before  the  com- 
mittee. 

{Mr.  Grain.)  Possibly  it  will  help  your  Lordship, 
if  you  will  look  at  question  512,  that  seems  to  throw 
some  light  upon  it,  in  the  second  day's  proceedings. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  At  page  31  of  the  copy 
minutes  you  will  see  the  minutes  of  the  committee  as 
to  the  hearing.  That  fixes  the  date  as  the  10th 
January. 

771.  {Chairman.)  Whether  it  is  true  or  false, 
accurate  or  inaccurate,  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  the 
time  fixed  for  the  conversation  with  Mr.  Sheward 
was  the  occasion  upon  which  they  were  heard  before 
the  Board  of  Works  upon  the  second  application  after 
that  plan  had  been  rejected. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  date  of  the  first 
hearing  was  the  10th  January. 

772.  {Chairman  to  Mr.  Green.)  Were  you  at 
all  present  at  the  meeting.  I  do  not  mean  in  the 
Board  room,  but  were  you  present  on  the  occasion 
when  the  committee  rejected  the  plan  ? — 1  did  not 
know  the  plan  was  rejected. 

773.  Or  when  the  Board  confirmed  their  rejection 
of  it? — ^No,  my  Lord.  That  is  where  I  say,  judging 
from  the  evidence,  you  were  under  a  wrong  impression 
when  you  put  these  words  to  Mr.  Lake. 

774.  Never  mind  what  impression  I  was  under  ? — 
If  your  Lordship  will  pardon  me,  it  is  important  to 
me,  because  you  think  that  I»  in  the  Board  room  was 
informed  my  plan  was  rejected,  and  that  then,  I  made 
use  of  the  words  alleged.  I  say  on  the  first  occasion 
it  was  on  the  10th  January,  when  that  meeting  took 
place.  Afterwards  Mr.  Sheward  wrote  me  this 
letter,  and  if  I  had  said  anything  else  which  he  wished 
to  complain  to  me  about,  he  would  have  put  it  in  this 
letter. 

775.  He  was  there  defending  the  character  of  Mr. 
Williams  ? — Well,  he  wrote  to  me  as  an  old  friend  of 
my  father's,  admonishing  me  where  he  thought  he  had 
the  possibility  of  doing  so. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Minutes  of  the  24th 
January,  **  Building  Act  Committee.  The  Committee 
•*  further  consider^  the  application  of  Messrs.  Archer 
"  and  Green,  on  behalf  of  Messrs.  J.  W.  Hobbs  and 
"  Co.,  for  the  consent  of  the  Board  to  the  erection 
"  of  buildings  at  Albert  Gate,  Knightsbridge, 
"  between  the  London  and  County  Bank,  No.  18, 
'*  Albert  Gate,  to  the  line  shown  upon  the  amended 
**  plan  accompanying  the  application,  refen*ed  by  the 
"  Board  on  the  16th  December  (No.  55).  Read 
"  a  report  by  the  superintending  architect  dated  23rd 
'«  January  1888  on  the  subject.  The  superintending 
"  architect  presented  a  letter  from  Messrs.  Archer 
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*'  and  Green  dated  l7th  January  1888,  forwarding  a 
"  plan  of  the  iocalitj.  ResoWed— That  it  be  recom- 
^^  mended  to  the  Board  that  the  application  be  not 
*»  granted." 

776.  {Chairman  to  Mr.  Green:)  You  were  not 
present,  I  understand,  on  that  occasion  when  the 
Board  came  to  that  conclusion  ? — ^No,  my  Lord,  I  did 
not  get  the  information  until  the  2nd  of  February,  so 
that  I  knew  nothing  about  it.  I  did  not  know  that 
the  plan  was  rejected. 

777.  There  is  a  letter  from  Mr.  Blashill  to  Messrs. 
Archer  and  Green,  dated  the  2nd  of  February,  at 
page  38  ? — Yes,  that  is  it. 

{Chairman.)  I  do  not  think  the  day  is  fixed  either 
by  Mr.  Lake  or  Mr.  Sheward. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  If  your  Lordship  looks  at 
Mr.  Lake's  letter  of  the  23rd  you  will  find  it  is  very 
obscure  where  the  words  "  second  hearing  "  are  used. 
Jt  speaks  there  of  the  hearing  before  the  supcriu- 
teudent  architect. 

{Mr.  Green.)  I  have  it  before  me.  He  says  dis- 
tinctly here:  **0n  the  occasion  of  a  second  hearing 
**  the  surveyor  to  the  promoters  lost  his  temper,"  and 
so  on.  That  fixes  it.  There  were  only  two  hearings, 
and  the  second  hearing  was  on  the  8th  of  March. 

778.  {Chairman.)  However,  your  statement  is  that 
it  was  not  said  on  any  occasion  first,  second,  or  thiixi  ? 
— Most  absolutely. 

779.  Or  anything  of  the  kind  ? — ^Most  certainly.  I 
say  it  is  a  pure  invention. 


780.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  It  was  the  second  hearing  on 
the  lOth  January ;  that  was  the  second  time  it  had 
been  applied  for  ? — No,  there  were  only  two  hearings, 
and  those  two  hearings  Mr.  Lake  attended.  On  the 
first  time  no  notice  was  ever  sent  to  anybody.  He 
says  distinctly  here,  "  on  the  second  hearing." 

781.  The  second  time  that  it  was  sent  in  before  the 
Board  it  was  heard  on  the  lOth  of  January  ? — That 
was  not  the  second  hearing. 

782.  The  hearing  on  the  8th  of  March  was  the 
second  time  the  plans  were  sent  in  at  any  rate  ? — But 
he  makes  use  of  the  words  *^  second  hearing." 

{Chairman.)  I  understand  that  Mr.  Gates  is  present 
and  desires  to  make  a  statement,  but  I  do  not  see  any 
necessity  for  it  at  all.  The  allegation  was  that  Mr. 
Green  allesred  that  he  and  Mr.  Cates  could  influence 
the  Board.  Mr.  Green  denies  that  he  ever  used  the 
language,  but  whether  he  used  it  or  not,  I  do  not  see 
that  there  is  any  imputation  resting  upon  Mr.  Gates, 
or  any  evideoce  which  necessitates  his  making  any 
reply  to  it. 

{Mr.  Cates.)  I  think  it  would  be  as  well  if  1  were 
allowed  to  give  evidence  upon  the  subject,  because  I 
liave  had  a  correspondence  with  Mr.  Lake  on  the 
matter.  Mr.  Lake  used  my  name  in  a  letter  which  he 
addressed  to  the  '^  Standard,"  dated  the  2nd  of  May, 
and  which  appeared  in  the  '*  Standard  "  of  the  3rd  of 
May. 

{Chairman^)  That  was  simply  founded  on  the 
statement  which  he  alleges  Mr.  Green  made;  we 
cannot  go  into  such  ramifications  as  that. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Gborgb  Pitnby  Mbadbn  sworn  and  examined* 


783.  {Chairman.)  You  were  a  member  of  the 
Bidlding  Act  committee  ? — ^Yes,  my  Lord. 

784.  And  had  an  interview  with  Mr.  Hobbs  with 
reference  to  this  building  ? — Yes,  my  Lord. 

785.  Will  you  tell  us  what  passed  at  that  inter- 
view ? — ^Well,  I  can  scarcely  remember  what  passed, 
but  certainly  I  did  not  give  a  very  favourable  opinion 
of  the  matter.  I  may  state  this,  that  on  the  evening 
before  1  received  a  telegram  pretty  nearly  in  these 
words,  •*  Will  it  be  convenient  to  see  me  at  your  house 
*'  to-morrow  at  9."  I  came  home  rather  late,  it  was 
nearly  S  o'clock,  and  I  knew  that  1  must  go  to  the 
telegraph  office  quickly  in  order  that  Mr.  Hobbs 
might  receive  the  answer  in  time,  and  I  at  once 
wrote,  "  Yes,"  and  took  it.  He  received  it,  and  he 
called  upon  me  the  next  morning. 

786.  You  had  known  him  before  ?— Yes. 

787.  Tlien  did  he  bring  the  plan  ? — He  did. 


788.  Did  you  vote  upon  the  motion  to  approve  the 
plan  ? — I  did  not. 

789.  Bat  I  suppose,  as  he  has  stated,  he  endeavoured 
to  induce  you  to  approve  the  plan  ?— ^Y"es,  my  Lord  ; 
but  I  may  state  that  I  have  a  very  strong  objection 
to  anyone  calling  on  members  of  the  Board  under 
such  circumstances;  but  the  fault  certainly  in  this 
instance  was  not  Mr.  Hobbs'  fault  It  was  my  fault* 
I  supposed  it  was  something  apart  from  the  Board, 
referring  rather  to  some  matter  in  which  I  had  been 
previously  engaged,  and  not  thinking  that  it  had  any 
reference  to  these  plans  or  to  the  question  of  the 
buildings  that  were  to  be  erected. 

790.  Had  you  had  other  transactions  with  Mr. 
Hobbs  ? — I  have  known  him  for  a  long  time.  He  was 
a  member  of  the  same  board,  I  thought  it  was  on  a 
matter  connected  with  that  board  that  he  wished  to 
see  me.  There  was  no  pressure  by  Mr.  Hobbs  in 
this  matter.    I  simply  heard  what  he  had  to  say. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Alfbbv  Ewin  sworn  and  examined. 


791.  {Chairman.)  You  are  a  member  of  the  Metro- 
politan Board  of  Works  ? — Ye8,  my  Lord. 

792.  And  you  were,  I  believe,  chairman  of  the 
Building  Act  committee?  —  I  was  chairman  of  the 
Building  Act  committee  in  1884  and  1886.' 

793.  You  were  acting  chairman  when  this  matter 
came  before  them  ? — Yes. 


974.  Had  you,  prior  to  that  date,  the  10th  Aprili 
any  communication  either  with  the  architect  or  Mr. 
Hobbs,  or  any  other  person  on  their  behalf? — ^No, 
not  any  one,  my  Lord. 

79o.  You  received  the  printed  letter,  I  suppose  ?— 
Yes,  my  Lord. 

796.  But  beyond  that  you  had  no  communication 
with  either  of  them  ?— None  whatever. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  John  Buktz  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr.  J.  Rmtz.        797.  (  Chairman.)  You  are  a  member  of  the  Metro- 
■  politan  Board  of  Works  ? — I  am,  my  Lord. 

798.  And  were  present  at  the  committee  of  the 
10th  April  1888  when  these  plans  that  we  are  speaking 
of  were  approved  ? — Yes,  my  Lord. 

709.  Prior  to  that  meeting  had  you  had  any  com- 
munication   either  with  the  architect  or  builder  of 


the  structure  or  anyone  on  their  behalf  ?—No»  my 
Lord. 

800.  You  had  received  the  printed  letter  ?— Yes, 
I  received  the  printed  letter  and  a  plan  accompanying 
it. 

801.  But  beyond  that  you  had  no  communication  ? 
—None  whatever^  my  Lord. 
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802.  (itfr.  Meadows  WMte.)  Do  you  remember  the 
circumstances  of  this  meeting  of  the  10th  April  at  all  ? 
— I  do  not  know  as  to  the  date ;  I  think  I  remember 
mo«%t  of  the  circumstances  connected  with  the  case. 

803.  I  believe  you  were  to  sit,  under  a  general 
reference  to  the  letter  of  the  4th  Februaiy  ? — Yes. 

804.  And  that  had  been  adjourned  from  time  tc 
time  ? — Yes. 

805.  That  went  into  the  whole  case  of  this  front- 
age ? — That  is  so. 

^p6.  And  I  think  it  was  on  the  meeting  of  the  10th 
April  that  Mr.  Slashill  informed  the  committee  that 
there  was  this  further  plan,  that  amended  plan  coming 
in  before  the  Board  ? — He  did. 

807.  And  the  amended  plan  and  the  application 
were  produced  before  you  ? — ^They  were. 

808.  So  that  the  committee  therefore  had  had  this 
wliole  matter  under  their  consideration  ? — ^Yes,  on 
several  occasions. 

809.  And  was  the  matter  then  disc assed  upon  that, 
and  upon  the  amended  plans  ?— Yes,  and  the  amended 
plans  conceded  what  the  committee  had  intimated 
they  desired  should  be  conceded.  Especially  with 
reference  to  the  piece  of  laud  thrown  into  the  public 
way,  that  it  should  be  along  the  whole  length  of  the 
building,  and  that  some  storeys  should  be  taken  away, 
at  least  two. 

810.  That  had  been  insisted  on,  I  think,  by  the 
opponents  of  the  building  as  a  very  material  matter? 
— Yes,  and  these  points  having  been  conceded,  the 
committee  considered  the  letter  presented  to  them  and 
recommended  as  they  did  to  the  Board,  having  regard 
to  the  long  time  the  matter  had  been  before  them. 

811.  If  the  matter  had  gone  forward  to  the  Board 
in  the  usual  way  there  would  have  been  delay  and 
possibly  a  reference  back  to  the  committee,  after  the 
Board  had  considered  the  matter  on  the  Idth  ? — There 
must  of  necessity  have  been  a  delay  of  four  weeks  at 
least. 

812.  And  you  understood  that  the  delay  had  already 
been  pressing  very  hardly  upon  the  promoters  of  the 
building? — We  did. 

813.  And  you  considered  fully  the  pUn,  and  made 
a  recommendation  to  the  Board  by  anticipation? — 
Yes,  that  is  so. 

814.  Had  you,  as  far  as  ycu  were  personally  con- 
cerned, and  as  far  as  you  understood  the  committee, 
had  the  committee  thoroughly  investigated  the  matter, 
having  heard  the  parties,  and  considered  these  plans? 
— I  think  many  members  of  the  committee  had. 

815.  And  I  think  we  know  from  the  minute  of  the 
committee  that  this  recommendation  was  made  and 
was  brought  up  at  the  meeting  of  the  Board  on  tne 
13tli  by  Mr.  Ewins?— It  was. 

816.  I  forgot  how  many  members  there  were 
present  at  that  meeting.    I  think  24  or  25  when  the 


recommendation  was  considered  ? — There  were  24  in 
favour  and  7  against. 

817.  The  committee  had  no  authority  either  to 
oppose  the  application  or  to  grant  it  ? — None,  what- 
ever. 

818.  They  considered  it,  and  made  their  recom- 
mendation after  consideration  to  the  Board  ? — That 
is  so. 

819.  But  the  granting  or  the  withholding  of  the 
application  rested  with  the  Board  itself? — Entirely. 

820.  {Chairman,)  Were  you  aware  of  the  regular 
tion  of  the  Board,  that  plans  should  be  submitted  to 
the  adjoining  owners  ? — Yes,  my  Lord. 

821.  You  knew  that  this  altered  plan  had  not  been 
submitted  to  the  adjoining  owners? — Yes,  my  Lord; 
but  on  two  occasions  plans  had  been  submitted,  and 
we  were  already  acquainted  with  the  opinions  of  the 
a(^oining  owners  and  also  of  the  local  board. 

822.  The  previous  plana  had  been  rejected  ? — The 
previous  plans  had  been  rejected.  The  last  plans  con- 
ceded what  the  parties  required,  that  is,  to  take  two 
storeys  off;  and  what  we  require,  that  is,  to  throw 
land  the  whole  length  of  the  building  into  the  public 
way. 

823.  But  I  thought  that  that  had  been  done  on  the 
second  occasion  ? — To  throw  land  into  the  public 
way? 

824.  Yes,  when  it  was  rejected  ?-  -I  do  not  remem- 
ber. 

(J/r.  Meadows  White.)  It  was  not  the  same  line  of 
frontage,  ray  Lord.  I  forget  how  many  feet  it  was  set 
back,  but  it  was  set  back  a  certain  extent. 

{Chairman.)  Yes,  but  still  the  adjoining  owners 
had  no  opportunity  of  being  heard,  as  to  whether  it 
still  projected. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White)  There  is  no  doubt  that  the 

regulation  was  not  followed.     That  would  have  been 

or  the   Board  at  their  meeting  to  have  carried  out. 

The  Building  Act  committee  were  not  the  parties  to 

have  given  this  notice. 

{Chairman.)  I  should  have  thought  it  would  have 
been  for  the  Building  Act  committee  before  making 
the  recommendation  to  have  called  attention  to  the 
fact  which  would  not  necessarily  be  within  knowledge 
of  the  Board  that  the  plans  had  not  been  before  the 
adjoining  owners. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  That  would  liave  been  for 
the  Board  and  their  officers,  but  that  would  not  be 
for  the  committee. 

(Chairman.)  Yes,  but  when  you  say  that  unless 
it  was  brought  to  the  notice  of  the  Board  it  would  not 
have  been  present  to  the  mind  of  the  members  of  the 
Board  that  it  had  not  been  submitted  to  the  adjoin- 
ing owners. 


Third  Day. 
10  May  1888. 
Mr  J.  Runtz. 


Mr.  William  Robins  Selwat  recalled. 


825.  {Chairman.)  You  had,  Mr.  Hobbs  tells  us,  two 
interviews  with  him  wilh  reference  to  these  plans? — 
Yes. 

826.  On  the  first  occasion  he  came  with  a  letter  of 
introduction  from  Mr.  Steer? — ^That  was  so. 

827.  Do  you  happen  to  have  tliat  letter  ? — ^No,  I 
did  not  preserve  it. 

828.  What  is  Mr.  Steer  ? — ^I  believe  he  is  a  builder. 

829.  Did  you  know  him  ? — Oh,  yes,  I  have  known 
Mr.  Steer  for  some  years. 

830.  As  a  friend,  or  in  business  relations  ? — ^Busi- 
ness relations  chiefly. 

83 1 .  What  was  the  occasion  of  the  second  interview ; 
how  came  you  to  liave  two  interviews  with  Mr. 
Hobbs  ?— The  first  interview,  as  far  as  I  can  recollect, 
was  at  the  Board  when  Mr.  Hobbs  complained  of  the 
delay  which  had  occurred  in  relation  to  his  plan,  and 
at  that  time  my  attention  had  not  been  very  parti- 
cularly directed  to  this  subject,  and  I  found  there 
was  no  application  at  that  time  really  before 
the     Board,    because    the    second    application    had 
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been  rejected,  and  the  thing,  therefore,  as  far  as  the 
Board  was  concerned,  was  at  an  end  until  he  made  a 
fresh  application.  Then  on  the  second  occasion,  he 
called  upon  me  with  a  plan,  which  he  has  shown  to 
your  Lordship,  to  say  that  he  was  about  to  make  a 
third  application  to  the  Board. 

832.  And  he  tried  to  get  you  to  take  a  favourable 
view  of  it  ? — Oh,  of  course,  that  unfortunately,  as  I 
said  before,  is  very  much  the  case,  both  pro  and  con. 

833.  {Mr,  Meadows  White.)  Can  you  give  me  any 
further  accoimt  of  the  interview  ? — No. 

834.  Did  it  last  a  long  time ;  or  can  you  tell  me 
what  passed  at  all  ? — I  think  Mr.  Hobbs  would  pi-o- 
bably  think  I  treated  him  with  very  scant  courtesy.  I 
did  not  ask  him  to  sit  down.  He  stood  there  for  a  very 
few,  I  was  going  to  say  moments,  but  prooably  a 
minute  or  two,  and  I  said  of  course  I  would  look  at 
his  papers,  and  there  was  an  end  of  it. 

835.  That  is  what  you  remember  passed  on  this 
occasion  ? — The  second  occasion. 

S 


Mr, 
W,  R.  Selway, 
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836.  The  first  occasion  on  which  you  saw  bim,  you 
were  in  attendance  at  the  Board,  I  think  ? — Yes  ;  I 
think  I  went  to  see  him  for  a  moment  in  the  library, 
while  the  Board  was  sitting  one  Board  day. 

837.  You  have  now  before  you  the  minutes  relating 
to  this  matter,  and  the  correspondence  ? — I  have. 

838.  I  think  his  Lordship  and  the  other  members  of 
the  Commission  are  furnished  with  a  copy  paged  in 
the  same  way  ? — Yes. 

839.  The  second  application  was  rejected  on  the 
27th  January  1888  ? — Yes,  that  is  so. 

840.  At  question  409  of  the  evidence  *<  They 
**  adopted  and  confirmed  the  report  of  the  Building 
"  Act  committee."  Then  at  question  410,  the  diair- 
man  asks,  "  What  was  the  next  step  F'  "  The  next 
"  step  was  an  application  fi-om  the  solicitors,  Messrs 
*'  Lake,  acting  then  for  the  London  and  County  Bank, 
"  to  me  as  the  superintending  architect,  under  the 
"  75th  section  of  the  Building  Act  of  the  Metropolitan 
"  Local  Management  Act  of  1862,  to  define  the  lina 
"  of  frontage."  I  think  that  is  an  error ;  that  is  out  of 
place.  I  think  the  next  step  was  the  letter  of  the 
4th  February  which  came  addressed  to  the  chairman 
as  chairman  of  the  Board,  and  another  letter  from 
Mr.  Hobbs  of  the  7th  Februaiy  1888.  That  letter  is 
before  your  Lordship,  but  I  will  call  attention  to  this, 
that  it  goes  fully  into  the  whole  question,  us  it  then 
stoodj  and  the  propositions  which  were  made,  includ- 
ing the  setting  back  of  the  pavement.  "  By  so  doing 
'*  an  area  of  about  600  feet  superficial.  By  following 
^'  out  the  above  it  will  be  seen  that  the  pavement  will 
**  be  greatly  widened  where  it  is  much  required,  and 
*^  that  the  general  principle  of  area  railings  in  front  of 
'<  dwellings  as  is  customary,  adopted."  Also  there  is 
mentioned  in  the  last  pai'agraph  of  that  letter  that, 
**  they  are  not  unwilling  to  reduce  the  building  facing 
**  Knightsbridge,  by  two  storeys,  from  that  shown  on 
**  the  drawings  accompauying  our  former  application, 
"  if  you  deem  it  necessary  they  should  do  so."  There- 
fore that  letter  goes  into  what  they  proposed  to  do 
after  the  rejection  of  the  second  application  of  the 
22nd  February  ?— Yes. 

841.  Now  I  think  on  the  10th  February  that  letter 
was  referred  to  the  Building  Act  committee  and  by 
the  Board  for  consideration  and  report  ? — Yes,  that 
letter  was  laid  before  the  Board  by  the  superintend- 
ing architect,  and  was,  upon  the  motion  of  Mr. 
Egerton,  M. P.,  referred  to  the  Building  Act  committee 
to  consider  and  report  upon. 

842.  The  report  of  the  architect  which  was  then 
before  the  Board  (page  43  of  the  minutes)  is  this : 
**  The  plan  now  presented  shows  the  general  line  of 
'*  the  new  buildings  at  the  east  end  of  a  line  with 
"  the  London  and  County  Bank  premises,  but  the 
'<  proposed  line  extends  beyond  the  houses  in  Albert 
"  Terrace  between  9  and  10  feet,  and,  in  addition,  it  is 
•*  proposed  to  erect  projecting  porticos,  towers,  and 
"  bays,  the  projection  of  these  parts  being  equal  to 
**  the  portico  to  the  bank.  The  applicants  now  pro- 
'<  pose  giving  up  a. strip  of  land  along  the  frontage 
*'  2  feet  in  width  at  the  east  end,  and  state  that  they  are 
^'  not  unwilling  to  reduce  the  height  of  building 
**  facing  Knightsbridge,  by  two  storeys."  That  report 
being  read  and  the  letter  being  read,  it  was  referred  to 
the  Building  Act  committee  ?— ^Yes. 

843.  I  need  not  go  into  the  various  adjournments, 
but  the  consideration  was  adjourned  till  that  meeting 
of  the  10th  April?— That  was  so. 

844.  I  believe  there  was  no  other  reference  to  you 
in  this  matter  except  that  letter,  but  that  letter  went 
into  the  whole  question  of  the  new  plans  ? — That  was 
the  letter  upon  which  the  Building  Act  committee 
acted  in  reporting  to  the  Board  in  April. 

845.  In  acting  on  that  reference  I  believe  on  the 
10th  April,  when  you  met,  Mr.  Blashill  informed 
you  (it  is  mentioned'  in  your  minutes)  that  this  plan 
was  going  in  upon  the  lines  of  this  letter  ? — Yes. 

846.  And  the  plans  were  presented  to  the  committee  ? 
— The  plans  were  laid  before  the  committee. 

847.  On  that  occasion  they  went  into  the  question 
of  the  letter,  and  finally  made  their  recommendation 


on  that  reference  ? — Yes,  upon  the  grounds  as  stated 
by  Mr.  Buntz,  that  the  concession  had  been  made 
then  of  giving  up  the  land,  and  the  reduction  of  the 
height. 

848.  Now,  taking  you  to  the  subsequent  proceedings, 
after  the  recommendation  of  the  committee  was  adopted 
by  the  Board,  the  consent  given  was  conditional  upon 
these  matters  being  carried  out  ? — Certainly. 

849.  Namely,  throwing  the  strip  of  land  into  the 
highway,  and  fdso  carrying  out  the  buildings  in  exact 
accordance  with  these  jilans  ? — ^Yes.  * 

850.  And  after  that  the  paper  was  sent  to  Messrs. 
Hobbs,  with  the  consent  and  the  conditions  set  forth  with 
that  consent  ? — Yes ;  it  is  practically  telling  them  tnat 
it  would  be  assented  to  on  those  conditions  being 
obsrrved. 

851.  And  forwarding  the  consent  on  these  conditions 
to  Messrs.  Hobbs  ? — Certainly. 

852.  That  I  think  was  sent  back,  but  without  the 
signature  of  the  freeholder,  which  was  necessary  for 
the  dedication  of  this  strip  to  the  public  way  ? — That 
is  so. 

853.  And  I  believe,  at  the  present  moment,  as  &r  as 
the  minutes  go  that  I  have  before  me,  that  con- 
dition has  not  been  yet  complied  with,  and  the  matter 
is  in  abeyance  still  ?~ I  understand  the  freeholder  has 
not  yet  signed  that  condition. 

854.  I  do  not  know  whether  you  are  aware  that  by 
45  Vict.  c.  14  8.  19,  tho  Board  of  Works  has 
further  powers  to  impose  conditions  on  their  consent, 
and  insist  on  their  being  fulfilled.  That  is  how  the 
matter  stands,  that  the  consent  is  only  given  subject  to 
the  conditions  sot  forth  in  that  paper,  and  those  con- 
ditions will  obtain  for  the  public  this  strip  of  land  for 
the  highway,  and  also  secure  the  diminution  of  the 
height  of  the  building  by  two  storeys  ? — Quite  so. 

855.  There  are  two  matters  dealt  with  on  the  re- 
solution of  the  Board.  There  was  another  application 
I  think,  referred  to  the  Building  Act  committee  upon 
tho  height  of  the  walls  ? — ^That  was  also  dealt  with 
the  same  day. 

856.  And  the  reason  that  came  before  the  com- 
mittee was  that  the  Building  Act  only  provides  for 
walls  of  100  feet  high,  and  when  there  are  walls 
higher  than  that  the  Board  have  to  see  them  properly 
carried  out  ? — The  Board  has  to  stipulate  as  to  the 
thickness  of  the  walls. 

857.  And  this  building  being  more  than  100  feet 
high,  tho  Board  had  to  make  these  stipulations? — 
Yes. 

858.  I  belie vo  the  architect  was  satisfied  with  the 
preparation  made  on  the  plans  as  to  the  thickness  of 
the  walls,  and  so  forth  ? — The  architect  advised  the 
committee  that  he  was  satisfied  with  the  provisions 
made  as  shown  on  the  drawings,  and  the  committee 
thereupon  agreed  to  recommend  the  Board  to  adopt 
it,  and  the  Board  did  adopt  it. 

859.  The  meeting  of  the  Board  where  the  appli- 
cation was  granted  subject  to  the  conditions  was  on 
the  13th  of  April? — Yes,  on  the  13th  of  April  the 
resolution  was  adopted  by  24  as  against  7. 

860.  What  does  this  large  plan  show  ? — That  large 
plan  has  been  prepared  to  show  to  the  Commission 
the  effect  of  the  line  of  frontage  which  the  Board  has 
now  assented  to.  I  may  say  that  in  the  minds  of  the 
committee  we  think  the  day  is  not  very  distant  when 
the  houses  to  the  west,  known  as  Mills'  Terrace,  will 
eventually  be  brought  forward.  The  building  line 
will  be  carried  on  probably  in  a  line  with  the  main 
building  of  this  new  structui-e,  when  a  portion  of  the 
land  will  have  to  be  thrown  into  the  public  way ;  and 
whatever  authority  may  be  in  power  in  the  future  a 
part  of  those  buildings  which  are  upon  the  line  of 
the  thorough  farewestward  must  be  purchased  by  the 
public  authority  and  thrown  into  the  public  way  so 
as  to  widen  that  portion.  I  think  there  is  no  doubt 
that  is  what  will  come. 

861.  Then  having  regard  to  the  permanent  fixing 
of  the  hue  of  frontage  would  the  Board  giving  per- 
mission to  bring  out  the  building  so  far  aa  that  line 
of  frontage  have   in  view  the   future? — That  was 


Digitized  by 


Google 


MINUTES   OF   EVIDENCE. 


35 


very  strongly  in  the  minds  of  many  of  the  committee ; 
it  was  largely  canvassed,  and  also  at  the  Board  itself, 
that  some  day  or  other  that  will  almost  certainly  be 
the  case. 

862.  I  need  hardly  say  that  by  giving  the  consent 
to  bring  it  beyond  the  line  of  frontage  you  do  not  at 
all  secure  those  who  bring  tho  building  out  from  any 
action  for  deprivation  of  light  that  other  parties  may 
have  against  them  ? — No. 

863.  All  the  Board  gives  is  the  consent  that  the  line 
of  frontage  shall  be  to  that  point  ? — All  that  the  Board 
gives  is  consent.  It  is  not  for  me  to  say  what  the 
powers  or  remedies  are.  All  that  we  do  is  to  give 
the  consent  to  the  line  of  frontage. 

864.  The  sections :  "  That,  unless  with  the  consent 
"  of  the  Board,  the  line  of  frontage  as  shall  be  fixed  by 
"  the  superintending  architect "  ? — That  is  so  ;  and  the 
number  of  applications  we  have  from  year  to  year  is 
very  large  indeed.  We  deal  on  an  average  with  fi*om 
260  to  270  applications  every  year  for  projections  in 
this  way. 

865.  When  these  applications  for  a  line  of  frontage 
are  made  to  the  Board,  the  line  of  frontage  is  not 
always  decided  by  the  superintending  architect  ? — 
Oh,  no. 

866.  If  the  Board  consent  to  a  particular  line  of 
frontage,  it  matters  not  what  the  line  of  frontage  may 
be,  that  is  fixed  by  the  superintending  architect  ? — 
Precisely. 

867.  But  the  fixing  of  the  line  of  frontage  by  the 
saperintending  architect  would  enable  the  vestry,  who 
is  the  authority  enti'usted  with  the  prosecution  under 
section  75  of  the  Act  of  1862,  to  prosecute? — 
Cei*taLnly, 

868.  It  would  put  them  in  a  position  to  prove  what 
is  the  line  fixed  by  the  superintending  architect  ? — 
Certainly.  I  can  only  imagine  that  that  was  the  object 
the  London  and  County  Bank  had  in  calling  upon  the 
line  to  be  fixed. 

869.  At  question  410,  Mr.  Blashill  says,  the  ques- 
tion of  line  of  frontage  was  the  next  step,  but  that 
really  took  place  in  consequence  of  a  communication 
from  Messrs.  Lake  when  this  matter  had  not  been 
settled,  and  the  parties  were  threatening  to  pro- 
ceed ? — ^That  is  so.  Messrs.  Lf^e,  on  the  27th  of 
February,  applied  to  have  the  line  defined,  and  the 
architect  performed  that  duty  on  the  17th  of  March. 

870.  I  think  that  was  on  the  24th  of  February 
1888,  when'  a  letter  from  Lake  and  Co.  was  read,  in 
which  they  said  it  was  an  important  preliminary  that 
proper  steps  should  be  taken  for  getting  the  building 
line  of  the  street  fixed  by  the  superintending  architect  ? 
— Ye«,  and  they  were  informed  upon  that  that  they 
could  if  they  pleased  ask  the  superintending  architect, 
and  they  did  so  on  the  27th, 

871.  And  the  line  being  defined  under  the  section 
the  vestry  has  the  power  of  prosecuting  those  who 
bring  their  buildings  beyond  the  line  ? — Quite  so. 

872.  Therefore  that  would  put  the  check  of  the 
vestry  upon  the  bank  ? — ^Yes,  but  in  this  case  the  local 
district  board  had  assented. 

873.  The  applications  were  to  fix  a  particular  line  ? 
—Yes. 

874.  (Chairman.)  After  the  line  had  been  fixed  no 
projections  could  be  built  beyond  the  line  without  the 
consent  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ? — That 
is  so,  my  Lord. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White,)  It  very  often  happens  that 
a  particular  line  of  frontage  is  brought  before  the 
Board  and  their  consent  is  asked  without  any  reference 
to  fixing  the  line  of  frontage  to  that  particular  line. 
Of  course  if  they  consent  to  that  line,  whether  it  is  the 
line  of  frontage  or  not,  that  will  give  the  consent 
which  the  section  requires. 

(Chairman,)  Still,  when  these  new  plans  were  sent 
in  on  the  10th  of  April  the  situation  had  really  changed 
by  reason  of  the  line  having  been  fixed,  and  as  fixed 
it  sliowed  that  these  were  projections  in  advance  of 
it. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Yes,  but  whatever  line  had 
been  assented  to  on  the  nrst  application,  whether  the 


architect  fixed  that  as  the  line  of  frontage  or  not,  the 
consent  would  have  been  given  to  that  particular  line. 
It  would  have  made  the  sanction  of  the  projection  an 
anticipation  ;  I  mean  the  architect  is  practically 
bound  by  the  physical  features  at  the  immediate 
spot. 

{Chairman,)  Yes,  but  it  is  a  question  entirely  for 
him,  and  he  is  the  only  person  who  has  power  to  do  it 
when  called  upon. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  But  then  the  Board  have 
power  to  give  their  consent  to  bring  buildings  in  front 
of  it. 

{Chairman.)  No  doubt. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Were  you  present  at  the 
time  when  the  parties  were  heard? — {The  Witness.) 
No. 

875.  You  aie  aware  they  had  been  heard  ? — Yes,  I 
know  by  the  minutes. 

876.  What  you  knew  about  the  vestry  was  that  on 
the  )9th  of  September,  the  vestry  said  they  had  no 
objection  even  to  the  first  plan  ? — Yes,  that  was  so, 
I  think. 

877.  And  on  the  15th  of  December  they  had  been 
again  communicated  with,  and  they  said  they  desired 
to  take  no  action  in  the  matter  ? — Yes. 

878.  Therefore  the  vestry  were  satisfied  as  far  as 
you  are  aware  ? — As  far  as  I  am  aware  the  vestry  had 
assented  to  the  first  line,  and  it  was  the  action  of  the 
committee  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  that  obtained  for 
the  public  a  larger  concession  from  the  projectors  of 
this  building  than  the  local  board  would  have  accepted. 

879.  It  was  not  strictly  a  byelaw  sanctioned  by  the 
Home  Secretary,  but  the  regulation  of  notices  to  the 
adjoining  owners  was,  I  see  by  your  book  of  byelaws, 
made  in  the  year  1858  ? — It  is  a  very  old  regulation, 

880.  And  that  has  reference  to  section  143  of  the 
Act  of  1845,  which  was  repealed  subsequently  by  the 
Actof  1862?— Yes. 

881.  Your  practice,  although  the  byelaw  would  not 
refer  to  that  section,  has  been  continued,  and  the  notice 
has  been  given  ? — Yes,  that  is  the  practice. 

882.  The  byelaw  is  that  no  application  shall  be 
granted  unless  notice  is  given,  and  14  days  elapse  ? — 
Yes. 

883.  I  believe  that  would  have  had  the  effect  in  this 
instance  of  throwing  the  builders  over  for  a  month  ? — 
At  least  four  weeks. 

884.  And  then  if  there  had  been  a  further  reference 
to  the  building  committee  that  would  have  occasioned 
further  delay  ? — If  it  had  been  referred  to  the  com- 
mittee and  the  parties  had  to  be  heard  over  again,  thai 
would  have  been  at  least  another  fortnight's  delay,  so 
that  it  might  have  been  six  or  eight  weeks  even  before 
it  could  be  decided  in  that  case. 

885.  Still  there  is  the  regulation,  and  it  was  not  in 
this  case  complied  with  by  the  Board  ? — No,  and  it  is 
not  when  we  have  amended  plans  which  are  obviously 
superior  to  that  which  the  Board  has  rejected  before, 
and  we  have  heard  the  parties  upon  the  rejected  plans, 
it  is  not  always  the  case  that  they  are  heard  again. 

886.  The  question  to  be  considered  here  was 
whether  sufficient  concession  had  been  made  to  the 
owners  on  the  one  hand  and  the  authorities  on  the  other  ? 
— Quite  so. 

887.  To  the  owners  because  of  the  reduction  in  the 
height  of  the  storeys,  and  the  setting  back  of  the 
buildings  to  a  certain  extent,  and  making  other  small 
alterations  and  to  the  authorities,  that  more  land 
should  be  given  up  to  the  public  for  widening  the 
street  ? — Yes,  we  think,  always  having  regard  to  what 
must  take  place  westwards  some  day,  that  this  is  a 
better  line. 

888.  Therefore,  although  technically  it  was  a  fresh 
application,  I  admit,  and  that  notice  should  have  been 
given  on  the  fresh  application,  yet  it  was  treated  on 
the  occasion  as  simply  an  amendment  of  the  second 
application  ? — That  was  so.    I  quite  admit  all  that. 

889.  I  observe  that  the  motion  that  was  made  on 
the  13th  of  April  had  not  reference  to  giving  notice 
to  the  owners,  but  it  had  reference  to  giving  notice  to 
the  vestry  ? — ^Yes. 
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890.  And  tlie  vestry  had  already,  on  two  occasions, 
expressed  their  satisfaction  r — Yes ;  the  member  who 
made  that  motion  had  lost  sight  for  the  moment  of  the 
fact  that  the  vestry  had  passed  the  resohition  you 
have  referred  to,  that  they  would  take  no  action. 

891.  (Mr.  rVinch.)  Do  the  Board  often  allow  pro- 
jections beyond  the  line  allowed  by  the  superintending 
architect  ? — Oh,  yes,  constantly. 

892.  Do  they  do  that  without  hearing  the  adjoining 
owners  ? — Sometimes. 

893.  Then  they  constantly  break  this  rule  ? — No ; 
they  give  notice  to  the  adjoining  owners. 

894.  That  is  what  I  say  when  they  do  allow  pro- 
jections, they  give  notice  to  the  adjoining  owners  ?— 
Always. 

895.  Then  this  case  was  quite  an  exception,  because 
you  did  not  give  notice  to  the  adjoining  owners  here  ? 
— We  had  given  them  notice  on  the  former  occasion. 

896.  On  the  17th  of  March  the  adjoining  owners 
were  under  the  impression  that  it  was  a  certain  line 
fixed,  and  they  rested  content.  Then  another  appli- 
cation is  made  to  the  Board,  and  then  you  alter  that 
line.  You  gave  no  notice  then  to  the  adjoining 
owners,  did  you  ? — No. 

897.  Is  that  your  practice,  in  all  cases  where  once 
the  line  has  been  agreed  to,  and  then  subsequently 
altered,  and  where  that  alteration  has  to  be  considered 
by  the  Boaitl,  do  you,  in  all  those  cases  on  the  second 
application,  give  notice  or  not  ? — ^This  line  was  not 
agreed  to. 

898.  (Chairman,)  It  was  fixed  by  the  superintend- 
ing architect  as  the  general  line  of  building  ? — Yes. 

899.  And  the  adjoining  owners,  so  far  as  that  was 
concerned,  thought  that  was  to  be  the  line  ? — No,  in- 
deed they  could  not. 

900.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  usual  course  is, 
as  suggested  on  the  first  application,  to  send  in  your 
statement  in  writing  ? — Yes. 

(Mr.  Meadows  fVIiite.)  I  agree  that  was  not  done. 

(Chairman.)  Wliatever  the  reasons  were  (they  may 
have  satisfied  the  gentlemen  on  the  committee),  it  is 
absolutely  clear  that  the  general  building  line,  having 
been  fixed  after  the  previous  application  was  rejected, 
the  new  application  at  the  beginning  of  April  was  an 
application  to  be  allowed  to  build  in  advnnce  of  the 
building  line  so  fixed,  and  that  clearly  ought  to  h^ve 


been  noticed  to  the  adjoining  owners  as  uii  inde- 
pendent application.  Of  course,  we  shall  tale  into 
consideration  the  explanation  that  has  been  given  why 
it  was  not  done. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  You  have  now,  my  Lord, 
every  minute  and  letter  and  document  that  the  Board 
have  upon  the  matter. 

(  Witness.)  May  I  repeat,  with  regard  to  the  layin*; 
down  of  the  line  of  frontage  that  the  object  of  th^t  is 
that  the  vestry  or  local  district  )>oard  may,  if  they  think 
fit,  take  action  before  the  magistrate  to  have  the  pro- 
jection removed,  which  they  cannot  do  under  the  Act 
until  the  line  is  defined  by  the  superintending  archi- 
tect. But  in  this  case  there  were  no  projections,  but  a 
probability  that  there  would  be,  because  they  knew 
an  application  was  before  us. 

901.  (Chairman,)  If  after  the  building  lino  was 
fixed  any  building  waf^  erected  beyond  that  line'  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  Board  it  would  have  been  a 
projection  which  the  vestry  would  have  been  entitled 
to  have  removed  ? — Quite  so. 

902.  Therefore  the  application  on  the  2nd  of 
Febniary  was  really  an  application  to  be  allowed  to 
project  beyond  the  genercJ  line  fixed  by  the  superhi- 
tending  architect  ? — Yes,  quite  so  ;  as  that  was  which 
they  sent  in  in  August. 

903.  In  August  no  general  line  had  been  fixed  ? — 
No,  but  the  line  was  perfectly  well  known. 

904.  That  may  be,  but  it  is  a  different  thing.  No 
proceedings  could  have  been  taken  by  anybody  at  that 
time  ? — No. 

905.  (Mr.  Hohhs.)  Will  your  Lordship  allow  me  to 
state  this,  that  I  find  we  were  giving  up  here  650  feet 
of  land  to  the  public  highway,  whicn  cost  us  3,900/., 
whilst  our  opponents,  the  London  and  County  Bank, 
have  recently  charged  the  orporation  of  Croydon 
2,000/.  for  500  superficial  feet  of  land  to  widen  the 
road  there. 

(Mr.  Winch.)  How  does  that  benefit  these  two 
houses  r 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  real  matter  which  the 
committee  had  under  consideration  was  that  they  were 
securing  a  very  important  ))ecuniary  benefit  for  the 
public  and  for  the  adjoining  owners,  a  very  substantial 
amendment. 


Adjourned  for  a  short  time. 


Mr.  Thomas  Jambs  Robertson  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr.  T.  J. 
Robertson. 


905.  ( Chairman^  You  have  been  for  some  years 
in  the  architects'  department  of  the  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works  ? — I  have, 

906.  Was  Mr.  Vulliamy  the  superintending  archi- 
tect at  the  time  you  first  went  into  that  department  ? 
—He  was. 

907.  What  was  your  position  when  first  appointed 
in  that  department? — My  position  when  first  ap- 
pointed was  as  an  assistant,  a  junior  assistant. 

908.  To  the  superintending  architect  ?  —  To  the 
BUberintending  architect 

909.  Did  you  continue  in  that  position  throughout  ? 
.—My  position  gradually  improved. 

9 10.  Did  you  become  the  senior  assistant  afterwards  ? 
— ^No,  I  became  assistant  surveyor,  which  was  the 
third  in  rank  as  regards  one  particular  branch. 

911.  The  surveyor  being  Mr.  Goddard  ?  —  The 
surveyor  being  Mr.  Goddard,  the  chief  being  Mr. 
Vulliamy. 

912.  When  did  you  become  the  assistant  surveyor  ? 
— Ou  the  12th  May  1882. 

913.  What  were  your  duties  as  assistant  surveyor? 
They  are  defined  in  print.  That  is  Mr.  Vulliamy'9 
own  copy  (handing  same  to  the  Chairman). 

914.  ^*  under  the  immediate  superintendence  of 
"  the  architect  preparing  reports,  and  conducting  cor- 
"  respondence  on  the  letting  and  sale  of  the  Board's 
^^  lands  and  properties  after  personal  negotiation  by 
'^  the  architect,  making  the  necessary  arrangements 


'*  for  sales  of  land,  houses,  and  materials  by  auction 
**  or  otherwise  ;  preparing  plans  for  laying  out  build- 
*'  ing  land;  direction  of  hoarding,  shoring,  fencing, 
''  and  incidental  works  and  repairs  ;  inspection  and 
'*  charge  of  property,  and  engagement  of  watchmen ; 
'^  preparation  of  estimates,  notices,  advertisements, 
"  Ac,  examination  of  accounts,  pay  sheets,  orders  for 
'^  payment  of  gratuities,  &c. ;  superintendence  of 
"  referencing,  and  other  gencsral  work."  Your  im- 
mediate superior  was  Mr.  Goddard? — He  was.  I 
have  a  memorandum  here  in  print  which  I  prepared 
at  the  time  that  I  was  recommended  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  assistant  surveyor,  and  it  gives  a  history  of 
the  ofiice,  which  might  perhaps  be  useful  in  the 
present  inquiry,  and  I  can  put  it  in  (same  was  handed 
in,  vide  Appendix). 

915.  When  was  this  prepared  ?— February  1882. 

916.  I  want  to  take  you  now  to  the  subject  of  the 
London  Pavilion.  The  Board  became  possessed  of 
the  site  about  the  year  1879  ?  —I  believe  so. 

917.  What  was  the  first  occasion  on  which  you  had 
any  connexion  with  transactions  relating  to  the  site  or 
the  building  ?~I  had  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  the 
tenancy  of  Mr.  Yiliiers  of  the  old  pavilion,  but  in  the 
course  of  my  duties,  after  Mr.  Villiers  became  tenant 
of  the  old  Pavilion,  I  became  acquainted  with  him. 

918.  Mr.  Villiers  became  tenant  of  the  old  building 
in  1879, 1  think?— That  is  about  the  date.  I  have 
not  got  it  clearly  in  my  mind. 
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019.  Prior  to  the  time  of  his  hecoming  temporary 
tenant  of  the  old  building  you,  I  understand  you  to 
say,  had  no  connexion  witli  the  transactions  relating 
to  the  taking  of  those  buildings  ? — Nothing  whatever, 
and  Mr.  Yilliers  was  an  absolute  stranger  to  me. 

920.  You  never  knew  him  until  after  he  was  the 
tenant  of  that  building? — I  only  knew  him  in  that 
capacity. 

921.  In  what  way  did  you  come  into  contact  or 
intercourse  with  him  in  that  capacity  ?  —  He  had 
occasion  to  call  at  my  oiiice  with  i^erence  to  certain 
matters  that  ai'ose  in  connexion  with  his  tenancy. 
He  used  to  come  down  once  a  month  to  pay  the  rent, 
not  to  my  office,  but  to  come  down  to  the  cashier's 
office  to  pay  the  rent,  and  questions  occasionally  arose 
about  allowances  in  the  way  of  taxes  and  matters  con- 
nected with  the  premises  which  he  thought  it  necessary 
to  bring  to  my  notice  as  representing  the  architect  in 
the  management  of  the  property. 

922.  Was  that  all  the  communication  that  you  had 
with  him  during  the  time  that  he  was  tenant  ? — His 
tenancy  extended  over  something  like  five  years,  I 
think,  and  in  the  course  of  that  time  I  had  occasion 
to  see  him  frequently.  There  were  certain  structural 
alterations  carried  out  at  the  Pavilion,  I  think,  in  the 
year  1883. 

923.  In  the  old  building? — ^In  the  old  building, 
and  in  connexion  with  that  matter  I  saw  him  several 
times,  and  in  &ct  I  frankly  admit  that  during  the 
later  years  I  was  on  friendly  terms  with  him. 

924.  Did  you  visit  him  at  his  house  ? — Oh,  no.  I 
meaa  in  a  business  way. 

925.  Were  you  at  the  old  London  Pavilion  fre- 
quently ? — ^Not  frequently,  I  was  there  occasionally. 
Several  times  1  have  been  there. 

926.  At  the  instance  of  Mr.  Villiers  ? — No ;  on  ray 
own  account. 

927.  Did  you  receive  admission  from  Mr.  Villiers  ? 
— Not  from  Mr.  Villiers,  but  the  men  at  the  door,  or 
the  man  at  the  door,  knew  me,*  in  fact  the  manager, 
Mr.  Adams,  passed  me. 

928.  He  passed  you  in  ?— Yes. 

929.  You  had  seen  him,  I  suppose,  on  behalf  of 
Mr.  Villiers  sometimes.  He  had  come  to  you  about 
matters  in  which  Mr.  Villiers  was  concerned? — I 
cannot  say,  he  may  have  done,  but  still  I  knew 
Mr.  Adams. 

930.  Did  you  know  him  otherwise  than  as  Mr. 
Villiers'  manager.  Had  you  known  him  before  you 
became  acquainted  with  Mr.  Villiers  ? — I  think  I  did, 
but  I  cannot  be  sure.  I  have  known  Mr.  Adams  a 
good  many  years,  just  as  an  acquaintance. 

931.  What  was  he  before  Mr.  Villiers  took  this 
building  temporarily  ? — I  think  Mr.  Adams  was  there 
before.  He  was  at  the  old  hall.  He  was  the  manager 
for  Mr.  Loibl  at  the  old  hall. 

932.  You  had  known  him  before  Mr.  Villiers 
became  tenant  ? — Yes. 

933.  Used  you  to  visit  the  old  hall  in  Mr.  Loibl's 
time? — Very,  very  seldom.  As  a  youth  I  used  to, 
occasionally. 

934.  When  you  were  at  the  London  Pavilion  would 
you  see  Mr.  Villiers? — I  saw  him  sometimes.  I 
might  perhaps  have  seen  him  and  I  might  not.  He 
was  generally  there  every  evening. 

935.  Had  he  a  room  there  into  which  you  went  ? — 
No,  not  that  I  know  of. 

936.  Where  used  you  to  see  him  ? — In  the  audi- 
torium. 

987.  When  did  you  first  become  aware  of  his 
sending  in  an  application  for  the  site  of  the  London 
Pavilion,  irfter  it  was  cleared? — Speaking  literally, 
I  did  not  become  aware  of  it  until  it  was  opened  at 
the  committee,  but  to  be  perfectly  frank  with  your 
Lordship,  I  admit  that  it  was  practically  upon  my 
suggestion  made  sometime  previously  that  Mr.  Villiers 
<ient  that  letter. 

938.  You  mean  the  letter  of  the  12th  November  ? 
«— Yes.  Will  you  allow  me  to  state  in  three  sentences 
the  circumstances  which  led  up  to  that  ? 


939.  Certainly  ?— When  the  old  London  Pavilion      Third  Daj. 

was  acquired  by  the  Board,  it  was  not  known  how  ' 

long  it  would  be  likely  to  stand.     On  the  I6tli  June     '^  Mayj888. 
1879,  it  was  reported  to  the  works  committee  that      j^^^  *p,  J. 
possession  would  not  be  required  for  nine  months,  and      Bobertaon, 

on  June  30th,  1879,  Mr.  Ward,  the  solicitor,  reported       

to  the  works  committee,  as  follows :  *'  I  should  think 

"  it  will  be  two  years  before  the  Board  could  utilise 
"  the  site  of  the  premises."  The  question  of  dealinir 
with  the  Pavilion  waa  mooted  several  times  in  the 
works  committee,  but  the  matter  was  always  shelved. 
There  was  a  strong  feeling  on  the  part  of  some 
members  to  abandon  the  licenses  altogether,  while 
others  maintained  that  in  the  interest  of  the  rate- 
payers they  ought  to  be  preserved.  As  time  went  on, 
and  progress  was  made  in  the  acquisition  of  property 
for  the  improvement  between  Piccadilly  Circus  and 
New  Oxford  Street,  the  necessity  for  dealing  with 
the  music  hall  became  urgent.  On  the  6th  October 
1884,  the  works  committee  directed  the  solicitor  and 
architect  to  report  on  the  following  Monday  when  the 
Board  would  be  in  a  position  to  pull  down  the  build- 
ing. On  October  13th,  1884,  Mr.  Vulliamy  reported, 
**  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  time  when  the  Pavilion 
**  Music  Hall  will  have  to  be  removed  may  be  fixed 
"  at  the  24th  June  next."  Mr.  Ward,  in  bis  report 
of  the  same  date,  deprecated  any  arrangement  being 
made  as  to  the  Pavilion  which  would  defer  for  more 
than  six  months  from  date  the  clearance  of  the 
ground.  The  only  resolution  come  to  by  the  works 
committee  on  these  reports  was  the  following :  — 
"  Resolved  that  the  reports  be  received."  No  direc- 
tions were  given  to  the  oflficers,  and  the  question, 
therefore,  drifted  along  until  Mr.  Vulliamy  became 
apprehensive  that  the  licenses  would  be  lost,  and  that 
ho  would  be  blamed  for  neglect.  I  also  felt  that 
blame  might  be  attached  to  me^  and  then,  in  the 
execution  of  my  duties,  I  was  brought  into  constant 
communication  with  Mr.  Jackson,  the  conveyancing 
solicitor.  Mr.  Jackson  was  also  anxious  and  appro- 
hensive  about  the  delay  of  the  works  committee  in 
coming  to  any  decision  about  the  Pavilion.  In  the 
course  of  conversation  with  Mr.  Jackson,  he  asked  me 
whether  I  thought  the  people  at  the  Pavilion  would 
make  an  offer  for  the  property.  I  replied  that  I 
thought  Mr.  Villiers  would  be  prepared  to  make  an 
offer.  Mr.  Jackson  then  said  that  as  the  Board  seem 
so  undecided  in  the  matter  it  would  be  better  to 
suggest  to  Mr.  Villiers  to  make  a  direct  application 
to  them,  and  thus  ascertain  their  views  on  the  subject. 
On  the  next  occasion  that  Mr.  Villiers  called  at  my 
office  I  made  such  a  suggestion  to  him,  but  it  was,  I 
may  say,  some  weeks  prior  to  the  time  when  he  did 
make  the  application. 

940.  Some  weeks  prior  to  November  1884?  — 
Yes. 

941.  I  am  not  sure  that  I  quite  understand  what 
were  the  grounds  of  your  apprehension  of  the  licenses 
being  lost  ? — Because  it  was  absolutely  necessary  to 
clear  the  buildings  for  the  purpose  of  the  new  street 
by  a  certain  date,  which  the  architect  fixed  at  June, 
and  the  solicitor  fixed  at  March,  and  very  great  pres- 
sure was  being  put  upon  the  Board  in  order  to 
expedite  those  works  which  had  been  authorised  by 
an  Act  seven  years  previously.  Very  great  pressure 
indeed  was  being  put,  and  it  was  known  that  if  the 
old  building  was  pulled  down  without  arrangements 
being  made  for  a  new  building  the  license  would  be 
inevitably  lost. 

942.  The  exact  time  of  pulling  them  down,  and 
those  arrangements,  were  all  in  the  hands  of  the 
Board,  were  they  not  ?— The  arrangements  for  pulhng 
the  buildings  down  ? 

943.  Yes,  the  Board  could  so  have  arranged  the 
time  as  to  secure  the  licenses,  as  far  as  they  were 
concerned,  not  being  lost,  could  they  not  ? — ^No,  they 
could  not,  because  the  new  street  went  through  the 
middle  of  the  Pavilion. 

944.  The  time  when  they  should  make  the  new 
street  by  pulling  down  the  Pavilion  was  in  the  power 
of  the  Board,  was  it  not?— It  was  in  the  power  of 
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the  Board,  and  they  intended  undoubtedly  to  clear  the 
ground  for  the  street. 

945.  I  do  not  quite  understand.  Supposing  they 
chose  to  do  it  at  such  a  time  and  under  such  circum- 
stances as  that  the  license  would  be  lost,  what  concern 
was  that  of  yours,  or  what  blame  could  fall  upon  you  ? 
— Undoubtedly  it  would  have  reflected  upon  the  de- 
partment if  any  misapprehension  had  occurred  on  the 
subject. 

946.  But  the  works  committee  was  the  whole  of 
the  Board,  was  it  not  ? — It  was  the  whole  Board. 

947.  Therefore  the  Board  would  only  have  had 
themselves  to  blame? — They  would,  but  they  gene- 
rally find  someone  to  blame. 

948.  You  were  aware,  then,  that  Mr.  Villiers  had 
sent  in  that  application,  I  suppose,  as  soon  as  it  was 
received? — I  was  present  at  the  works  committee 
when  it  was  received,  as  assistant  to  Mr.  Vulliamy. 

949.  You  were  aware  that  on  that  Mr.  Villiers 
was  informed  that  the  committee  would  bo  prepared 
to  receive  an  offer  from  him  ? — I  was  aware  of  that. 

950.  On  the  24th  November  1884  Mr.  Vulliamy 
made  a  re|)ort  with  reference  to  the  price  to  be  re- 
quired from  any  one  desirous  of  taking  the  land.  Had 
you  anything  to  do  with  the  preparation  of  that 
report  ? — ^Nothing  whatever. 

951.  When  did  you  first  see  it  ? — I  first  saw  it 
when  it  was  handed  to  me  by  Mr.  Vulliamy  to  get  fair 
copied. 

952.  That  would  be  immediately  after  it  was  made, 
then  ? — The  draft  of  the  report  is  in  existence,  and 
Mr.  Blashill  has  it.  (It  is  handed  to  the  Commis- 
fiofiers  hy  Mr.  Blashill.) 

953.  In  whose  handwriting  is  this  ? — In  the  hand- 
writting  of  Mr.  Goddard. 

954.  I  observe  that  there  the  number  of  feet  is  left 
in  blank,  and  that  the  ground  rent  is  put  at  the  sum 
of— there  is  first  "  £,"  and  then  "  Query,  £2,800  " 
— Yes,  the  basis  of  the  computation  was  fixed  at  5*. 
per  square  foot,  and  at  the  time  Mr.  Goddard  wrote 
that  report  the  area  had  not  been  computed.  It  was 
computed  by  me.  I  found  it  to  be  close  upon  12,000 
feet,  and  therefore  filled  in  the  figure  3,000/.  at  5s. 
per  foot. 

955.  And  then  gave  it  to  be  fair  copied  ? — And 
then  gave  it  to  be  fair  copied.  There  was  one  or  two 
slight  verbal  alterations  in  my  writing.  You  find 
they  do  not  afiect  the  report. 

956.  There  are  some  in  red  ink  ? — Yes,  very  slight ; 
verbal  alterations. 

957.  The  alterations  in  this  part  of  the  report  in 
red  ink  appear  to  be  to  put  *^  license  "  in  the  plural 
and  make  it ''  licenses,"  and  to'  change  the  expression, 
'*  The  opening  of  the  Empire  theatre  somewhat  dimi- 
"  nished  the  future  prospective  profits "  into  "  the 
"  prospective  profits  of  the  new  undertaking?" — 
Whatever  alterations  they  were,  were  done  under  the 
direction  of  Mr.  Vulliamy. 

958.  Were  you  present  at  the  meeting  of  the 
works  committee  on  that  same  day,  the  24th  November, 
when  it  was  resolved,  "On  the  motion  of  Mr.  Fowler, 
"  that  Mr.  Villiers  be  informed  that  the  committee 
"  will  receive  any  proposal  from  him  with  a  view  to 
**  subsequent  negotiation  ?  " — I  was  present. 

959.  Did  you  have  any  communication  with  Mr. 
Villiers,  either  orally  or  by  letter,  between  that  date 
and  the  29th  November  ? — ^I  had  no  communication,  I 
may  say,  whatever.  I  believe  he  passed  through  my 
room  to  see  Mr.  Vulliamy  between  those  dates,  but  I 
had  no  communication  with  him  on  the  subject  of  these 
negotiations  whatever. 

960.  Did  you  liave  any  conversation  with  him  at 
all  ? — No  conversation  whatever  on  the  subject,  nor 
any  at  all  that  I  recollect,  except  probably  saying 
good  morning.  I  had  no  conversation  with  him  on 
the  subject  of  his  letter  or  of  the  negotiations. 

961.  It  has  been  said  that  on  one  occasion  you 
wrote  a  letter  to  Mr.  Villiers,  which  was  by  misteke 
taken  to  another  gentleman.  When  was  that  ? — ^What 
I  /taid  at  the  time,  and  what  I  Ray  now,  was  that  that 


note  was  certainly  after  these  negotiations  had  been 
concluded— af^er  the  8th  December. 

962.  You  were  present  when  Mr.  Villiers'  letter 
was  opened,  in  which  he  made  an  offer  of  2,700/.  a 
year  and  15,000/.  for  the  licenses  ? — That  M'as  on  the 
24th  November. 

963.  The  29th  November,  or,  rather,  the  Ist  De- 
cember. His  letter  is  dated  the  29th  November? — 
The  1st  December.     I  was  present. 

064.  Are  yon  aware  at  all  how  he  came  to  offer  the 
exact  sum  for  the  licenses  which  had  been  put  upon 
it  in  the  report  that  you  have  just  alluded  to  ? — ^I  am 
not  aware,  as  a  matter  of  fact.  I  can  only  surmise.  I 
have  a  reference  to  it  here.  The  fact  of  it  was,  if  it 
were  a  secret  at  all  it  was  an  open  secret.  What  I  say 
ie  :  there  was  no  secret  whatever  about  the  15,000/., 
and  the  very  fact  of  Mr.  Villiers  offering  that  identical 
amount  indicates  that  he  knew  that  was  the  figure  that 
the  Board  wanted. 

965.  That  I  should  rather  judg^.  The  question  is 
how  he  came  to  know  ? — I  will  tell  yourLiordship  how 
the  figure  was  mentioned.  Mr.  Villiers  wrote  on  the 
12th  November  1884  enquiring  whether  the  Board 
would  treat  with  him.  This  letter  was  addressed  to 
the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  and  was  presented 
to  the  works  committee  on  the  l7th  November  by 
the  clerk  of  the  Board.  A  discussion  look  place,  and 
a  considerable  diversity  of  opinion  was  expressed  by 
members.  Some  advocated  the  abolition  of  the  music 
hall,  and  Mr.  Bichardson,  a  member,  asked  Mr. 
Vulliamy  what  loss  this  would  entail  upon  the  Board. 
Mr.  Vulliamy  conferred  with  Mr.  Goddard  in  the 
committee  room,  and  that  gentleman — that  is  to  say, 
Mr.  Goddard — slated  to  the  committee  that  lie  should 
estimate  the  loss  at  from  12,000/.  to  15,000/.  Mr. 
Eichardson  thereupon  remarked  that  he  could  not  be  a 
party  to  throwing  away  15,000/.  These  statements 
were  heard  in  the  committee  room  and  probably  by  30 
or  40  members  and  12  or  15  ofiicials. 

966.  I  suppose  all  the  committee  heard  the  report 
of  the  29th  Novembc;^,  did  they  not? — It  was  on  the 
17th  November  that  the  15,000/.  was  first  mentioned, 
and  then  the  committee  passed  a  resolution  that  the 
proposal  of  Mr.  Villiers  be  "  referred  to  the  solicitor 
"  and  archit<?ct  for  report  on  Monday  next."  That 
was  on  the  l7th  November.  Then  I  say  here  tliat 
the  architect's  report  was  drafted  by  Mr.  Goddard. 
The  report  was  niade  by  Mr.  Vulliamy,  in  the  belief 
that  the  works  committee  were  not  content  with  the 
verbal  opinion  given  by  Mr.  Goddard  on  the  l7th 
November  but  Avanted  a  formally  written  report  from 
himself  to  guide  them  in  naming  the  price  they  were 
to  ask  for  the  property. 

967.  What  you  say  is,  that  though  you  did  not 
communicate  it^  it  was  known  to  all  the  members  of 
the  works  committee  who  were  present  and  also  to 
several  officials  of  the  Board  ? — ^Yes.  It  was  named, 
as  I  say,  on  the  17th  November.  It  was  put  into 
writing  on  the  24th  November.  It  was  known  in  the 
office  to  certain  officials  before  it  was  presented  to  the 
committee. 

968.  What  officials  would  be  allowed  to  know 
that  ? — ^There  was  no  secret  made  of  the  report  at  all. 
It  was  fair  copied  in  the  office  in  the  ordinary  way. 
It  was  copied  into  the  letter  book.  There  was  no 
secresy  observed  about  it.  It  was  presented  to  the 
committee  as  an  ordinary  document,  an  ordinary 
valuation.  It  was  read  to  the  committee.  Perhaps  30 
or  40  members  were  present,  and  officials.  The  report 
was  entered  in  the  ^orks  committee  ndnutes,  which 
are  practically  accessible  to  every  member  and.  officer 
of  the  Board,  and  it  was  treated  as  an  ordinary  valua- 
tion, such  as  are  presented  by  the  score  every  week, 
of  property  to  be  purchased. 

969.  But  of  property  to  be  sold ;  are  the  valuations 
treated  in  that  same  nnconfidential  way  so  that  anybody 
in  the  building  can  get  at  them  ? — ^No^  the  Pavilion 
was  an  exceptional  case  in  every  respect. 

970.  When  was  the  arrangement  first  made  between 
Mr.  Villiers  and  any  other  persons  as  to  a  part  of  this 
«it«  being  occupied  by  a  restaurant  to  your  knowledge  ? 
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The  first  tliat  I  heard  of  it  was  from  a  brotlier,  who 
told  me  that  Mr.  Villiers  had  spoken  to  him  on  the 
subject. 

971.  When  was  that? — That  would  be  sometime 
in  Jannary,  shortly  after  Mr.  Villiers  got  his  agree- 
ment. 

972.  Had  yoa  not  heard  any  such  suggestions  until 
after  Mr.  Villiers  had  got  his  agreement  ? — I  heard 
no  suggestion  of  the  kind  until  my  brother  told  me 
of  it. 

973.  Could  you  give  us  the  exact  date  when  your 
brother  told  you  of  it  ? — No,  I  could  not.  It  would  be 
four  years  ago. 

974.  What  did  he  tell  you  then  ?— He  told  me  that 
Mr.  Villiers  had  asked  him  if  he  could  find  any 
money. 

975.  What  for  ? — ^To  assist  in  the  new  buildings ; 
and  that  in  that  event  if  he  could  Mr.  Villiers  would 
probably  make  arrangements  with  him  for  retaining 
him  there.  My  brother  being  at  the  time  a  next  door 
neighbour.  I  have  a  photograph  here  of  the  whole 
place  showing  the  position  of  the  properties  {producing 
same). 

976.  It  was  next  door  to  the  old  London  Pavilion  ? 
Yes,  and  at  one  time  the  properties  were  combined. 
It  is  usually  the  case  with  music  halls  to  have  a  tavern 
attached  to  them. 

977.  Your  brother  was  occupying  that  under  the 
Board  ? — He  was,  as  a  monthly  tenant. 

988.  When  did  he  become  tenant  under  the  Board  ? 
— ^I  do  not  know  the  date ;  some  time  in  1882  or  1883, 
I  think. 

979.  At  the  time  when  you  suggested  Mr.  Villiers 
sending  in  an  application,  or  previous  to  that  time,  had 
any  communication  taken  place  between  you  or  your 
brother  or  you  and  Mr.  Vifliers  with  reference  to  your 
brother  having  a  part  of  the  site  if  he  did  so  ? — Not 
the  slightest ;  it  was  not  dreamt  of. 

980.  Neither  between  you  and  your  brother  nor 
between  you  and  Mr.  Villiers  ? — Never  mooted.  It 
was  not  thought  of. 

{Mr,  Overend,)  There  might  be  something  which 
would  probably  ^x  the  date  in  the  shape  of  a  letter 
received  by  Mr.  VuUiamy. 

{Mr.  Meadows  Wnite.)  24th  November  1883— it 
has  been  alluded  to  alroady. 

{Chainnan.)  That  shows  the  time  when  he  became 
tenant. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  It  is  an  assignment  from 
Foster,  who  was  then  the  tenant  to  Gray. 

891.  {Chairman.)  Had  you  had  no  conversation 
with  your  brother  as  to  what  he  was  going  to  do 
when  these  premises  disappeared  ? — I  recollect  on  one 
occasion  asking  him  what  he  was  going  to  do  when 
they  disappeared,  and  he  did  not  seem  to  have  a  very 
clear  idea  of  what  he  was  going  to  do.  He  had  no 
project  formed  then. 

982.  Do  you  say  that  it  was  not  until  January  that 
you  had  any  conversation  upon  the  subject  ?  —  I 
am  perfectly  certain  it  was  not  until  after  Mr.  Villiers 
had  got  his  agreement  from  the  Board. 

983.  When  Mi*.  Villiers  got  his  agreement  from  the 
Board  you  have  told  us  that  an  enquiry  took  place  as 
to  whether  your  brother  could  find  any  money  for  the 
building ;  that  was,  I  suppose,  with  a  view  to  his 
becoming  the  tenant  of  part  of  it  ? — Yes.  Mr.  Villiers, 
I  believe,  negotiated  with  several  of  the  old  tenants 
to,  as  it  were,  reinstate  them  jointly  with  himself  in 
the  new  premises. 

984.  Did  Mr.  Villiers  conmiunicate  with  you  on 
the  subject  ? — ^Not  at  that  time,  not  until  afterwards. 

985.  When  did  he  first  communicate  with  you  upon 
it  ? — ^Probably  shortly  afterwards  when  he  came  to  the 
office  about  plans.  He  had  to  come  to  my  office,  which 
adjoins  Mr.  VuUiamy's,  about  the  deposit  of  plans. 
AU  plans  of  new  buildings  to  be  erected  were  deposited 
in  my  office. 

986.  And  were  subject  to  the  approval  of  the 
Board  ? — And  were  subject  to  the  approval  of  the 
Board. 


987.  Was  it  part  of  your  duty  to  i^eport  upon  them  ? 
— No. 

988.  With  whom  did  that  duty  rest?— Mr.  Vulliamy 
looked  at  the  plans  himself.  He  took  particular 
interest  in  that  part  of  the  work,  and  in  matters  of 
detail,  reading  through  the  specifications  and  other 
things.     He  was  assisted  by  someone  in  another  office. 

989.  Did  he  receive  no  assistance  from  you  with 
reference  to  plans  ? — He  received  no  technical  assis- 
tance from  me  whatever. 

990.  What  do  you  mean  when  you  limit  it  in  that 
way  ?~I  mean  to  say,  that  sitting  as  I  did  in  the  room 
next  to  Mr.  Vulliamy  f  saw,  perlu^ps,  more  of  him  than 
most  of  his  staff.  Our  rooms  communicated  with  a 
door,  and  I  occupied  an  office  jointly  with  my  principal 
assistant.  My  room  being  near  to  the  entrance  it 
became  practically  an  ante-room  to  Mr.  Vulliamy's 
room,  so  that  I  saw  a  great  many  people.  A  great 
many  people  passed  through  my  room  who  wanted  to 
see  Mr.  Vulliamy. 

991.  Mr.  Villiers  spoke  to  me  some  time  early  in 
Januai'y,  I  gather,  about  this  matter? — I  will  not 
say  it  was  early  in  January,  but  it  may  have  been. 

992.  However,  in  January  ? — ^Yes. 

993.  Will  you  tell  us  what  passed? — I  cannot 
recollect  the  particular  conversation. 

994.  I  mean  the  substance  of  it  ? — I  really  cannot 
remember  any  particular  conversation. 

995.  Do  you  mean  you  had  so  many  ? — I  mean  to 
say  that  about  that  time  he  was  in  the  place  very 
frequently. 

996.  What  did  he  come  there  for  ? — He  came  about 
the  plans.  He  came  to  show  me  the  elevation  that 
had  been  prepared,  because  he  knew  they  would  be 
scrutinised  very  pai'ticularly  by  the  committee.  There 
had  been  so  much  difficulty  in  the  matter,  and  so 
much  objection  taken  that  he  knew  they  would  be 
very  particular  about  his  plan,  and  when  he  prepared 
an  elevation  he  came  to  show  it. 

997.  What  sort  of  conversation  took  place  about 
your  brother  or  about  the  "  Black  Horse  "? — I  suppose 
I  heard  from  him  or  from  my  brother  that  they  were 
negotiating  for  a  sub-tenancy.  I  have  a  copy  of  the 
agreement  that  existed  between  them  which  I  shall 
be  happy  to  put  in. 

998.  {Mr.  Overend.)  There  is  an  agreement  dated 
2nd  March  1885,  between  Mr.  R.  E.  Villiers  and  Mr. 
W.  W.  Gray  and  third  parties  who  acted  as  contrac- 
tors for  the  erection  of  the  building.     {It  is  /utnded.) 

999.  {Chairman.)  Did  Mr.  Villiers  know  that  Mr. 
Gray  was  your  brother  ? — I  believe  he  did. 

1000.  This  agreement  of  the  2nd  of  May  is  after 
the  transaction  is  concluded.  This  is  the  actual  agree- 
ment. I  want  to  deal  with  the  negotiations  which  led 
up  to  the  agreement? — I  recollect  telling  my  brother 
that  he  would  incur  a  very  great  risk,  and  endeavour- 
ing to  dissuade  him  from  having  anything  to  do  with 
it.  I  considered  that  it  was  anything  but  an  advan- 
tageous thing  for  him  to  do,  as  the  result  has  unfortu- 
nately proved. 

1001.  Did  Mr.  Villiers  urge  it  ?— Undoubtedly ;  it 
was  greatly  to  his  advantage  to  make  it.  By  that 
agreement  my  brother  found  10,000/.  in  cash>  and  he 
took  all  the  risk  of  getting  a  license  and  subjected 
himself  to  other  very  onerous  conditions,  the  result  of 
which  was  that  he  lost  every  penny  that  he  got.  It 
was  a  most  disastrous  speculation. 

1002.  At  the  time,  I  suppose,  it  was  thought  to  be 
a  mutual  advantage  ? — 1  es. 

1003.  Did  you  communicate  with  your  brother 
wnat  had  passed  between  you  and  Mr.  Villiers  ? — ^At 
what  time  ? 

1004.  In  January.  I  am  dealing  now  with  the 
time  when  this  matter  was  in  negotiation  ? — In 
January  I  have  no  doubt  that  my  brother  had  told  me 
about  it.    I  did  see  both  the  parties  on  the  subject. 

1005.  Did  you  assist  in  the  negotiations? — To  a 
certain  extent  I  did. 

1006.  To  what  extent? — Simply  in  advising  my 
brother. 
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1007.  Did  you  meet  the  two  together  sometimes  ? — 
I  have  no  doubt  I  did,  but  I  cannot  recollect  any  par- 
ticular time. 

1008.  What  arrangement  was  made  in  Avhich  you 
were  pecuniarily  concerned  ? — No  arrangement  what- 
ever. 

1009.  Did  you  not  advance  or  agree  to  advance  any 
money  ? — Not  a  farthing  at  that  time. 

1010.  At  that  time  ?— At  that  time. 

1011.  When  was  it  that  you  did? — ^Not  until,  I 
think  it  was,  December  1885. 

1012.  Nearly  a  year  afterwards? — Nearly  a  year 
afterwards,  when  the  building  was  up. 

1013.  At  this  time  hud  you  promised  your  brother 
any  pecuniary  assistance  ? — Not  a  farthing. 

1014.  Had  he  promised  you  any  pecuniary  advan- 
tage ? — Not  a  farthin^jj 

1015.  You  were  aware,  I  suppose,  of  the  offer  that 
was  made  by  another  person  to  tender  for  the  land 
and  his  subsequent  tender  for  it  ? — Yes,  and  I  regarded 
it  as  a  bogus  offer. 

1016.  Had  you  anything  to  do  with  advising  upon 
that? — Nothing  whatever. 

1017.  Did  you  communicate  your  idea  that  it  was  a 
bogus  offer  to  Mr.  Vulliamy  ? — Mr.  Vulliamyhad  an 
interview  with  Mr.  Pyke  himself  on  26th  November. 

1018.  Were  you  present  at  it  ? — For  a  short  part  of 
the  time  I  believe  that  I  took  Mr.  Pyke  into  Mr. 
Vulliamy 's  room. 

1019.  {Mr.  Overend.)  I  may  say  that  the  witness 
has  in  liis  possession  a  portion  of  Mr.  Vulliamy *8  diary, 
written  by  bin!,  in  Mr.  Vulliamy's  own  handwriting, 
with  reference  to  the  visit  of  Mr.  Pyke. 

( The  witness,)  I  have  not  got  the  diary.  The 
dinry  is  in  possession  of  the  Board. 

1020.  {Mr.  Overend.)  I  have  a  copy. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  Tiie  diary  is  here  if  your 
Lordship  would  like  to  see  it.  {The  diaries  were 
handed  to  his  lordship.) 

{The  witness,)  It  is  datetl  26th  November  1884  ; 
there  is  a  note  that  Mr.  Pyke  called. 

1021.  {Chainnan.)  "  26th  November.  Mr.  Joseph 
"  Pyke  called  to  see  the  plan  of  the  proposed  site  of 
"  the  London  Pavilion,  which  I  refused  to  show  him 
"  without  permission  of  the  Board  ?  " — At  that  inter- 
view I  heard  Mr.  Pyke  say  that  he  had  heard  about 
this  matter  from  a  member  of  the  Board  whom  he  had 
met  in  a  private  box  at  a  theatre. 

1022.  I  do  not  quite  see  why  he  should  not  have 
been  allowed  to  see  the  site  if  Mr.  Villiers  had  been 
allowed  to  tender  for  it? — There  was  a  negotiation 
going  on  betiveen  two  parties  which  was  certainly 
supposed  to  be  of  a  private  nature,  and  as  to  which 
Mr.  Pyke  had  no  right  to  know  anythtng. 

1023.  I  am  not  speaking  of  his  knowing  anything 
about  the  tender  that  Mr.  Villiers  was  making,  or  that 
the  Board  had  agreed  lo  let  him  make,  but  why  should 
not  anybody  who  might  come  into  the  market  be 
allowed  to  see  the  site  ?— Because  it  was  not  in  the 
market. 

1024.  It  was  in  the  market  in  the  sense  of  a  person 
being  permitted  to  make  nn  offer  for  it? — Under 
certain  special  circumstances. 

1025.  Then  it  was  understood  to  be  only  in  the 
market  for  Mr.  Villiers  ? — At  that  time  undoubtedly. 
The  Board,  after  a  long  debate,  had  decided  that 
they  would  negotiate  with  him,  certainly  to  the 
exclusion  of  others.  That  is  what  we  quite  under- 
stood, and  we  should  have  considered  it  a  gre^t  breach 
of  duty  to  have  shown  the  plan  to  anybody  else. 

1026.  Did  it  strike  you  that  if  you  were  negotiating 
only  with  that  one  individual  it  was  all  the  more  im- 
portant that  he  should  not  know  what  the  Board's 
architect  thought  about  the  minimum  price  that  would 
be  taken  ? — Mr.  Villiers  did  not  know  to  our  know- 
ledge what  Mr.  Vulliamy's  minimum  price  was. 

1027.  You  have  very  little  doubt  now,  have  you, 
that  somehow  or  other  he  did  know  ? — I  have  very 
little  doubt  that  he  did  know  all  about  it. 

1028.  Did  you  have  any  conversation  with  Mr. 
Vulliamy  about  the  offer  of  Mr.  Pyke  ? — Mr,  Pyke's 


offer  did  not  come  in  until  three  or  four  days  after  Mr. 
ViUiers  had  accepted  the  Board's  offer. 

1029.  I  do  not  ask  you  about  that.  Was  there 
any  communication  with  Mr.  Vulliamy  about  Mr. 
Pyke's  proposal  ? — At  what  time  ? 

1030*  December  ? — ^I  have  not  the  slightest  doubt 
that  there  were  many  conversations  on  the  subject.  It 
excited  very  great  interest  at  the  time.  The  general 
impression  was  that  it  was  a  bogus  offer,  and  made 
simply  to  trade  upon  Mr.  Villiers'  offer. 

1031.  In  what  way  to  trade  upon  Mr.  Villiers' 
offer  ? — Mr.  Pyke  did  not  know  the  size,  frontage, 
position,  or  amenities  of  the  land  tliat  he  was  tendering 
for.  It  was  net  cleared.  There  were  no  streets 
round  it.  In  fact  it  existed  in  imagination.  Mr. 
Pyke's  offer  upon  December  the  8th  was  of  such  an 
indeffnite  nature  that  he  could  not  have  been  bound 
by  it  if  the  Board  had  accepted  it.  Mr.  Pyke's  offer 
>vas  made  four  days  after  Mr.  VHliers  had  accepted 
the  terms  offered  him  by  the  committee.  Mr.  Pyke 
was  therefore  trading  upon  Mr.  Villiers'  offer,  and 
could  just  as  safely  have  offei-ed  6,000/.  or  8,000/. 
knowing  that  the  committee  were  not  in  a  position  to 
deal  with  him. 

1032.  What  do  yo  mean  by  trading  upon  it.  What 
had  he  to  gain  by  trading  upon  it? — Simply  this. 
He  thought,  I  suppose,  I  surmise  that  he  thought 
that  if  it  were  good  enough  for  Mr.  Villiers  to  give 
3,000/.  a  year,  it  was  probably  good  enough  for  him 
lo  give  4,000/.  Mr.  Pyke,  I  believe,  is  not  a  music 
hall  proprietor,  or  a  builder,  he  is  a  jeweller  in  Bond 
Street. 

1033.  Supposing  that  to  be  so,  it  would  be  all  the 
better  for  the  Board,  that  they  could  get  the  4,000/., 
would  not  it  ? — Certainly,  other  terms  being  equal, 
if  you  could  get  4,000/.  instead  of  3,000/.,  but  Mr. 
Villiers'  offer,  with  the  15,(»00/.  added,  would  be 
equivalent  almost,  within  a  100/.  or  200/.  a  year,  to 
the  4,000/.  even,  if  you  could  get  it. 

1034.  Not  unless  you  were  going  to  take  your  pro- 
perty at  15  years'  purchase  only  ? — Taking  it  at  25 
years'  purchase,  it  would  be  600/.  a  year. 

1035.  It  is  a  difference  of  10,000/.  ?— Yes.  That 
is  assuming  the  4,000/.  a  year  was  a  bond  fide  offer. 
I  might  say,  probably,  the  Board,  besides  being  com- 
mitted to  Mr.  Villiers,  might  have  had  in  mind  an 
incident  of  a  similar  kind  that  occurred  some  years 
previously  in  Noithumberland  Avenue.  A  very  im- 
portant tender  had  been  made  there  by  responsible 
people  to  take  the  whole  of  the  gi'ound  at  a  certain 
price  per  foot.  The  Buard  said  no,  we  will  not  take  that 
price,  but  we  will  let  you  the  whole  of  the  ground  at 
a  certain  price,  which  lliey  named.  During  the  tinK» 
that  was  given  for  reply,  some  one  who  had  heard  of 
the  negotiation,  sent  in  an  almost  similar  offer,  the 
edect  of  which  was  that  the  persons  who  made  the 
first  offer  withdrew  from  it,  and  the  Board  did  not 
succeed  in  letting  the  land  at  all.  That  is  an  instance 
of  trading  upon  another  man's  offer. 

1036.  Did  you  endeavour  to  dissuade  the  com- 
mittee from  accepting  Mr.  Pyke's  offer? — I  took  no 
part  in  the  matter  whatever.  I  was  simply  a  sub- 
ordinate there,  who  was  not  consulted  or  referred  to 
in  any  shape  or  form,  and  I  never  spoke.  I  never 
even  spoke  or  communicated  with  any  member  of  the 
Board  on  the  subject  of  Mr.  Villiers'  offer  from  first 
to  last. 

1037.  Your  only  communication  was  with  Mr.  Vid- 
Hamy  ? — Exactly.  The  thing,  as  far  as  I  was  con- 
cerned, was  decided  entirely  and  solely  upon  its 
merits,  and  at  the  discretion  of  the  members  of  the 
committee. 

1038.  Do  you  know  when  Mr.  Saunders  was  first 
engaged  as  architect  for  the  London  Pavilion  ? — I 
do  not. 

1039.  What  was  the  first  occasion  on  which  you 
knew  he  was  engaged  ? — ^The  first  occasion  was  vsrhen 
Mr.  Villiers  came  to  show  me  the  elevation. 

1040.  Can  you  tell  me  what  date  that  was? — I 
could  not  say  the  exact  date,  but  it  was  some  time  in 
January. 
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1041.  Early  in  January? — No,  it  would  be  about 
towards  the  end  of  January,  I  think. 

1042.  Had  it  Mr.  Saunders*  name  on  it ;  was  that 
how  you  knew,  or  were  you  told  by  Mr.  Villiers  that 
he  was  the  architect? — ^I  was  told  by  Mr.  Villiers 
that  he  was  the  architect.  He  brought  the  elevation, 
and  asked  me  what  I  thought  of  it. 

1043.  When  he  was  first  employed,  you  do  not 
know  ? — I  do  not  know. 

1044.  When  was  the  occasion  that  you  first  had 
to  do  pecuniarily  at  all  with  this  site  ? — I  think  it  wab 
December  1885. 

1045.  What  were  your  relations  to  it  then  ? — My 
brother  was  in  great  distress  at  the  time.  He  had, 
J  think,  paid  away  over  10,000/.,  and  there  was  a 
question  of  further  demands  by  the  contractors  which 
be  was  unable  to  meet.  He  could  not  arrange  for  a 
satisfactory  moitgage  until  the  building  was  com- 
pleted, and  he  was  in  urgent  need  of  a  temporary  sum 
to  enable  him  to  satisfy  the  contractors  uutil  the 
building  was  completed  v/hen  he  expected  to  get  a 
favourable  mortgage. 

1046.  When  then  ?— Then  I  lent  him  1,500/. 

1047.  Can  you  tell  us  the  exact  date  of  that ;  was 
it  paid  by  cheque  ? — Yes. 

1048.  That  will  enable  you  to  tell  ? — Yes.  I  have 
not  got  it  with  me. 

1049.  Perhaps  you  will  bring  that  on  the  next 
occasion  ? — Yes. 

1050.  Was  any  security  given  to  you  ?-— At  that 
time  I  had  no  secunty,  but  an  acknowledgment. 

1051.  Have  you  got  the  acknowledgment  ? — ^Not 
now.     It  was  an  I.  ().  U. 

1052.  And  it  has  been  repaid  ? — I  advanced  two 
further  sums,  and  then  I  got  an  agreement  with  him 
providing  for  their  repayment. 

1053.  When  did  you  advance  the  further  sums? — I 
think  I  advanced  the  sum  of  1,000/.  within  two  or 
three  months,  and  the  remaining  sum  of  500/.  about 
August. 

1U54.  August  1886  ?— August  1886. 

1055.  Perhaps  you  will  bring  the  cheques  relating 
to  this  and  any  documents  you  have  on  the  next 
occasion.  You  had  another  brother,  I  think,  in- 
terested in  this  matter  besides  your  brother  William  ? 
—No. 

1056.  I  thought  he  was  one  of  the  persons  getting 
up  the  company  or  subscribing  ? — I  do  not  know  that 
he  was  interested  in  any  way  except  formally  for  the 
purpose  of  creating  a  company. 

1057.  He  was  one  of  the  persons  who  signed  the 
memorandum  ? — That  is  all. 

1058.  He  took  only  the  one  share  to  qualify  ? — 
That  is  all.  That  applies  to  all  the  signatories  ;  there 
was  nothing  done  beyond  that. 

1059.  The  whole  affair,  in  fact,  was  your  brother 
William's  ? — Unquestionably. 

1060.  Had  you  any  interest  in  it  beyond  the 
3,000/.  which  you  had  lent? — My  interest  was  defined 
by  an  agreement  between  my  brother  and  myself. 

1061.  Have  you  that  agreement  ? — It  is  in  exis- 
tence and  I  can  get  it. 

1062.  Perhaps  you  will  bring  it  on  the  next  occa- 
sion. What  was  the  Christian  name  of  your  other 
brother  who  took  the  share  ? — John. 

1063.  I  believe  he  also  assumed  the  surname  Gray  ? 
— ^No,  Gray  is  his  own  name ;  his  name  is  John  Gray 
Robertson. 

1064.  He  assumed  his  Christian  name  as  a  sort  of 
surname  ? — Yes. 

1065.  What  was  he  doing  at  this  time  ? — He  was 
carrying  on  business  in  Shoreditch. 

1066.  In  premises  belonging  to  the  Board  ? — No, 
in  premises  belonging  to  himself,  but  they  were  pre- 
mises which  had  at  one  time  belonged  to  the  Board. 

1067.  Had  they  been  obtained  by  the  Board  under 
An  improvement  scheme  ? — ^The  site  had,  yes. 

1068.  Did  your  brother  take  the  site  from  the 
Board?— He  did. 

1069.  When  was  that  ?— In  1878,  I  think, 
i     54142. 


1070.  Did  he  take  it  by  tender,  or  in  what  way  ? — 
No,  I  do  not  think  he  took  it  by  tender.  I  could  not 
say  the  exact .  circumstances  under  which  he  took  it, 
but  they  will  be  in  the  minutes. 

1071.  I  should  like  those  minutes  looked  out  with 
reference  to  the  taking  by  John,  not  of  course  at 
present. 

{Mr.  Overend.)  On  the  15th  of  Mwch  1878,  I 
believe  a  lease  was  granted  by  the  Board  tp  Mr.  John 
Gray. 

1072.  {Chairman,)  He  continued  in  occupation  of 
those  premises  down  to  this  time  ? — Down  to  that 
time.     I  think  he  was  there  six  or  seven  years. 

1073.  I  will  not  ask  any  farther  questions  about  that 
until  I  have  the  minutes  relating  to  it.  Who  were  the 
other  persons  who  signed  the  memorandum  of  associa- 
tion in  the  company  that  was  to  take  the  Piccadilly 
Eestaurant  besides  your  two  brothers  ? — I  have  not 
got  a  list  of  them  here. 

1074.  I  can  give  them.  J.  Thomp.^on,  Pembury 
Grove,  Hackney? — Yes. 

1075.  Who  is  he  ? — He  is  a  brother-in-law  of  mine ; 
and  of  course  a  friend  of  my  brothers,  too. 

1076.  W.  Pett,  builder  ? — Yes  ;  he  had  done  some 
work  for  Mr.  Gray.  He  had  worked  for  Mr.  Gray 
for  some  years. 

1077.  Had  he  also  worked  for  the  Board  ? — Oh, 
yes. 

1078.  Who  employed  him  to  do  the  work  for  the 
Board  ? — The  Board,  I  presume. 

1079.  Of  course  the  Board  employed  him  in  a  sende ; 
but  the  Board  is  a  corporation.  Who,  on  behalf  of 
the  Board,  engaged  Mr.  Pett  to  do  the  work? — 
Originally,  I  think,  he  was  employed  by  a  Mr.  Monks- 
field,  who  was  the  Board's  collector. 

1080.  Do  you  mean  he  was  in  his  employ  ? — No. 
The  work  began  in  a  very  small  way  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  Board's  improvements.  Certain  works  had 
had  to  be  dona,  and  the  collector,  the  man  who  knew 
most  about  it,  employed  the  builder  to  do  the  work 
that  was  necessary,  the  repairs  that  were  necessary. 

1081.  When  did  you  first  become  acquainted  with 
Mr.  Pett  ? — 1  could  not  give  any  exact  date. 

1082.  Some  years  ago  ?— Oh,  yes. 

1083.  How  did  you  come  to  know  him  ? — I  think 
he  was  brought  up  to  the  oflSce  either  by  Mr.  Monks- 
field,  or  in  connexion  with  the  payment  of  his 
accounts.  I  almost  think  he  was  known  to  somebody 
in  the  accountants  department  as  weli ;  Mr.  Driver  of 
the  accountants  department. 

1084.  Did  you  introduce  him  to  your  brother  ? — Oh, 
no. 

1085.  Do  you  know  how  he  became  acquainted  with 
him  ? — They  reside  in  the  same  neighbourhood  ;  the 
same  parish. 

1086.  Still  we  do  not  know  everybody  in  the 
parish  ? — Pretty  close  together. 

1087.  We  do  'not  know  everybody  who  resides  in 
our  own  parish.^  However,  you  did  not  introduce  him 
to  your  brother  ? — Certainly  not. 

1088.  Was  he  a  friend  of  your  brother's  ?— He  was 
simply  a  business  acquaintance;  he  was  no  friend 
whatever. 

1089.  Had  you  any  transactions  with  him  beyond 
the  fact  that  he  was  employed  by  the  Board  ? — Yes,  I 
had,  certainly. 

1090.  What  were  your  transactions  with  him  ? — He 
built  a  warehouse  for  me  in  Curtain  Road. 

1091.  What  sort  of  a  warehouse?  —  A  cabinet 
warehouse. 

1092.  When  was  that  ?— I  could  not  fix  the  year 
without  referring. 

1093.  Perhaps  you  will  refer,  then,  and  tell  me  next 
time.     Was  it  some  years  ago  ?— Some  years  ago. 

1094.  You  have  said  you  think  he  was  first  em- 
ployed by  Mr.  Monksfield  ?— I  did. 

1095.  Who  determined  the  question  who  was  to  do 
work  for  the  Board  ? — The  committee. 

1096.  I  suppose  somebody  suggested  some  name  to 
the  committee  r — ^There  was  a  formal  report  upon  this 
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subject  by  the  architect  and  the  accountant,  I  think  it 
was  in  1879,  to  the  finance  committee. 

1097.  Recommending  Mr.  Pett? — ^Yes. 

1098.  Did  you  diaw  that  report?— I  assisted  in 
drawing  it.  Mr.  Gunn,  I  think,  drew  it— Mr.  Gunn, 
the  accountant. 

1099.  You  knew  Mr.  Pett  at  chat  time  ?— 1  knew 
him  as  working  for  the  Board,  yes. 

1100.  Had  he  done  work  for  you  then?— I  could 
not  say  whether  it  was  before  or  a£ter  without  referring 
to  dates. 

1101.  Was  Mr.  Monksfield  a  private  friend  of 
yours  ?— Well,  he  was  not  a  friend  ;  he  was  my  land- 
lord at  the  time. 

1102.  Where? — In  Hackney. 

1103.  Is  he  the  gentleman  you  have  mentioned  as 
having  left  you  money  ? — Yes. 

1104.  What  was  his  position  in  relation  to  the 
Board  ? — His  position  in  relation  to  the  Board  was 
rent  collector. 

1105.  Did  that  come  within  your  department  at 
all  ? — No,  he  was  under  the  accountant's  department. 

]  106.  Your  acquaintance  with  him  was  not  con- 
nected with  his  work  under  the  Board  at  all  ? — Not 
at  all.  All  I  had  to  do  with  it  was  to  see  that  the 
tenants  were  properly  brought  into  charge.  I  had 
nothing  to  do  with  controlling  the  collection,  or  exa- 
mining the  accounts,  or  receiving  the  money. 

1107.  Bo  you  mean  that  he  was  landlord  of  the 
house  you  lived  in  ?— Yes,  1  livetl  in  the  house  for 
some  years. 

1108.  You  lodged?— I  lodged  in  the  house  for 
some  years.  I  had  apartments  there  for  some  years 
before  I  was  married. 

1109.  When  did  he  die?— Five  or  six  y^ars  ago,  I 
think. 

Alio.  Was  Mr.  Pett  largely  employed  by  the 
Board  ? — At  first  the  work  was  small,  but  it  gradually 
increased  as  new  improvements  came  on. 

1 1 11.  What  sort  of  sum  did  his  accounts  run  to  in 
a  year?  —  I  really  do  not  know.  I  had  not  the 
checking  of  the  accounts. 

1112.  Had  you  anything  to  do  with  the  direction 
or  superintendence  of  the  work  that  Pett  had  to  per- 
form ? — No,  I  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  superin- 
t-endence  of  the  work. 

1 1 13.  Who  had  ? — There  was  for  some  years  a  Mr. 
Millwood,  who  used  to  superintend  and  examine  the 
work,  and  certify  as  to  the  quantities  done,  and  then 
the  prices  were  examined  and  fixed  in  the  accountant's 
department,  and  after  that  a  Mr.  Walker,  who  was 
appointed  to  take  Mr.  Millwood's  duties,  succeeded 
Mr.  Millwood  in  that  work. 

1 1 14.  You  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  work  that  Mr. 
Pett  was  occupied  upon  ?— I  had  nothing  whatever  to 
do  with  the  work  in  the  way  of  superintending  and 
examining  the  accounts  or  checking  the  prices. 

-  1116.  Had  you  anything  to  do  in  the  way  of  order- 
ing it? — Yes,  the  ordering  of  the  work  certainly  went 
from  my  department. 

1116.  And  from  you  personally?  —  From  Mr. 
Vulliamy,  really. 

1117.  Of  course  there  was  a  division  of  labour; 
you  had  a  good  deal  to  do,  I  suppose,  with  what  work 
was  ordered  ? — The  work  was  ordered  as  a  matter  of 
course.  There  was  a  system  adopted,  and  the  system 
was  followed  out 

1118.  Had  you  any  of  the  business  transaction 
with  Mr.  Pett  besides  his  building  this  warehouse  ? — 
Very  likely  I  had,  but  I  cannot  remember  for  the 
moment* 

1119.  They  would  not  be  so  constant  that  you 
would  be  likely  to  forget  them,  would  they  ? — I  had 
several  business  transactions  with  him.' 

1120.  Will  you  tell  me  what  those  were? — I  can- 
not. 

1121.  Surely.  What  sort  of  business  transactions 
did  you  have?  You  were  architect  to  the  Board; 
you  were  not  in  business.  What  business  transactions 
did  you  have  with  Mr.  Pett.     Have  you  made  pay- 


ments to  him  or  received  moneys  from  him  ? — I  have 
certainly  made  many  payments  to  him  for  work  done. 

1122.  Have  you  ever  received  money  from  him? — 
I  have  never  received  any  money  from  him  by  way 
of  consideration. 

1123.  Well,  but  in  any  way  to  begin  with? — 
Probably  I  have  received  money  from  him  by  way  of 
accommodation . 

1124.  When  you  say  "probably,"  that  is  a  matter 
you  must  know  about.  Have  you  or  have  you  not  ? — 
Yes,  I  have. 

1125.  Will  you  tell  me  when  ? — ^No,  it  is  impossible 
for  me  to  give  you  dates  now  without  looking  it  up. 
I  may  say  that  I  had  no  notice  that  I  was  to  be  exa- 
mined on  this  subject.  I  had  a  letter  to  say  I  was  to 
be  examined  on  the  Pavilion  and  other  subjects,  and 
on  the  Northumberland  Avenue. 

1126.  But  the  question  of  your  relations  with  the 
people  who  signed  this  memorandum  is  one  about 
which  you  have  been  examined  before,  and  the  question 
about  Mr.  Pett  being  employed,  and  being  paid  large 
sums  by  the  Board,  is  a  question  that  has  been  raised 
before  in  connexion  with  this  matter.  I  am  only 
foUowiug  out  those  subjects.  I  must  ask  you  on  the 
next  occasion  to  produce  your  bank  book,  and  any 
cheques  or  other  writings  you  have  connected  with 
your  monetary  transactions  with  Mr.  Pett.  Do  you 
know  whether  Mr.  Pett  did  work  for  either  of  your 
brothers  ? — 1  believe  he  did  work  for  both  of  them. 

1127.  Who  is  Mr.  Clements,  one  of  the  other 
signatories  ? — He  is  an  accountant,  I  believe. 

1128.  Had  you  ever  any  transaction  with  him  ? — 
None  whatever. 

1129.  Who  is  Mr.  Larkin? — He  is  an  Australian 
merchant. 

1 130.  Was  he  a  friend  of  yours  or  of  your  brother's  ? 
— He  was  a  friend  of  both. 

]  131.  A  personal  friend  or  in  business  relations  ? 

A  personal  friend. 

1132.  Not  in  business  relations  ? — ^No. 

1133.  Was  he  a  tenant  under  the  Board  ? — No. 

1134.  Who  was  Mr.  Hobson  ?— Mr.  Hobsou  is  a 
gentleman  that  my  brother  applied  to  to  finance  the 
company. 

1 135.  You  had  nothing  to  do  with  him  ? — ^No. 

1136.  You  did  not  ask  him  to  become  one  of  the 
signatories  ? — No,  my  brother  applied  to  him. 

1 137.  Is  6,  Piccadilly,  the  address  of  the  restaarant  ? 
— I  see  your  brother  W.  W.  Gray  signs  as  "  Licensed 
Victualler,  6,  Piccadilly "?— That  would  probably 
be  it. 

1138.  He  had  no  other  place? — None  other  what- 
ever. 

1139.  Was  Mr.  Monksfield  employed  by  the  Board 
before  you  went  to  lodge  with  him  or  after  you  went 
to  lodge  with  him  ? — I  should  say  some  very  con- 
siderable time  afterwards. 

1140.  What  was  he  doing  at  the  time  you  lodged 
with  him  ?  What  was  his  oampation  ? — I  really  do 
not  know  what  his  occupation  was.  I  think  he  was 
employed  by  some  auctioneers. 

1141.  Was  it  you  who  suggested  to  him  to  apply, 
or  recommended  him  to  apply  to  the  Board  of  Works 
for  employment  ? — Most  likely  it  was. 

1142.  Can  you  tell  me  how  long  he  was  employed 
by  the  Board  ? — Some  years. 

1143.  Down  to  the  time  of  his  death? — ^Down  to 
the  time  of  his  death. 

1144.  Was  Mr.  Pett  employed  by  you  or  to  your 
knowledge  by  either  of  your  brothers  before  the  time 
when  he  was  first  employed  by  the  Board  ? — He  was 
not  employed  by  me  before  certainly.  As  to  the 
other  matters  I  could  not  say. 

1145.  You  have  told  us  you  believe  he  was  first 
employed  hj  Monksfield  ? — ^Yes. 

1146.  What  had  Monksfield  to  do  with  employing 
a  person  on  behalf  of  the  Board?  Monksfield,  I 
thought,  merely  collected  rents  ? — Yes,  he  collected 
the  rents;  but  then  they  are  certain  inevitable  re- 
pairs, and  I  understood  that  Mr.  Pett  had  been  in  the 
habit  of  doing  work  of  this  kind  to  the  property  that 
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Mr.  Monksfield  had  to  collect  for,  before  he  began  to 
collect  the  rents. 

1147.  For  the  Board?— Yes. 

1148.  Do  you  mean  that  Pett  had  done  the  work 
for  the  Board  before  Monksfield  came  ? — No  ;  Pett 
had  done  the  work  to  this  property  before  it  came  into 
the  possession  of  the  Board. 

1149.  Was  that  property  the  property  of  which 
your  brother  John  had  taken  part  in  Shoreditch  ? — 
No,  not  at  all. 

1150.  Where  was  it?  Do  you  know?—!  think  it 
was  in  an  improvement  called  the  Sun  Street  to  Wor- 
ship Street  improvement. 

1151.  Did  not  that  come  through  Shoreditch  ?—  No, 
it  lies  at  the  back  of  Shoreditch,  in  Finsbury. 

1152.  Then  Monksfield  recommended  you  to  the 
Board  ? — ^No.  The  question  of  the  arrangement  to 
be  made  was  considered  by  the  accounttmt,  and  he 
thought  it  better  that  any  payments  of  this  kind 
should  be  made  by  the  Board  direct.  It  was  in 
consequence  of  that  that  a  special  report  was  brought 
up,  signed  by. the  architect  and  the  accountant,  to  the 
committee,  detailing  the  arraugements  as  they  then 
existed.  That  was  as  long  ago  as  March  1879,  I 
think. 

1153.  Then  he  continued  to  be  employed  by  the 
Board  r — ^He  did  his  work  thoroughly  well.  He  was 
found  to  be  a  trustworthy  man,  and  he  was  continued 
to  be  employed  with  the  full  knowledge  of  the  com- 
mittee, and  of  course  of  Mr.  YuUiamy. 

1154.  Was  the  amount  of  his  accounts  in  the  year 
1886  close  upon  5,000/.  ? — I  do  not  know  of  my  own 
knowledge. 

1155.  He  did  work,  at  all  events,  to  a  very  con- 
siderable extent  ? — ^He  did  work  to  a  very  considerable 
extent,  and  did  it  well  and  economically. 

1156.  Was  a  brother  of  William  Pett  in  the  employ 
of  the  Board  ? — Yes ;  and  I  believe  he  is  still. 

1157.  YHiat  was  his  position  ? — He  was  brought  on 
in  temporary  capacity,  for  a  particular  purpose,  to 
superintend  the  erection  of  some  artisans  dwellings. 

1158.  On  whose  recommendation  did  he  come  ? — 
I  do  not  know,  I  suppose  they  put  it  down  to  me. 

1159.  I  suppose  you  know.  You  knew  William 
Pett  ? — He  was  known  to  me  as  a  very  good  man, 
working  for  his  brother  at  the  time,  and  he  was 
known  to  several  others  in  the  department.  He  was 
recommended  to  Mr.  Vulliamy  as  a  thoroughly  good 
man,  and  no  doubt  he  is. 

1160.  You  vouched  for  him  did  you? — I  do  not 
know  that  I  did.  I  do  not  know  whether  it  was  not 
the  man  who  examined  the  accounts,  who  knew  more 
of  him  than  I  did,  who  vouched  for  him. 

1161.  What  exactly  was  his  work,  do  you  say  ? — 
His  work  was  simply  and  solely  to  superintend  the 
erection  of  artisans  dwellings. 

1162.  Do  you  know  whether  it  was  known  to  any 
member  of  the  Board  that  the  two  Grays  were  your 
brothers  ? — It  was  not  known  to  any  member  of  the 
Board. 

1163.  Had  your  brother  John  any  land  under  the 
Board  except  that  at  Shoreditch  which  he  now 
occupies  ? — None  whatever. 

1 164.  Had  your  brother  William  ? —  None  whatever. 
They  had  the  ona  place  each. 

1165.  Had  you  anything  to  do  with  the  negotiating 
the  division  of  this  land  into  the  Pavilion  land  and  the 
Piccadilly  restaurant  land  and  the  rent  which  was  to 
be  paid  for  the  Piccadilly  restaurant  ? — ^No ;  they  were 
part  of  the  terms  that  were  fixed  by  Mr.  Villiers  and 
defined  in  the  agreement. 

1166.  The  agreement  of  March? — The  agreement 
of  March. 

1167.  That,  of  course  was  the  result  of  the  previous 
negotiations.  Did  you  take  any  part  in  those  or  in 
planning  out  the  quantity  that  was  to  go  to  the 
Piccadilly  restaurant,  and  what  rent  was  to  be  fixed  ? — 
No ;  I  took  no  part  in  planning  it  out  at  all. 

1168.  Or  in  fixing  the  rent? — Or  infixing  the  rent. 
My  brother  told  me  what  terms  Mr.  Villiers  had 
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oifered   to   him,   and,   as   I   say,  I   thought  he  was      Third  Day. 
running  a  very  great  risk,  but  he  decided  to  go  on. 

1169.  I  shall  have  to  refer  to  this  matter  of  the 
London  Pavilion  on  the  next  occasion  that  you  are 
examined,  but  I  will  pass  from  it  for  the  moment. — 
Before  you  leave  that  subject  might  I  take  the  oppor- 
tunity of  handing  in  some  rough  notes  that  1  took 
at  the  meeting  of  the  works  committee  on  the 
1st  December,  when  Mr.  Villiers'  offer  was  considered 
by  the  committee.  The  notes  may  be  useful.  They 
are  useful  to  me  in  this  respect.  It  has  been  alleged 
that  I  sent  these  notes  to  Mr.  Villiers.  The  notes 
are  here,  and  you  will  see  by  the  condition  of  the 
paper  that  they  have  never  been  put  into  an  envelope, 
at  any  rate,  no  envelope  of  the  ordinary  size.  The 
notes  are  in  my  possession,  and  I  am  prepared  to 
swear  they  have  never  been  out  of  my  possession,  or 
out  of  this  case  in  which  I  found  them.  I  had  not 
them  at  the  time  when  the  inquiry  at  the  Board  took 
place.  They  would  have  served  me  in  good  stead  if 
I  had.  I  came  across  them  accidentally  in  the  recess 
going  through  my  papers,  and  I  have  preserved  them. 
These  are  the  notes.  They  will  show  you  what  mem- 
bers spoke,  and  some  considerations  which  infiuenced 
the  committee  probably  in  coming  to  the  decision  that 
they  did.  {The  notes  were  handed  to  the  Conimis" 
stoners,) 

1170.  Where  did  you  find  them  ? — I  found  them  in 
a  case  of  papers  relating  to  the  London  Pavilion. 

1171.  At  your  house? — No,  in  one  of  the  drawers 
at  my  office,  and  that  draft  report  of  Mr.  Goddard's 
was  with  them. 

1172.  How  do  they  come  to  be  written  on  Metro- 
politan Asylums'  Board  paper  ? — The  Asylum  Board 
use  the  board  room,  and  their  paper  is  left  lying  on 
the  table. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  They  use  the  board  room 
every  Saturday. 

1173.  {Chairman.)  These,  you  say,  are  the  notes 
you  took  at  the  time  ? — Yes, 

1174.  I  see  you  give  a  very  brief  note  of  some  of 
the  speeches  made.  "  Lord  Fitzroy  competition,"  then 
**  deputy."  Who  is  "  deputy  "  ? — Lord  Fitzroy  ad- 
vocated competition.  The  deputy  would  be  Mr. 
Fowler.     He  spoke. 

1175.  Mr.  Fowler  or  Mr.  Saunders?— Mr.  Fowler, 
the  deputy  chairman.  Then  Mr.  Harben  made  the 
motion  stating  the  terms. 

1176.  Mr.  Selwayand  Lord  Fitzroy  proposed  it? 
—Yes. 

1177.  What  does  this  mean,  "Jones;  honest  last 
week  "  ? — ^That  is  Mr.  John  Jones.  His  words  were, 
"  You  were  honest  last  week  ;  be  honest  now." 

1178.  Was  that  in  advocating  the  motion  to  let 
Mr.  Villiers  have  it  ? — Yes. 

1179.  What  was  the  exhibition  of  honesty  on  the 
previous  week  ? — I  could  not  explain  it  to  you. 

1180.  You  did  not  understand  it?  —  No;  Mr. 
Richardson  evidently  thought  that  27  years'  purcliase 
was  a  high  price. 

1181.  Are  you  cognisant  of  the  circumstances  re- 
lating to  the  letting  by  the  Board  of  the  land  on  which 
the  Colonial  Institute  is  now  erected  ?  —  Only, 
generally.  I  have  not  looked  into  those  papers.  I  had 
a  bundle  placed  at  my  disposal  by  the  Board,  but  not 
knowing  I  was  to  be  examined  on  them  to-day  I  have 
not  gone  through  them.  There  was  no  land  let,  I 
believe,  direct  to  the  Colonial  Institute. 

1182.  The  first  letting  was  to  a  Mr.  Phillips,  was 
not  it  ? — Yes,  that  is  so. 

1183.  Do  you  know  Mr.  Phillips? — I  know  him 
now,  but  he  was  a  perfect  stranger  to  me  when  he  took 
that  land.  I  simply  know  him  as  having  become  the 
tenant. 

1 184.  Had  you  anything  to  do  with  the  lettmg  of 
that  land  ? — Nothing  exceptional. 

1 185.  Did  you  fix  the  price  ? — No,  not  at  all. 

1186.  Does  Mr.  Phillips  reside  at  the  same  place  as 
Mr.  Larkin  ? — Not  to  my  knowledge. 

1187.  Where  in  Piccadilly  does  Mr.  Larkin  reside? 
— He  resides  in  Australia  now. 
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Third  Day.  i]88.    Where   was   he?— At  the   Piccadilly    Club 

Chambers,  a  very  large  block  of  residcDtial  chambers 

10  May^888.     ^^^^^^  g^.  japes'  Hall. 
Mr,  T,  J,  ^1^-  ^^  y^"  ^°^^  ^^^  number? — It  is  207. 

Robertson.  1190.  Mr.*  Phillips  also  appears  to  have  been  at 

207  ?— No,  I  heard  it  yesterday  for  the  first  time  ;  but 

Mr.  Phillips*  place  of  abode  was  quite  unknown  to  me. 
He  must  have  cleared  out  of  there  some  years  ago,  I 
should  thin1< . 

1191.  No,  because  that  seems  lo  have  been  his 
address  on  the  2nd  of  March  1883,  as  I  understand, 
when  he  took  the  lease. — It  is  a  coincidence  ;  it  is  a 
peculiar  coincidence ;  but  I  think  you  will  find  on 
inquiry  that  Mr.  Phillips  must  have  left  there  some 
considerable  time. 

1 192.  When  did  Mr.  Larkin  go  there  ? — I  could  not 
fix  the  date,  but  I  do  not  think  he  was  there  more  than 
about  twelve  months.  Mr.  Larkin  was  not  acquainted 
with  Mr.  Phillips  in  any  shape  or  form.  He  had  never 
seen  him,  and  was  not  conscious  of  his  existence. 

1 193.  You  say  you  were  not  acquainted  with  Mr. 
Phillips  until  after  he  took  the  land  ?— I  never  heard  of 
him  ;  I  never  saw  him. 

1 194.  You  did  not  know  he  was  going  to  ofi*er  for 
it  ?— Not  at  all. 

1196.  Did  you  have  any  pecuniary  transaction  in 
relation  to  the  land  on  which  the  Colonial  Institute  is 
now  built  ? — None  whatever. 

1196.  At  no  time? — At  no  time  whatever. 

1197.  With  nobody  ? — And  with  nobody. 

1198.  You  did  not  make  anything  out  of  it  ? — Not 
a  shilling  :  never  dreamt  of  it. 

llf)9.  The  land  that  was  leaseil  to  Mr.  Phillips  was 
afterwards  cdnveyed,  was  not  it,  to  Mr.  Hobson  ? — I 
believe  it  was  so.  It  did  not  come  within  my  know- 
ledge. 

1200.  He  is  the  gentleman  who  was  one  of  the 
seven  persons  signing  the  memorandum  ? — He  is. 

1201.  You  knew  him? — I  simply  knew  him  as 
representing  Mr.  Phillips  at  that  time.  He  was  a 
stranger  to  me  at  that  time. 

1202.  You  did  not  know  him  until  afterwards? — 
No,  I  did  not  know  him  until  afterwards. 

1203.  When  the  minimum  price  which  the  Board 
would  take  was  fixed  in  the  architect's  office  was  that 
always  known  to  you  ? — Not  at  the  time  it  was  fixed 

1204.  Was  it  always  fixed  by  Mr.  Vulliamy  ? — The 
course  adopted  was  to  decide  upon  the  estimate  the 
day  before  the  tenders  were  received,  and  that  was 
kept  by  Mr.  Vulliamy  until  after  the  tenders  had  been 
opened. 

1205.  After  the  tenders  had  once  been  opened  that 
would  be  known  to  you  in  all  cases  ? — After  the  tenders 
had  been  opened  the  prices  would  in  the  last  few  years 
have  been  known  to  me;  but,  for  instance,  in  the 
Northumberland  Avenue  I  never  saw  or  knew  what 
the  original  valuation  was. 

1206.  Until  when  ? — I  do  not  know  now. 

1207.  You  mean  for  none  of  the  premises  in  North- 
umberland Avenue  ? — Not  the  original  estimate  that 
was  made  in  1876,  at  the  time  the  tenders  were  first 
in\nted. 

1 208.  No,  but  when  some  tenders  had  been  sent  in 
and  refused  it  would  become  known  to  you  then  ? — 
The  prices  required  for  Northumberland  Avenue  were 
known  to  everybody,  it  was  a  matter  of  general  know- 
ledge, there  was  no  concealment  about  it.  The  land 
was  in  the  market  for  some  years,  and  the  price  that 
the  Board  would  take  for  the  plots  was  tlioroughly 
well  known. 

1209.  I  should  have  thought  it  was  only  the  price 
the  Board  would  not  take  for  the  plots  that  was  well 
known  ? — No ;  if  you  will  go  through  that  pile  of 
minutes  you  will  find  many  cases  where  the  Board 
state  the  sum  that  they  would  take  for  particular  plots. 

1210.  (Mr.  Grenfell.)  They  altered  them  occasion- 
ally, T  suppose  ? — When  they  could  not  get  what  they 
wanted  they  had  to  take  what  they  could  get. 

1211.  And  that  was  not  known? — It  was  perfectly 
well  known  by  anybody  interested  in  the  subject,  at 
what  price  they  could  get  land  in  Northumberland 


Avenue ;  I  think  it  was  five  years  in  the  market  I 
came  across  a  very  useful  report  yesterday  giving  a 
sort  of  history  of  Northumberland  Avenue,  with  the 
reasons  that  had  induced  the  Board  to  reduce  their 
prices.  I  do  not  seem  to  have  the  papers  with  me. 
It  was  some  time  in  1881, 1  think. 

1212.  Had  you  anything  to  do  with  the  letting  of 
the  Avenue  Theatre  site  ? — ^Nothing  whatever. 

1213.  Or  with  the  passing  of  the  plans  for  it? — 
Or  with  the  passing  of  the  plans  for  it. 

1214.  Have  you  had  anything  to  do  with  tha 
letting  of  any  of  the  sites  in  Northumberland  Avenue  ? 
— More  or  less.  1  must  have  had  something  to  do 
with  that  as  having  to  carry  out  part  of  the  executive 
work,  but  nothing  whatever  to  do  in  the  way  of  con- 
cluding* a  bargain  or  recommending  the  Board  to  take 
a  particular  course. 

1215.  What  was  your  salary  under  the  Board  ? — 
My  salary  was  an  increasing  one,  but  the  maximum 
that  I  reached  was  425/. 

1216.  What  did  it  commence  at? — I  went  into  the 
Board  in  1868  at  60/.  a  year  as  a  boy  of  16. 

1217.  What  was  your  salary  when  you  were  assis- 
tant surveyor  ? — 400/. 

1218.  Besides  going  yourself  (referring  to  that  for 
a  moment)  to  the  London  Pavilion  entertainment,  did 
you  obtain  orders  for  anybody  else? — Only  on  one 
occasion. 

1219.  When  was  that?—Thi»t  was  for  the  new 
London  Pavilion,  for  the  new  building.  That  was 
shortly  after  it  opened. 

1220.  Was  that  for  members  of  your  family  ? — No, 
for  a  member  of  the  Board. 

1221.  Who  was  the  member  of  the  Board? — Mr. 
Kobert  Jones. 

1222.  Was  it  at  his  request  ?  —  It  was  at  his 
request. 

1223.  Is  he  still  a  member  of  the  Board  ? — No,  he 
left  some  time  ago.  As  Mr.  Robert  Jones*  name 
has  been  mentioned  in  connexion  with  this  matter, 
I  should  like  to  take  this  opportunity  of  testifying  to 
the  thoroughly  disinterested  and  honourable  manner 
in  which  Mr.  Bobert  Jones  deported  himself  in  con- 
nexion with  the  letting  of  the  Pavilion  site.  I  know 
as  a  fact  that  Mr.  Robert  Jones  never  saw  Mr.  Villiers 
until  he  met  him  at  the  Board's  offices  in  my  room. 
Mr.  Jones  was  a  stranger  to  me,  and  he  was  interested 
lo  know  the  rights  of  the  dispute  that  was  taking 
place  about  the  letting  of  the  Pavilion.  There  was 
a  great  deal  of  feeling  at  the  time,  and  many  remarks 
of  an  opposite  character;  and  Mr.  Jones  on  one 
occasion  came  in  to  me,  and  asked  me  to  let  him  know 
the  facts.  I  took  a  good  deal  of  trouble  that  night  to 
write  out  a  history  of  the  facts,  and  sent  it  to  him, 
and  fortunately  I  have  preserved  Mr.  Jones'  letter. 
It  is  certainly  marked,  "In  confidence,"  but  I  am 
quite  sure  he  would  be  glad  it  should  be  put  in ; 
because  it  would  clearly  show  that  as  far  as  Mr. 
Robert  Jones  was  concerned  he  was  perfectly  im- 
partial and  disinterested  as  regards  the  Pavilion  site. 
It  was  in  consequence  of  that  conversation  with  Mr. 
Jones,  which  was  the  first  I  ever  had  with  him,  that, 
probably,  he  said  to  me  a  year  afterwards  :  "  Well, 
"  I  should  like  to  see  that  new  Pavilion,  and  perhaps 
"  you  could  get  me  a  box,"  and  I  said:  "I  will 
"  write  to  Mr.  Villiers  for  it" ;  and  I  did.  There  is 
Mr.  Robert  Jones'  letter  (handing  in  sattie.) 

1224.  What  is  the  date  ? — I  do  not  know  that  there 
is  a  date  on  it,  but  the  facts  will  indicate  the  time  it 
was  written. 

1225.  There  is  a  pencil  date  at  the  bottom,  12th 
December  1884?— That  I  think  is  a  copy  of  Pyke's 
letter. 

1226.  Yes,  it  is.  Is  Mr.  Robert  Jones  the  gentle- 
man who  made  the  remark,  "Honest  last  week"? — 
No,  that  is  a  different  gentleman  altogether.  I  have 
got  a  note  of  a  discussion  in  which  Mr.  Robert  Jones 
did  take  part  which  was  on  the  8th  of  December. 
Here  is  a  note  I  have  of  his  remarks  on  that  occasion. 
It  says :  "  Mr.  R.  Jones  :  Never  met  Mr.  Villiers ; 
"  gone  9  little  further,  but  not  much  further."     This 
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is  a  note  relating  to  the  discassion  which  took  place 
on  Mr.  Vullianij's  report  as  to  the  conclusion  of  the 
negotiations  with  Mr.  Villiers : — **  but  not  much  further 
**  than  on  preWons  occasions ;  making  the  architect 
"  scapegoat.     Names  taken." 

1227.  When  is  this?— 8th  December  1884. 

1228.  What  does  he  mean  by  "  making  architect 
"  scapegoat?"  Because  they  pitched  into  him  for 
writing  to  Mr.  Villiers.  This  is  another  remark  he 
made  with  reference  to  Mr.  Pyke  :  **  Those  who  put 
•*  him  forward  might  have  offered  6,000/.  or  8,000/, 
"  Architect  has  only  offered  terms  yon  authorised.*' 

1229.  That  was  defending  Mr.  Vulliamy  ?—That 
was  defending  Mr.  Vulliamy. 

1230.  The  occasion  you  have  referred  to  was  the 
only  occasion  on  which  you  ever  asked  for  an  accom- 
modation ? — That  was  the  only  occasion  on  which  I 
ever  asked  for  a  box  from  Mr.  Villiers. 

1231.  Or  any  entrance  to  the  Pavilion? — ^i'or  a 
member. 


1232.  Or  for  anyone  besides  yourself  ? — Or  for  any- 
one except  myself.  And  I  may  say  this,  that  on  the 
opening  night  of  the  Pavilion  I  paid  for  a  box  for 
myself. 

1233.  Have  you  obtained  boxes  or  seats  from  any 
other  places  of  entertainment ;  I  mean  gratuitously  ? 
— In  my  capacity  as  officer  of  the  Board  ? 

1234.  Yes. — Certainly  not ;  never. 

1235.  Or  being  an  officer  of  the  Board  ?— I  have 
never  obtained  an  admission  to  a  theatre  as  being  an 
officer  of  the  Board. 

1236.  I  think  I  must  put  it  a  little  further.  You 
say  "  as  an  officer  of  the  Board,"  that  is  why  I  put  it 
to  you,  being  an  officer  of  the  Board ;  have  you 
received  them.  I  am  not  asking  you  "  as  an  officer  ?" 
— I  have  neither  asked  for  them  nor  have  1  received 
them. 

1237.  Not  at  all  r—Not  at  all. 


Third  Day. 
10  May  18S8. 

Robertson » 


The  witness  withdrew. 


( Chairman,)  On  the  next  occasion  I  shall  pursue 
this  matter  with  Mr.  Robertson,  and  then  I  should 


propose  to  take  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Saunders  about 
the  same  matter  first,  and  then  about  other  matters. 


Adjourned  to  Tuesday  next  at  11  o'clock. 


FOURTH  DAY. 


Tuesday,  ISth  May  1888. 


Lord  Hukscuell. 


BEFORE  : 


\ 


Mr.  Grenfell. 
Lord  HERSCHELL  in  tue  Chair. 


Mr.  Bosanquet,  Q.C. 


{Mr.  Meadows  IVhiie.)  There  is  a  matter  about 
which  there  is  some  little  difficulty.  1  understood 
your  Lordship  to  wish  that  every  document,  and  other 
things  relating  to  the  particular  matters  as  to  which 
your  Lordship  is  inquiring,  should  be  furnished  by  the 
Board  to  the  Commission. 

(Chairman.)  Yes,  certainly.  Whenever  we  have 
required  minutes  it  is  of  course  in  effect  by  our  order 
that  they  are  lumished  by  the  Board. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  understood  your  Lordship 
wished  that  nothing  should  be  kept  back  whether  we 
thought  it  important  or  not.  It  is  your  Lordship's 
wish  that  you  should  be  furnished  with  every  minute 
relatiog  to  the  matters  in  question  ? 

(Chairman.)  Yes. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  It  is  the  wish  of  the  Board 
that  your  Lordship  should  have  everything  before  you. 
A  document  has  been  furnished  to  me  which  it  may 
be  convenient  to  hand  to  your  Lordship,  showing  the 
different  plots  of  Northumberland  Avenue.  That  is 
an  index  showing  the  date  of  the  letting,  the  ground 


rent  of  the  freehold,  and  the  purchase  money  of  each 
of  those  lots.  I  have  also  the  gross  cost  of  the 
Northumberland  Avenue  site,  and  the  recoupments 
(handing  same  to  his  Lordship).  There  is  no  interest 
account ;  but  you  will  see  that  the  gross  cost  is  there. 
Then  there  are  the  different  sums  which  have  actually 
been  leceived  in  cash ;  and  then  there  is  a  computation 
of  the  secured  ground  rents  not  yet  sold  at  25  years' 
purchase,  which  is  taken  as  an  average.  It  brings  out 
the  profit  on  the  whole  transaction  at  a  considerable 
sum ;  and  of  course  it  can  be  verified  in  any  way  your 
Lordship  pleases. 

(Chairman.)  1  do  not  think  we  have  the  dates 
when  the  money  was  spent. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  date  when  the  Duke 
of  Northumberland  received  payment  ? 
(Chairman.)  Yes. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  can  give  that.  If  your 
Lordship  wishes  an  interest  account  to  be  prepared  it 
can  bo  done. 


Fourth  Day. 
15  May  188S. 


Mr.  T.  J.  Robertson  was  recalled,  but  was  not  in  attendance. 


(Chairman  to  Mr.  Overend.)  Do  you  know  if 
Mr.  Robertson  is  here  ? 

(Mr.  Overend.)  I  cannot  understand  why  he  is  nut 
in  attendance  punctually.  I  fixed  a  conference  at  my 
chambers  at  6  o'clock  yesterday  evening,  but  I  was 
obliged  to  telegraph  to  him  that  it  was  impossible  to 
have  that  conference.  My  clerk  learned  this  morning 
that  Mr.  Robertson  had  received  my  telegram,  and  I 
expected  to  find  him  in  attendance.  I  am  sure  he 
will  be  able  to  give  a  satisfactory  explanation  of  his 
want  of  punctuality. 


(Chairman.)  Does  he  reside  near  here  ? 

(Mr.  Overend.)  No,  I  believe  he  resides  at 
192,  Amherst  Road*  Hackney,  and  he  has  some 
business  at  No.  1,  Long  Acre.  If  it  were  possible  for 
your  Lordship  to  take  some  other  evidence  I  fee*  sure 
he  will  l^  here  and  able  to  offer  an  ample  apology  to 
your  Lordship. 

(Chairman.)  I  think  while  the  Commission  is 
waiting,  I  may  as  well  go  into  the  minutes  with 
reference  to  the  letting  of  the  Grand  Hotel  site. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


46 


METROPOLITAN   BOARD   OF   WORKS   INQUIRY    COMMISSION: 


Mr.  William  Robins  Sblway  recalled ;  further  examined. 


fourth  Day. 
15  May  1888. 

W,  a,  Selway. 


1238.  {Chairman.)  I  believe  the  first  communica- 
tion received  by  the  Board  with  reference  to  the 
letting  of  the  site  of  the  Grand  Hotel  which  resulted 
in  an  arrangement,  was  the  12th  Januaiy  1877  ? — I 
have  it  the  1 5th  January. 

1239.  It  is  a  meeting  of  the  Works  Committee  on 
the  15th  January,  but  a  letter  was  opened,  dated  the 
12th  January  ? — Quite  so. 

1240.  That  was  a  letter  from  Messrs.  Francis, 
offering  a  rental,  a  peppercorn,  for  the  first  18  months, 
and  afterwards  8,250/.  for  the  four  plots,  12,  13,  14, 
and  15  ? — That  is  so. 

1241.  Those  are  the  plots  on  which  the  Grand 
Hotel  is  now  built  ? — Yes. 

1242.  There  was  a  subsequent  extension,  but  that 
was  the  original  plan  ?— That  was  the  original  letting. 

1243.  At  that  meeting  the  architect  stated  that  the 
amount  of  his  valuation  was  9,138/.  ? — That  was  so. 

1244.  I  thought  that  it  was  not  the  practice  for  the 
architect  to  state  what  his  valuation  was,  but  merely 
whether  the  tender  was  above  or  below  it  ? — If  it 
approximated  it  was  not  by  any  means  unusual  for 
the  Committee  to  ask  him  to  state  his  valuation. 

1245.  Thereupon  it  was  **  Resolved  that  the  archi- 
"  tect  be  instructed  to  negotiate  with  Messrs.  Francis 
"  with  authority  to  agree  to  a  rent  of  not  less  than 
"  9,000/. "  ?— That  was  so. 

1246.  On  the  19th  of  January  Messrs.  Francis  wrote 
a  letter  which  was  considered  at  the  Committee  of  the 
22nd  January  offering  9,000/.  a  year  ? — Yes,  that  is  so. 

1247.  With  a  peppercorn  rent  for  18  months  from 
the  following  Lady  Day  ? — ^Yes,  and  some  other  condi- 
tions that  were  put  in  at  that  time  not  very  material. 

1248.  There  was  an  offer  on  certain  terms  to  take 
other  blocks  ? — Yes, 

1249.  It  was  resolved  that  that  offer  be  accepted 
subject  to  inquiries  as  to  the  persons  who  were 
proposing  to  become  lessees  ? — That  was  the  resolution 
of  the  Committee.  Those  inquiries  were  made  and 
reported  on  early  in  February. 

1250.  Who  is  Mr.  Henry  Minett.  Is  he  a  member 
of  the  Board  ? — ^No,  I  do  not  know  the  name  at  all. 

1251.  I  see  he  writes  a  letter  to  the  solicitor  of  the 
Board  stating  that  his  nephew,  Mr.  Frederick  Gordon, 
was  in  negotiation  with  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works  ? — I  do  not  know. 

1252.  I  suppose  he  is  a  friend  of  the  solicitor  to 
the  Board  ? — Most  likely  a  friend  of  the  applicant,  I 
should  imagine,  but  I  do  not  know. 

1253.  He  says  he  is  an  uncle  of  the  applicant,  and 
he  says,  "  I  can  confidently  say  that  I  have  no  doubt 
"  that  whatever  he  undertakes  will  be  efficiently 
«  carried  out"?— Yes. 

{Mr.  MeadoiDs  White.)  It  is  the  solicitor,  Mr.  Wyke 
Smith. 

1254.  (Chairman,)  Then  inquiries  appear  to  have 
been  made  of  three  referees  whose  names  were  given 
to  the  Board  ? — Yes,  and  they  are  reported  upon  on 
the  5th  of  February,  when  the  Committee  considered 
them  satisfactory,  and  confirmed  the  acceptance  of 
the  tender. 

1255.  The  solicitor  reported  fully  the  inquines 
that  had  been  made,  the  answers  of  the  referees  that 
had  been  given,  and  that  they  appeared  to  be  satis- 
£EW5tory  ? — ^Yes,  and  the  Committee  confirmed  the 
acceptance  of  the  tender,  and  allowed  them  28  days  to 
complete — to  pay  the  first  instalment. 

1256.  Under  what  regulations  were  the  plans  always 
referred  to  the  Royal  Institute  of  British  Architects  ? 
— Under  a  clause  in  the  Act  of  Parliament  which  was 
imposed  by  the  House  of  Conmions,  that  the  drawings 
were  to  be  submitted  to  them.  They  ai^e  not  bound 
to  approve,  but  they  had  to  be  submitted. 

1257.  That  was  for  your  guidance  as  to  whether 
you  should  approve  or  not  ? — ^Presumably  so. 

1258.  And  I  suppose  in  your  contract  there  was 
always  a  provision  giving  you  a  power  of  approving 
or  disapproving  of  the  plans  ?— No  doubt.    Certainly. 


1259.  Then  a  long  correspondence  appears  to  have 
ensued  with  reference  to  the  plans  ? — Yes,  that  was 
a  very  lengthy  correspondence.  It  was  not  until  July 
1877  that  the  board  sent  the  elevations  to  the  Institute. 
The  following  January  amended  elevations  were 
submitted. 

1260.  The  Institute  of  Architects  objected  to  the 
first  plan? — ^They  did  so.  I  observe  the  first  set 
were  sent  in  on  May  14th  to  the  Boyal  Institute; 
then  they  were  returned  and  further  drawings  sent 
in  July. 

1261.  Then  in  January  1878  plans  were  again  sent 
in  ? — Yes. 

1262.  I  think  &ye  months  elapsed  before  the  plans 
were  finally  approved? — Rather  more  than  that.  I 
see  a  plan  was  sent  in  in  May  1877.  I  was  searching 
for  the  date  of  it.  The  first  plan  is  dated  May 
1877. 

1263.  What  is  the  date  of  the  approval  of  the  plan  ? 
— I  am  sorry  to  say  that  the  approved  plan  does  not 
bear  a  date. 

1264.  It  appears  to  have  been  approved  about 
January  1878? — The  Board  seems  to  have  approved 
it  in  January  1878. 

1265.  Then  an  application  was  made  by  Messrs. 
Gordon  for  an  extension  of  the  term  at  the  pepper- 
corn rent,  on  account  of  the  delay  and  the  extra 
expense  to  which  they  had  been  put  ? — That  was  so. 

1266.  In  April  1879?— In  April  1879. 

1267.  {Mr.  GrenfelL)  Was  the  delay  with  the 
Institute,  or  with  your  own  Board?  —  I  think  it 
would  be  partly  the  Institute  and  the  architects  of  the 
building. 

1268.  {Chairman.)  On  the  12th  May  1879  that 
request  of  an  extension  at  a  peppercorn  rent  was 
refrised  ? — Yes,  that  is  so. 

1269.  The  next  correspondence  appears  to  have 
taken  place  with  regard  to  the  lease  being  granted  to 
the  Grand  Hotel,  Limited,  at  the  request  of  Messrs. 
Gordon  ? — Yes,  that  was  so.  It  began  at  the  end 
of  May. 

1270.  And  the  seal  of  the  Board  was  affixed  to  that 
agreement  on  the  8th  August  1879? — Yes,  it  went 
on  until  August  before  it  was  settled. 

1271.  Then  I  believe  another  application  was  made 
on  the  28th  February  1880,  for  an  abatement  of  rent, 
or  rather  that  compensation  amounting  to  a  portion 
of  the  rent  in  respect  of  the  three  months'  delay  of 
2,380/.  should  be  made  by  the  Board  to  the  lessees  ? 
— That  was  so.  A  great  deal  of  correspondence  had 
been  carried  on  from  June  1879  until  the  following 
March. 

1272.  On  that  there  was  a  motion  that  the  request 
be  granted,  which  was  objected  to  and  was  lost  by 
a  majority  of  one — 13  for  it,  and  14  against  it? — 
That  is  so. 

1273.  At  the  next  meeting  of  the  Works  Com- 
mittee, on  the  15th  March,  a  member  of  the  Board, 
Mr.  Fairclough,  who  had  voted  for  the  motion,  ex- 
plained that  he  had  acted  in  ignorance  of  the  terms 
of  the  54th  section  of  the  Metropolis  Local  Management 
Act  in  voting  on  the  affairs  of  a  company  of  jvhich 
he  was  a  shareholder  ? — He  did  so. 

1274.  On  the  15th  November  1880  a  proposal  to  take 
a  piece  of  land  adjoining  the  Grand  Hotel  at  3«.  Zd. 
a  foot,  for  30  feet  of  width  right  through  from  back 
to  front  was  granted  ? — ^That  was  so.  The  Hotel 
Company  having  offered  a  smaller  sum  on  a  former 
occasion,  which  had  been  refused,  they  increased  the 
offer  to  3*.  3e/.,  which  was  accepted,  and  subsequently 
the  30  feet  was  extended  to  35  feet. 

1275.  On  the  31st  July  1882  a  letter  was  read  from 
Mr.  Gordon,  inquiring  whether  the  Board  would  be 
willing  to  sell  the  n^ehold,  and  if  so,  the  lowest 
terms  ? — That  was  so.     The  Board  declined  to  sell. 

1276.  No.  On  that  day,  the  3l8t  July,  it  was 
resolved  that  the  freehold  be  offered  at  2Q  yfears' 
purchase  ? — Yes. 
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1277.  The  first  proposal  was  moved  by  Mr.  Daltou, 
seconded  by  Mr.  Rogers,  that  Mr.  Gordon  be  in- 
formed that  the  Board  would  be  prepared  to  sell  at 
25  years'  purchase,  and  then  an  amendment  was 
carried  on  the  motion  of  Mr.  Freeman,  seconded  by 
Mr.  Phillips,  to  raise  it  to  26  years  ? — Yes. 

1278.  And  that  was  communicated  on  the  3rd  August 
1882  to  Mr.  Gordon  ?— Yes,  by  the  architect. 

1279.  Was  the  willingness  to  sell  it  at  26  years' 
purchase  communicated  to  Mr.  Gk)rdon  ? — Oh,  yes, 
in  a  letter  dated  August  3rd,  from  the  architect  to 
Mr.  Frederick  Gk»rdon,  at  page  190. 

1280.  I  do  not  quite  understand  the  letter  of  the 
3rd  January  1884,  because  there  Mr«  Gordon  writes : 
**  Some  months  ago  I  inquired  whether  you  would  be 
^'  disposed  to  sell  the  freehold  of  the  Grand  Hotel, 
^*  but  you  were  unable  at  that  time  to  give  me  any 
"  definite  answer.  May  I  ask  whether  you  are  now 
^'  in  a  position  to  do  so,  and  if  so,  shall  be  glad  to 
*'  know  the  amount  and  what  time  you  would  give  us 
"  to  complete  the  purchase  "  ? — Yes  ;  that  was  the 
letter  I  had  in  my  mind  when  I  answered  your  Lord- 
ship just  now,  that  the  Board  declined  to  sell.  I  cannot 
understand  what  can  have  taken  place  between  August 
1882  and  January  1884. 

1281.  On  the  7th  January  1884  the  Works  Com- 
mittee considered  that  letter,  and  *' Resolved  that 
**  Mr.  Grordon  be  informed  that  the  Committee  are 
*'  not  yet  in  a  position  to  give  him  a  definite  reply  "? 
—Yes. 

1282.  There  must  have  been  something  interme- 
diately between  these  two  dates  ? — ^There  must  have 
been  something,  one  would  imagine,  between  the  two. 
I  cannot  trace  anything  between  the  two. 

1283.  On  the  14th  January  1884  the  clerk  to  the 
Board  regrets  that  they  are  unable  to  give  any  definite 
answer,  and  that  is  the  last? — That  seems  the  last 
communication  upon  it. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  There  was  another  lease 
sealed  with  the  additional  gi*ant  your  Lordship  spoke 
of  in  the  interval,  and  I  think  that  was  sold  on  the 
29th  June  1883.  Then  this  follows  about  six  months 
afterwards. 

(Chairman.)  I  cannot  find  anything  to  which  it 
attaches. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White,)  I  suppose  some  inquiry  had 
been  made. 

f^  {Chairman,)  The  last  letter  that  has  been  given 
me  simply  says  the  clerk  is  unable  to  give  a  d^nite 
answer. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  lease  of  the  second 
parcel  of  land  was  not  sealed  until  June  1884. 

1284.  {Chairman,)  Is  it  certain  that  that  letter  of 
the  3rd  August  1882  was  ever  sent  ? — I  should  think 
there  is  no  doubt  it  must  have  been  sent.  The  lease 
of  the  additional  land  was  not  executed  until  con- 
siderably after  that  date. 

1285.  This  letter  of  the  3rd  January  1884  applies 
to  the  Grand  Hotel  ? — As  a  whole  ;  yes,  it  does. 

1286.  "Some  months  ago."  Obviously  you  must 
refer  to  some  less  distant  time  than  1882  ? — Yes,  one 
would  thmk  so.  The  letter  of  1882  ouly  referred  to 
the  first  take. 

1287.  I  think  there  must  have  been  some  letter 
which  is  omitted  here,  which  led  up  to  the  corre- 
spondence ? — One  would  certainly  think  so,  but  no 
letter  can  be  traced.  Whether  it  was  a  verbal  com- 
munication between  the  hotel  company  and  the 
architect  of  course  one  cannot  now  say.  Certainly 
no  letter  is  to  be  found. 

1288.  The  minute  of  the  Works  Committee  of  the 
7th  January  1884  resolv^  that  Mr.  Gordon  be  in- 
formed, "  That  the  Committee  are  not  yet  in  a  position 
to  gi?e  him  a  definite  reply ;"  which  would  seem  to 
show  that  something  was  under  consideration  then 
and  had  been  under  consideration  before  ? — ^Yes,  the 
Board  at  that  time  had  power  to  retain  its  ground 
rents  which  it  had  not  at  the  earlier  date,  and  J  think 
that  very  likely  was  weighing  in  the  minds  of  the 
Committee.    They  were  not  anxious  to  sell. 


1289.  {Mr,  Meadows  White.)  I  think  it  was  by     Fourth  Day. 
the  Money  Bill  of  1884  that  the  Board  got  the  power  

to  retain  ground  rents  and  hold  them  as  an  investment.     '^  ^^yl888. 
That  was  about  the  time,  I  daresay  it  was  owing  to  j^^ 

that  that  there  was  some  hesitation  in  disposing  of  it  ?    w,  B,  Selway, 

—If  one  can  charge  one's  memory  I  think  the  iMonoy       

Bill  and  the  discussion  was  then  going  on  in  the 
Committee.  We  would  not  give  an  answer  until  we 
knew  whether  Parliament  would  give  us  that  power 
or  not. 

1290.  {Chairman.)  These,  T  understand,  are  all  the 
minutes  which  are  in  the  books  of  the  Metropolitan 
Board  with  reference  to  the  site  of  the  Grand  Hotel  ? 
-wSo  the  officers  inform  me ;  they  say  so. 

1291.  (Mr,  Meadows  White.)  I  believe  that  is  so. 
There  may  have  been  some  general  minute  as  to  the 
sale  of  groimd  rents.  It  has  been  very  carefully 
seai'ched,  and  I  believe  your  Lordship  is  in  possession 
of  everything,  unless  there  was  some  general  discussion 
as  to  ground  rents,  which  possibly  might  have 
originated  in  the  discussion  as  to  this  Bill.  Your 
Lordship  has  the  Act  of  1884.  It  was  in  that. 
Search  will  be  made  for  any  general  observations  as 
to  the  Grand  Hotel  ground  rents.  Your  Lordship 
may  take  it  that  those  ground  rents  have  not  yet  been 
sold.     They  are  still  the  property  of  the  Board  ? 

(The  Witness,)  Further  search  shall  be  made  to 
see  if  there  is  any  letter.  There  may  be  something 
general. 

1292.  (Chairman,)  I  may  as  well  proceed  now 
with  the  minutes  relating  to  the  site  of  the  Colonial 
Institute.  With  regard  to  the  site  of  the  Colonial 
Institute,  there  was  a  proposal  made  to  the  Board  in 
July  1876  ?— That  appears  to  be  the  first. 

1293.  Qn  inquiry  as  to  the  ability  of  the  person 
making  the  tender,  the  references  were  not  satisfactory, 
and  that  matter  went  no  further  ? — That  was  so. 

1294.  There  appears  to  have  been  nothing  more 
until  October  1882  ? — There  was  some  correspondence 
in  1880,  hoping  that  something  would  be  done,  but 
really  nothing  came  of  it.  In  1 882  there  was  a  tender 
made,  which  was  accepted,  subject  to  inquiries. 

1295.  That  was  a  tender  by  Mr.  Statham  Hobson 
on  behalf  of  Mr.  C.  G.  Phillips  ?— That  was  so. 

1296.  It  was  a  tender  for  22  and  part  of  23  ;  what 
is  now  the  site  on  which  the  Colonial  Institute  has 
since  been  built  ? — That  is  so. 

1297.  At  a  rent  of  540/.  per  annum,  with  a  stipula- 
tion for  an  option  of  purchase  at  25  years'  rent.  No 
— ^that  was  Mr.  Prince's  offer;  Mr.  Hobson's  offer 
was  550/.,  with  no  condition  as  to  purchase  ? — Yes. 

1298.  And  it  was  resolved  that  Mr.  Statham 
Hobson's  offbr  on  behalf  of  Mr.  C.  G.  Phillips  be 
accepted,  subject  to  the  usual  inquiries  ? — That  was 
so,  and  those  inquiries  were  made. 

1 299.  Several  references  were  given,  and  the 
answers  were  satisfactory  ?  —  They  were  reported 
upon  on  the  6th  of  November,  when  the  Committee 
accepted  it. 

1300.  On  the  2nd  of  March  1883  Mr.  Phillips 
paid  the  deposit  and  took  up  the  agreement  for  a 
lease  ? — That  is  so,  he  having  previously  asked  for 
concessions  which  the  Board  refused  to  give  him. 
He  wanted  the  peppercorn  extended,  and  the  time  for 
building  extended.  He  paid  the  money  at  the  date 
your  Lordship  mentioned. 

1301.  On  the  19th  of  July  1883  the  solicitors  to 
Mr.  Phillips,  or  his  intended  under-lessee,  gave  notice 
to  the  Board  that  he  had  agreed  to  grant  an  under- 
lease of  the  plots  for  the  length  of  his  term  less  one 
day? — Yes,  notice  to  that  effect  was  given.  Messrs. 
Cimlifie,  Beaumont,  and  Davenport,  the  solicitors,  did 
not  say  on  whose  behalf  they  were  acting. 

1302.  Either  for  Mr.  Phillips  or  for  the  Colonial 
Institute  ? — Quite  so ;  either  for  one  or  the  other. 

1303.  Then  a  very  long  correspondence  appears  to 
have  taken  place  about  the  designs  ? — Yes,  a  great 
deal  of  correspondence. 

1304.  They  seem  to  have  been  three  times  objected 
to  by  the  Institute  of  British  Architects  before  they 
were    finally    approved?  —  There    was    very    much 
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correspondence.  It  was  not  until  the  15th  of 
January  1884  thai  the  design  was  returned  by  the 
council. 

1305.  They  had  returned  it  several  times  dis- 
approved, but  one  was  finally  approved  and  returned 
in  JanuaiT  ? — Yes. 

1306.  On  the  2l8t  of  January  1884  the  Board 
resolved  that  the  report  be  approved  ? — That  is  so. 

1307.  Then  on  tlie  4th  of  March  1884  Mr.  Hobson, 
on  behalf  of  Messrs.  Phillips,  asked  to  be  allowed  to 
purchase  the  freehold  within  a  period  of  two  years  at 
25  years'  purchase  ? — Yes,  that  was  so. 

1308.  His  expressed  object  being,  that  he  might 
then  be  in  a  better  position  to  deal  with  those  who 
were  complaining  that  ancient  lights  were  being 
interfered  with  ? — That  was  the  reason. 

1309.  On  the  19th  of  May  1884  Mr.  Vulliamy 
reported  on  that? — And  tho  Committee  refused  to 
entertain  it. 

1310.  Mr.  Vulliamy 's  report  stated  that  the  Board 
had  granted  the  option  of  acquiring  the  freehold  at 
25  years'  purchase  in  the  case  of  eight  tenants,  and 
there  was  no  doubt  the  same  privilege  would  have  been 
granted  to  Mr.  Phillips  had  he  stipulated  for  it  in 
making  his  tender  ? — Yes. 

1311.  On  the  I9th  of  May  1884  the  Board  refused 
to  entertain  the  proposal.  Then  on  the  26th  of  May 
1884  the  matter  again  came  before  the  Board  ? — It 
again  came  before  the  Board. 

1312.  And  it  was  moved  and  seconded  that 
Mr.  Phillips  be  allowed  to  have  the  land  at  26  years' 
purchase  ? — Yes. 

1313.  An  amendment  was  moved  on  that,  that  they 
were  not  prepared  to  sell  the  freehold.  That  was  lost. 
Then  there  was  a  further  amendment  that  he  be 
allowed  to  have  the  land  at  27  years'  purchase,  and 
that  was  lost ;  and  a  further  amendment,  that  he  be 
allowed  to  have  it  at  25  years'  purchase,  was  carried 
by  13  to  8  ?— Yes. 

1314.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  letter  which 
gave  rise  to  that  was  the  letter  of  the  23rd  of  May 
1884,  at  page  49  ?— That  was  the  letter. 

1315.  {Chairman.)  "The  dominating  lights  com- 
manding the  site  are  the  property  of  the  South-Eastern 
Railway  Company,  and  they  will  only  consent  to 
allow  the  building  to  go  up  upon  receiving  a  large 
money  pa}*ment,  amounting  to  1,500/.,  with  the  import- 
ant condition  that  Mr.  Phillips,  as  freeholder,  will 
guarantee  them  permission  to  carry  their  buildings  on 
the  opposite  side  of  the  way  to  such  height  as  they  in 
future  may  see  fit.  The  alternative  of  this  is  that  the 
lights  would,  no  doubt^  be  maintained  to  be  ancient,  and 
Xhxi  building  of  the  Royal  Colonial  Institute  be  rendered 
extremely  inconvenient  for  a  public  institution.  The 
angle  would  indeed  be  so  severe  {see  tracing)  that  the 
front  elevation  in  Northumberland  Avenue  would  be 
very  much  lower  than  of  the  neighbouring  buildings, 
and  in  itself  would  not  have  a  good  or  architectural 
effect.  It  would  also  make  the  building  less  valuable 
to  your  Board  as  security  for  the  ground  rent.  Under 
these  circumstances  may  I  ask  that  your  Board  will 
sell  the  freehold  to  Mr.  Phillips,  and  though  several 
of  his  neighbours  have  the  right  of  buying  from 
your  Board  at  25  years'  purchase,  I  cnnnot  ask  for 
this,  but  must  leave  your  Board  to  say  what  price  they 
would  consider  it  fair  to  fix  under  all  tho  circum- 
stance Fi "  ? — Yes. 

1316.  Well  then,  it  was  on  that  that  the  first 
proposal  made  was  26  years  ? — That  wos  so. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  At  page  52  Mr.  Selway 
moved  an  amendment. 

1317.  {Chairman.)  Why  did  you  move  that  that 
should  be  allowed  at  25  years'  purchase  ? — Because 
almost  all  the  other  tenants  of  the  Board  in  Northum- 
berland Avenue  had  been  allowed  to  purchase  at 
25  years,  and  I  felt,  and  I  think  the  majority  of  the 
Board  felt,  that  if  they  had  asked  for  that  privilege  it 
would  certainly  have  been  granted  to  them ;  and  we 
did  not  think  it  right  to  levy,  shall  I  say,  any  tax 
upon  thsm  because  they  had  made  that  omission. 
We  thought  therefore  it  was  fair  to  treat  them  as 


others  had  been  treated.  Your  Lordship  will  observe 
that  when  that  amendment  was  put  as  a  substantive 
resolution  it  was  carried  by  13  against  7. 

1318.  They  had  intimated  that  they  were  willing 
practically  to  pay  more.  In  fact  they  said  that  they 
could  not  ask  to  purchase  at  a  25  years'  purchase  ? — 
That  had  be^n  rejected  only  a  week  or  so  before. 
The  names  do  not  appear  to  have  been  taken  down  on 
that  occasion. 

1319.  Yes,  I  think  so?  — No,  not  on  the  first 
occasion,  the  19th  May. 

1320.  Was  the  conveyance  made  to  Mr.  Phillips  or 
to  the  Colonial  Institute. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  Your  Lordship  will  find  in 
some  of  the  earlier  correspondence  the  Board  refused 
to  recognise  anybody  but  Mr.  Phillips. 

{CJioirman.)  What  maile  me  ask  was  I  see  a  letter 
of  the  11th  July  1885  from  the  assistant  solicitor  to 
Messrs.  CunlifTe,  Beaumont,  and  Davenport,  who  were 
the  solicitors  for  the  Colonial  Institute :  "  The  con- 
"  veyance  is  executed  by  tho  Board,  and  I  shall  be 
"  prepared  to  complete  on  Monday  at  12.30,  if  that 
"  time  will  be  convenient  to  you." 

132i.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  think  the  con- 
veyance was  made  by  direction  of  Mr.  Phillips  to 
Mr.  Statham  Hobson  ? — That  appears  to  be  so  by  a 
letter  of  the  21st  July. 

1322.  {Chairman.)  At  the  25  years'  purchase  on 
the  550/.  rent  ? — Yes,  that  seems  to  be  so. 

1323.  On  the  17th  July  1885  I  observe  there  is  a 
letter  from  Mr.  Hobson,  in  which  he  says :  "  I  enclose 
"  you  official  application  herein,  which  I  shall  be  much 
"  obliged  if  you  will  bring  before  your  Committee  on 
"  Monday  next,  as  I  understand  that,  subject  to  your 
"  convenience,  an  appointment  for  completion  is  being 
"  arranged  for  the  latter  part  of  that  day  or  some  time 
"  on  Tuesday." 

{Mr.  Meadows  JVhite.)  On  the  7th  July  they 
write :  "  We  now  send  you  the  engrossment  of  the 
conveyance  to  Mr.  Hobson." 

1324.  {Chairman)  Mr.  Hobson  says  on  July  17 : 
"  I  do  not  wish  to  press  the  point  unduly,  and  am- 
"  quite  prepared  to  admit  with  you  that  the  item  is 
"  not  a  large  one — still,  as  a  question  of  principle,  I 
"  think  it  only  right  to  call  your  attention  to  it  and  to 
**  ask  for  your  Committee's  consideration."  That  was 
a  question  of  interest.  "  I  may  incidentally  add  that, 
"  although  the  matter  looks  a  very  good  transaction, 
**  yet  the  expenses  in  connexion  with  light  and  air 
"  and  other  detaiU  have  been  simply  enormous." 
What  did  that  refer  to  "  it  looks  a  very  good  trans- 
action." Can  jou  tell  me  what  was  the  amount 
that  the  Colonial  Institute  paid  ? — No,  1  have  no 
knowledge. 

1325.  From  what  Mr.  Hobson  writes  to  Mr.  Jack- 
son there  seems  to  have  been  something  which  would 
show  that  the  transaction  looked  a  very  good  one. 
The  Board  I  understand  conveyed  to  Mr.  Hobson  ? — 
That  appears  to  be  so, 

1326.  Do  you  know  to  what  that  refers  ? — I  have 
not  the  least  idea. 

1327.  The  request  in  respect  of  interest  was  not 
granted  ? — That  was  so. 

1328.  And  the  sale  was  completed  on  the  21st  July 
1885  ? — Yes,  that  was  the  day  it  was  reported. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  letter  of  the  20th  July 
1885  explains  the  matter  in  controversy:  "The  rent 
"  is  137/.  per  quarter,  the  interest  171/.  17*.  6J.  per 
"  quarter,  or  34/.  7*.  6d.  per  quarter  more  than  the 
**  rent." 

1329.  {C/iairman.)  I  wanted  to  see  whether  any 
light  was  thrown  upon  "what  looks  to  be  a  very  good 
transaction  "  ? — ^No,  I  canpot  see  anything  as  to  that 
at  all. 

1330.  Those  are  all  the  documents  relating  to  the 
site  of  the  Colonial  Institute? — Those  are  all  the 
documents. 

1331.  {Mr.  Winch.)  Might  I  ask  Mr.  Selway  with 
regard  to  Mr.  Tatham  Hobson.  Do  you  recollect 
whether  Tatham  Hobson  had  many  transactions  with 
the  BoArd  with  regard  to  leasing  of  land  or  seUing  of 
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land  ? — He  has  had  more  than  one,  certainly.  I  will 
look  it  up  to  see  how  many  he  has  had.  I  should  not 
like  to  say  off-hand. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  think  Mr.  Winch  is 
referring  to  the  fact  that  his  was  one  of  the  names  in 
connexion  with  the  Pavilion. 

{Mr.  Winch.)  I  think  when  Mr.  Hobson  comes  I 
Tirill  ask  him  that,  because  the  name  that  appears  there 
is  not  «  Tatham  Hobson,"  it  is  "  F.  S.  Hobson.'* 

(Chairman.)  It  is  «*  Statham  Hobson  "  not  "Tat- 
ham.'* 

1332.  {Mr.  Winch.)  It  is  the  same  man? — I  should 
tliink  so. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  I  think  that  is  the  same 
man  referred  to  as  financing  Mr.  Grey. 

1333.  {Chairman.)  Now  I  will  go  to  the  Hotel 
Victoria  site.  The  first  document  I  am  furnished 
with  with  reference  to  the  site  of  the  Hotel  Victoria, 
which  covers  the  plots  3  to  8,  appears  to  be  a  report 
of  the  superintending  architect  of  the  7th  January 
1878  ? — Tes ;  that  was  a  report  from  the  architect. 

1334.  I  do  not  quite  understand  that  report.  That 
report  refers  to  a  design  apparently  which  had  been 
prepared  by  the  superintending  architect  ? — Yes,  my 
recollection  of  that  is  that  the  Board  had  instructed 
him  to  prepare  an  elevation  for  that  side  of  the 
Northumberland  Avenue. 

1335.  But  what  for? — With  a  view  to  push  the 
letting  of  the  land. 

1336.  For  offices  or  buildings  ?— For  anything. 
He  was  to  design  only  the  elevation. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Your  Lordship  refers  to 
plots  1  to  8. 

{The  witness.)  Yes,  it  is  the  whole  frontage. 

1337.  {Chairman.)  It  covers  two  plots  besides  ? — 
Yes.  The  committee  wanted  an  elevation  to  embrace 
the  whole  of  that  side. 

1338.  On  the  13th  May  1878  the  superintending 
architect  makes  another  report  in  which  he  speaks  of 
the  depression  at  that  time  existing,  and  says,  ''  I  am 
**  afraid  if  the  land  were  forced  into  the  market  in  the 
**  present  untoward  state  of  things  the  Board  would 
'^  have  to  submit  to  a  considerable  discount  from  the 
"  proper  prices  they  will  ultimately  obtain.  It  was 
**  resolved  that  no  action  be  taken  in  the  matter  at 
"  present "  ? — Yes,  it  stood  over. 

1339.  On  the  14th  October  1878  there  was  a 
tender  of  2s.  6d.  a  foot  for  plots  8  and  11,  which  was 
declined  ? — That  was  declined.  Then  I  think  we  go 
on  to  July  1879.  That  was  an  offer  also  declined. 
In  September  there  was  another  offer  declined. 

1340.  That  was  for  plots  6,  7,  and  8  ?— Yes. 

1341.  The  offer  was  of  3,934/.  for  those  three 
plots  ? — ^Yes. 

1342.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  That  was  for  a 
panorama  building  ? — That  was  a  site  for  a  panorama 
building.  On  October  the  9th  there  was  another 
offer.    That  was  also  declined. 

1343.  (  Chairman.)  That  was  also  for  a  panorama  ? 
— ^Yes ;  then  I  think  you  go  on  to  1881. 

1844.  There  is  something  in  November  1880?-* 
That  was  a  mere  intimation  that  we  might  expect  an 
offer. 

1345.  March  1881  appears  to  have  been  the  next  ? 
— March  1881  is  really  the  next. 

1346.  For  plots  1,  .2,  8,  4,  and  5  ?— -Yes.  That 
was  dedined. 

1347.  6,000/.  per  annum  ?— Yes.  Then  we  get  on 
to  October  in  the  same  year  for  one  plot,  which  was 
declined. 

1848.  That  was  for  plot  No.  1  ?— Plot  No.  1,  at 
the  corner.  On  October  the  14th,  there  was  another 
tender  submitted. 

1349.  Was  that  of  9,000/.  for  plots  1  to  8  ?— For 
plots  1  to  8  inclusive.  Then  inquiries  were  made  as 
to  that,  and  they  were  not  satisfactory.  On  November 
the  28th  I  think  you  will  find  that  we  had  another 
offer.  That  was  also  declined.  Then  we  get  to 
March  tbe  20th,  1882,  when  there  was  an  offer  for 
plots  2,  3,  and  4,  which  offer  was  not  excepted, 
i    54149. 


1850.  That  was  from  Messrs.  Francis  ?— From 
Messrs.  Francis.  Then  on  June  the  26th  there  was 
an  offer. 

1851.  For  plots  8,  4,  6,  6,  7,  and  8  ?— Yes,  from 
another  gentleman. 

1352.  At  a  rent  of  5,000/.  ?— Yes,  that  was  declined. 
Then  on  July  the  3rd,  1882,  there  was  an  amended 
offer ;  an  offer  from  Mr.  Wallis. 

1853.  At  Ss.  6d.  per  foot,  which  brought  it  up  to 
5,600/.  ?— Yes. 

1354.  Then  that  was  accepted  subject  to  the  usual 
inquiries? — Quite  so,  with  option  to  purchase  at 
25  years'  purchase.  Then  those  inquiries  were  reported 
upon  upon  the  I7th  of  July,  and  it  was  resolved  to 
call  upon  Mr.  Wallis  to  execute  the  agreement,  and 
pay  the  deposit  within]14  days,  which  was  subsequently 
at  his  request  extended. 

1355.  He  was  required  to  pay  a  deposit  of  one 
year's  rental  ?  —  That  was  so,  and  I  think  your 
Lordship  will  find  in  October  it  was  reported  that 
he  had  done  so;  it  was  reported  on  the  2nd  of 
October. 

1356.  His  time  having  been  extended  to  the  11th 
of  August,  and  he  not  having  paid  by  that  date  it 
was  resolved  on  the  1 1th  of  August  that  his  tender 
be  declined,  and  that  an  advertisement  be  prepared 
stating  that  the  Board  desired  to  receive  tenders  for 
those  plots  ? — Yes,  that  was  so. 

1357.  On  the  17th  of  August  Mr.  VuUiamy  was 
requested  by  the  assistant-solicitor  to  send  the  draft 
of  the  advertisement  to  him  ? — ^Yes.  On  the  29th 
September  you  will  observe  that  Mr.  Wallis  writes 
to  the  Board's  solicitor  that  he  is  ready  to  pay  the 
deposit.  On  the  2nd  of  October  the  committee 
accepted  it,  and  sealed  the  agreement.  The  money 
was  paid  on  that  day. 

1358.  Then  a  plan  was  submitted  in  January.  1888  ? 
— ^In  January  1883  the  drawing  was  received,  and 
forwarded  to  the  Institute  of  British  Architects. 

1359.  They  suggested  some  modification  which  was 
communicated  to  the  architects  for  the  proposed 
lessee  ? — Yes,  it  went  on,  indeed,  until  July  in  that 
year  before  the  elevation  seems  to  have  been 
approved. 

1360.  In  the  meantime  a  company  had  been 
formed,  called  ''the  Northumberland  Avenue  Hotel 
Company,"  apparently  ? — Yes,  that  seems  to  be  so. 

1861.  Then  there  was  a  letter  of  the  25th  of  June, 
1888,  calling  the  attention  of  the  solicitor  to  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  to  the  fact  that  an 
arrangement  had  been  made  by  the  company  to  take 
an  underlease  from  Mr.  Wallis? — Yes,  that  was 
reported  to  the  Works  Committee;  and  for  taking 
also  part  of  the  plot  No.  2,  which  had  been  let  to  the 
Mortgage  Company  of  England. 

1362.  There  seems  to  have  been  some  correspon- 
dence about  the  Board  extending  on  to  that  site 
beyond  the  site  3  to  8  ? — Yes,  the  hotel  extending. 

1363.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  objection  was, 
I  think,  to  making  one  large  building  extending  over 
two  holdings.  That  was  the  objection  raised  by  the 
Board  to  that? — ^The  committee  insisted  that  the  plots 
should  all  be  under  one  hand.  That  resolution  of  the 
committee  was  on  the  2nd  of  August  1888, — that 
subject  to  the  solicitor  arranging  for  a  lease  over  the 
whole  of  the  land,  the  amended  elevation  and  plans 
be  approved.  That  expression,  "  over  the  whole  of 
the  land,"  included  part  of  plot  2  as  well  as  plots  3 
to  8. 

1364.  {Chairman.)  There  is  a  letter  of  the  29th  of 
June  1883  from  Messrs.  Ashurst,  Morris,  &  Co. 
with  reference,  apparently,  to  some  of  the  other  plots. 
They  say,  "  The  position  of  our  clients,  with  reference 
"  to  their  plots  in  Northumberland  Avenue,  is  this  : 
"  Our  clients  only  wanted  one  plot  for  their  own  use, 
"  but  while  negotiations  with  reference  to  this  were 
^*  in  progress  Mr.  Eobertson  mentioned  to  the  writer 
**  that  there  had  been  a  great  run  upon  the  Avenue 
"  and  that  there  were  only  three  available  plots  then 
•*  left,  and  as  our  client's  board  had  then  broken  up 
<*  for  a  short  vacation  we  took  upon  ourselves  to 
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propose  terms  to  Mr.  Jtobertson    for  the    three 

plots,  in  order  that  our  clients  might  have  a  choice 

of  one  for  their  own  intended  building,  and  ulti- 
'*  mately,  by  our  letter  to  the  secretary  of  your  board 
"  of  the  I3th  May  1882,  we  made  a  formal  proposal 
"  for  the  three  plots,  ba8e«l  upon  the  negotiations  we 
"  had  been  conducting  with  Mr.  Robertson.  Our 
"  clients  have  gone  to  a  considerable  expense  in 
**  preparing  plans  for  building  on  the  two  plots, 
"  Nos.  18  and  19,  intending  to  use  the  building  on 
"  one  of  those  plots  for  their  own  offices,  but  have 
"  been  delayed  by  ^questions  of  light."  What  were 
the  three  plots  there  referred  to  ? — ^I  think  it  referred 
to  plots  17,  18,  and  19,  on  which  the  Constitutional 
Club  now  stands. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White,)  I  think  they  referred  to 
18  and  19,  and  also  to  part  of  plot  2,  which  is  referred 
to  in  the  correspondence. 

(Chairman,)  Perhaps  it  is  so;  because  the  next 
paragraph  is,  *^  Our  clients  have  made  arrangement.8 
''  with  the  Northumberland  Avenue  Hotel  Company 
*'  for  building  on  the  other  plot,  namely.  No.  2,  but 
"  Butject,  of  course,  to  the  approval  by  your  Board  of 
"  the  plans." 

(Mr,  Meadows  White,)  It  was  that  which  raised 
the  difficulty^  which  was  solved,  after  a  very  long  time, 
by  a  lease  being  granted  so  as  to  bring  the  whole  of 
the  plots  under  one  holding. 

(Chairman,)  Had  Messrs.  Ashurst,  Morris,  &  Co.'s 
clients  at  that  time  got  an  agreement  for  plots  18, 19, 
and  2.^ 

(Mr,  Meadows  White,)  I  suppose  so. 

(Chairman.)  What  has  become  of  2  ? 

(Mr.  Winch,)  As  I  am  instructed,  part  of  plot  2 
was  let  to  the  Mortgage  Company,  at  641/.  a  year, 
and  that  became  part  of  the  Hotel  Victoria,  so  that 
the  Hotel  Victoria  is  on  a  ground  rent  of  5,600/., 
plus  641/.  Then  the  Mortgage  Company,  after  they 
had  got  it  at  641/.,  as  your  Lordships  will  presently 
hear,  leased  it  to  Mr.  Wallis  at  1,144/. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White,)  With  regard  to  that,  your 
Lordship  will  see  that  that  part  of  plot  2  was  ulti- 
mately leased  to  Wallis  or  his  representatives. 

(Chairman.)  Not  by  the  Board  ? 

(Mr,  Meadows  White,)  No. 

(Mr.  Winch,)  First  to  the  Mortgage  Company,  and 
then  by  the  Mortgage  Company  to  Wdlis,  and  then 
Wallis  has  got  the  whole  thing ;  and  then  he  deals 
with  it  as  the  Northumberland  Avenue  Company. 

(Mr,  Meadows  White,)  The  Board  objected  to 
having  one  large  building  extending  over  a  plot  held 
by  two  persons,  and  therefore  they  compelled  Wallis 
to  arrange  in  some  way  or  another  that  the  Mortgage 
Company  should  put  that  plot  into  his  hands,  so  that 
they  might  be  all  in  one  holding. 

(Chairman,)  I  think  I  shall  require  to  see  the 
minutes.  I  shall  not  need  all  the  minutes  relating  to 
plots  18,  19,  and  2,  but  the  minutes  preceding  and 
including  the  acceptance  of  the  tender  for  18,  19, 
and  2. 

(Mr.  Winch.)  Will  your  Lordship  get  the  date 
when  the  agreement  was  siened  between  the  Board 
and  the  Mortgage  Company  for  plot  2  ? 

1365.  (Chairman,)  The  Committee  took  objection 
to  the  hotel  being  built  partly  on  land  leased  to  one 
lessee  and  partly  on  land  leased  to  anpther  ? — That 
was  so;  and  that  was  not  settled  until  November 
1883. 

(Mr,  Meadows  White,)  It  resulted  in  an  assignment, 
as  your  Lordship  will  see  at  page  107.  Your  Lord- 
ship will  see  later  on  both  the  Northumberland 
Avenue  Company  and  Wallis  came  to  grief,  and  the 
Mortgage  Company  entered  again  upon  their  plotj 
and  now  I  believe  the  arrangement  is  that  there  is  no 
part  of  the  Hotel  on  plot  2. 

1366.  (Chairman.)  On  the  12th  of  November  there 
is  a  report  by  the  solicitors  to  the  Board  that,  "  An 
*'  arrangement  has  now,  I  am  informed  by  Messrs. 
"  Ashurst  and  Co.,  been  come  to,  as  required  by  the 
"  committee,  for  vesting  the  interests  of  Mr.  Wallis 
"  (plots  3  to  8)   and    the  Mortgage  Company,  of 


"  England  (part  plot  2)  in  one  hand,  namely,  in 
"  Mr.  Wallis  "  ? — The  Committee  acted  upon  that  on 
the  same  day. 

1367.  It  was  resolved :  **  That  as  soon  as  the  soli- 
*^  citor  is  satisfied  that  the  agreement  is  completed, 
"  the  architect  be  instructed  to  communicate  with  the 
"  architects  of  the  Hotel  on  the  subject  of  the  plans  "  ? 
— Yes. 

,  1368.  Messrs.  Ashurst,  Morris,  and  Co.  were 
solicitors  for  the  Land  Mortgage  Company  ? — ^Yes,  I 
believe  they  were. 

1369.  On  the  6th  of  March  1884  they  write  com- 
plaining that  Mr.  Wallis  is  not  carrying  out  his 
agreement  with  them  ? — Yes. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White,)  At  page  194  there  is  a 
joint  report  of  the  architect  and  of  the  solicitor. 

(Chairman,)  They  report  that  Mr.  Wallis  is  not 
carrying  out  his  agreement — that  he  had  charged  his 
interest.  "  The  Board,  in  the  opinion  of  the  solicitors, 
"  will  be  entitled  shortly  to  put  an  end  to  both  agree- 
*^  ments,  if  they  so  wish,  on  the  ground  of  the  non- 
*^  completion  of  the  carcases  within  the  times  limited, 
"  viz.,  as  regards  plots  3  to  8,  by  the  2nd  of  April 
"  next,  and  as  regards  part  plot  2,  by  the  30th  of 
**  April  next."  Then  it  was  resolved  on  that,  "  that 
**  the  report  be  approved,  and  that  notices  of  intention 
**  to  put  an  end  to  the  agreement  be  given,  as  sug- 
"  gested."  Notice  appears  to  have  been  given  to 
Mr.  Wallis  on  the  13th  of  March  1884. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White,)  And  also  to  the  Mortgage 
Company. 

1370.  (Chairman,)  Then  it  was  resolved  on  the 
5th  May  that  that  report  be  approved  and  acted  on  ? 
—Yes. 

1371.  On  the  9th  May  there  is  a  document,  under 
the  seal  of  the  Board,  putting  an  end  to  Mr.  Wallis' 
agreement  ? — Yes. 

1372.  On  the  17th  May  the  Northumberland 
Avenue  Company  write :  "  My  Board  have  communi- 
"  cated  with  the  Contractors  who  have  access  to  the 
•*  site,  and  they  refuse  to  deliver  up  possession."  On 
the  22nd  May  Mr.  Robertson  reports  that  he  attended 
at  the  site  of  the  Northumberland  Avenue  Hotel  on 
the  20th  of  that  month,  and  received  possession  from 
the  representative  of  Messrs.  Perry  and  Co. ;  and  the 
solicitor  reports  to  the  Committee  on  the  26th  of  May 
that  he  has  now  full  possession  of  the  land  ? — That  is 
a  letter  from  Mr.  Robertson  to  the  solicitor  on  the 
21st  May.  That  was  brought  to  the  Committee's 
notice  on  the  26th. 

1373.  Then  a  letter  was  written  on  the  27th  to  the 
solicitor  of  Mr.  Wallis,  to  ask  him  whether  he  had 
any  proposition  to  make  with  regard  to  the  land  ? — 
Yes. 

1374.  On  the  28th  a  letter  was  written  to  the  Board 
by  the  Chairman  of  the  Northumberland  Avenue 
Hotel  Company  ? — ^Yes ;  with  proposals. 

1375.  And  enclosing  resolutions  of  the  Northum- 
berland Avenue  Company  in  the  nature  of  a  proposal 
to  go  on  with  the  building  ? — Yes ;  to  go  on  with  the 
agreement. 

1376.  There  is  a  further  letter  on  the  same  subject, 
of  the  5th  June  1884.  from  the  chairman  of  the 
Company  ? — ^Yes. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Your  Lordship  sees  the 
deposit  had  been  forfeited.     It  is  at  page  238. 

1377.  (Chairman,)  The  solicitor  writes,  "I  have 
*'  already  acted  on  the  order  of  Monday  last.  The 
'*  deposit  is  forfeited."  Then  Colonel  Malleson's 
letters  were  referred  to  the  solicitor  for  report? — 
Yes,  the  report  is  on  the  16th  June.  That  report 
of  the  1 6th  June  went  fully  into  the  whole  snbject, 
and  the  Committee  passed  resolutions  to  form  the 
basis  of  a  new  agreement. 

1378.  On  the  16th  June  it  was  resolved,  "  That 
''  the  Company  be  informed  that  if  they  will  submit  a 
"  proposition  based  upon  the  terms  of  the  following 
'^  note  within  one  month  the  committee  will  be 
"  prepared  to  consider  the  same  "  ? — Yes. 

1379.  There  was  a  stipulation,  **  That  the  building 
"  be  roofed  in  within  12  months  of  the  date  of  the 
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*^  new  agreement,  and  be  entirely  finished  and  com- 
**  pleted  within  six  months  after  the  expii'ation  of 
*'  such  12  months.  That  a  sum  of  not  less  than 
"  5,000/.  be  expended  upon  the  buildings  within 
^  three  months  of  the  date  of  the  new  agreement. 
"  That  all  fi:round  rent  which  would  have  been 
*'  payable  if  Wallis'  agreement  had  not  been  annulled 
"  shall  be  paid  to  iHie  Board  up  to  the  date  of  the  new 
"  agreement,  and  subsequently  by  quarterly  payments. 
''  That  a  sum  of  5,000/.  shall  be  deposited  at  the 
"  London  and  Westminster  Bank,  St  James'  Square, 
"  as  security  for  the  observance  of  tlie  terms  of  the 
<'  new  agreement,  and  to  be  forfeited  to  the  Board  in 
"  case  of  default.  That  before  a  new  agreement  is 
"  executed  evidence  satisfactory  to  the  Board  shall  be 
**  given  that  a  further  sum  of  40,000/.,  being  the 
**  estimated  cost  of  roofing  in  the  Hotel  will  be  forth- 
"  coming  to  defray  such  cost."  Otherwise  that  left 
the  terms  as  they  had  been  in  the  agreement  with 
Mr.  Wallis  ? — I  believe  so. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  But  that  "in  all  other 
**  respects  the  new  agreement  shall  be  in  such  form 
"  as  the  Board  shall  approve." 

1380.  {Chairman^  I  observe  in  the  report  of  the 
solicitor  of  the  16th  June,  he  reports  that  the  letting 
value  of  the  property  is  greater  now  than  when  it  was 
agreed  to  be  let  to  Wallis  ? — There  were  some  building 
materials  upon  them  at  that  time. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  A  considerable  amount  of 
bnildiug  had  been  done  upon  it ;  it  is  mentioned  in 
the  correspondence  many  thousands  of  pounds. 

{Chairman.)  An  unfinished  building  does  not 
always  add  to  the  value  of  a  plot.  One  has  seen  some 
plots  which,  on  account  of  unfinished  buildings,  remain 
long  on  hand. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Quite  so.  The  foundations 
bad  been  put  in. 

1381.  {Chairman.)  Then  that  was  communicated 
to  the  secretary  of  the  Company  or  to  the  chairman  of 
the  Company  ? — Yes. 

1382.  The  letter  of  the  19th  June  refused  to  revive 
Mr.  Wallis'  agreement,  and  stated  the  terms  which 
had  been  agreed  upon  by  the  Board  on  which  they 
were  prepared  to  receive  an  offer  ? — ^Yes. 

1382a.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  "Provided  the 
Company  shall  be  able  to  satisfy  the  Board  conclu- 
sively that,  if  allowed  to  enter  into  such  an  agreement, 
the  Company  are  in  a  position  energetically  to  proceed 
with  and,  without  delay,  to  complete  the  building 
works." 

{Chairman^  That  was  part  of  the  terms  covered 
by  the  resolution  of  the  Board  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Yes. 

1383.  {Chairman^  There  was  a  letter  from  the 
chairman  of  the  Northumberland  Avenue  Company 
of  the  25th  July  1884,  which  come  before  the  Works 
Committee  on  the  28th  July.  The  solicitor,  in  his 
i-eport,  suggested  that  they  should  make  an  arrange- 
ment with  the  Company  that  if  they  took  powers  to 
determine  it  in  three  months'  time,  they  might  well  do 
so.  It  was  resolved  on  the  28th,  "  That  the  report 
^'  be  approved,  and  that  the  proposed  aiTangement  be 
**  carried  out "  ? — ^The  agreement  was  sealed  on  the 
8th  August.  , 

1384.  On  the  8th  August  an  agreement  foi>  a 
lease  to  the  Korthnmberland  Avenue  Hotel  Company 
of  plots  3  to  8  was  sealed  ? — Yes. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  There  is  a  letter  at  page 
284  in  which  Col.  Malleson  is  warned  that  in  case 
of  default  the  Board  will  act  very  strictly  on  their 
rights. 

1386.  {Chairman.)  On  the  12th  August  1884 
possession  was  given  to  the  Northumberland  Avenue 
Hotel  Company  ? — ^I'hat  seems  to  be  so. 

1386.  On  the  10th  October  1884  there  was  a 
petition  for  winding  up  the  Northumberland  Avenue 
Hotel  Company  ?  —  Yes  ;  the  whole  subject  was 
reported  on  on  the  27th  October  in  a  lengthy  report. 

1387.  The  recommendation  of  the  solicitor  was 
that  Mr.  Vulliamy  be  instructed  to  make  a  report 
immediately  '^  as  to  how  far  the  conditions  of  clause  9 


of  the  agreement  have  been  complied  with,"  and  that 
the  Board  should  not  at  present  recognise  anyone 
but  the  Company  as  interested  in  the  contract  ?^- 
Yes. 

1388.  On  the  27th  October  the  committee  re- 
solved, ^^  That  file  report  be  approved,  and  that  the 
architect  be  instructed  accordingly  "  ? — Yes.  Then,  on 
the  29th,  you  will  observe  a  letter  from  Messrs.  Bonner, 
Wright,  Thompson,  &  Co. 

1389.  They  were  acting  on  behalf  of  persons  who 
had  taken  over  the  Northumberland  Avenue  Hotel 
Company  ?— Yes. 

1390.  They  had  taken  over  the  agreement  with 
that  Company  ? — ^Yes. 

1391.  Stating  also  that  they  had  found  the  5,000/. 
to  be  deposited  ? — Yes. 

1392.  On  the  10th  November  the  solicitor  reported 
to  the  Works  Committee  on  the  letter  from  Messrs. 
Bonner,  Wright,  &  Co.  ? — Yes. 

1393.  And  advised  that  Mr.  Vulliamy  should  be 
instructed  to  make  a  careful  inspection  of  the  site 
and  report  whether  the  5,000/.  mentioned  in  the 
clause  of  the  agreement  had  been  expended  ? — Yes. 

1394.  And  reminded  the  committee  that  there  was 
an  express  clause  against  the  assignment  of  the  agree- 
ment without  the  consent  of  the  Board  in  writing  ? — 
Yes. 

1395.  It  was  resolved  on  the  10th  November 
**  That  the  report  be  approved,  and  that  the  architect 
*<  and  the  clerk  be  instructed  accordingly"? — And 
the  letter  was  written  to  Bonner,  Wright,  A  Co.  the 
next  day. 

1396.  On  the  13th  November,  Mr.  Isaacs,  who  was 
one  of  the  architects  for  the  building,  wrote  to 
Mr.  George  Phillips,  who  was  a  member  of  the  Board, 
as  I  gather  ? — Yes. 

1397.  And  at  the  same  time  sent  to  the  solicitor 
of  the  Board  a  copy  of  the  letter  he  had  addressed 
to  him  ? — Yes. 

1398.  And  there  he  calls  Mr.  Phillips'  attention  to 
the  fact  that  more  than  the  5,000/.  required  had 
been  spent  upon  the  works,  and  asking  him  to  be 
so  good  as  to  mention  these  facts  if  any  adverse 
criticism  is  made  as  to  the  rate  of  progress  ? — ^Yes, 
calling  attention  to  the  fact  that  there  was  a  great 
deal  of  plant  and  machinery  on  the  ground. 

1899.  Mr.  VuUiamy  reported  on  the  17th  Novem- 
ber that  certainly  4,200/.  had  been  spent  on  the 
works,  and  that  if  it  were  alleged  that  it  exceeded 
5,000/.,  he  should  not  feel  he  could  advise  the  Board 
to  act  upon  the  view  that  this  was  incorrect  ? — Yes, 
it  was  a  difficnlt  matter  to  estimate  exactly. 

1400.  Those  reports  were  received  the  next  day, 
but  nothing  done  on  them  apparently  ? — There  was 
nothing  done. 

1401.  On  the  28th  September  1885  the  architect's 
report  was  read  that  the  carcase  of  the  hotel  had 
not  been  completed  by  the  date  fixed  by  the  agree- 
ment, but  it  would  be  in  a  few  days  ? — Yes. 

1402.  Then  there  is  some  correspondence  about 
the  Fire  Brigade  Committee?  I  suppose  that  was 
some  detail  of  the  building? — The  Fire  Brigade 
Station  adjoins  the  building,  and  they  carried  the 
Hotel  Victoria  up  so  high  that  it  made  the  chimneys 
smoke.  There  had  to  be  some  communication  entered 
into  between  the  parties,  and  it  was  set  right. 

1403.  Then  on  the  16th  November  1885,  Messrs. 
Bonner,  Wright,  &>  Co.,  wrote,  asking  when  the  Board 
will  be  ready  to  give  their  clients  a  lease  of  the 
premises,  and  on  the  19th  Mr.  Jackson  says  he  has  not 
been  informed  on  whose  behalf  they  make  the  applica- 
tion :  that  if  it  is  made  on  behalf  of  any  other  body 
but  the  Hotel  Company  they  must  show  how  the 
interest  of  the  Hotel  Company  has  been  vested  in  their 
clients,  and  the  Board  has  not  given  any  license  to 
assieni  ? — They  replied  to  that  on  the  24th. 

1404.  They  asked  for  a  lease  to  the  Building 
Securities  Company  ? — ^Yes. 

1405.  The  matter  came  before  the  Works  Committee 
on  the  2 1  St  December,  when  the  report  of  the  solicitor 
was  read  ? — Yes  ;  and  the  Committee  agreed  that  the 
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lease  should  be  granted,  subject  to  the  solicitor  being 
satisfied  that  the  Company  was  entitled  to  stand  in  the 
place  of  the  Hotel  Company. 

1406.  The  report  suggesting  a  lease  should  be 
granted  was  approved  ? — It  was. 

1407.  And  it  was  ordered  that  a  lease  be  granted? 
—Yes. 

1408.  Then  Mr.  Wallis,  in  January  1886,  threatened 
proceedings? — He  did  actually  commence  to  take 
proceedings.  In  April  the  action  was  dismissed  with 
costs. 

1409.  Did  it  come  to  trial  ?-«Y6S ;  it  went  before 
Mr.  Justice  Chitty,  if  I  recollect  right. 

1410.  What  was  the  action  of  Doyle  v.  Narthum" 
berland  Avenue  Hotel  Company  f  You  had  nothing 
to  do  with  that  ? — The  Board  had  nothing  to  do  with 
that. 

1411.  I  see  they  were  sei-ved  with  a  writ  on  the 
20th  January  1886.  On  the  12th  April  1886  I  see 
the  solicitor  communicated  that  the  action  had  been 
dismissed  with  coi»ts  ? — Yes. 

1412.  I  suppose  it  was  for  want  of  proceeding. 
(3fr  Freeman.)  A  preliminary  objection  was  taken. 
{chairman,)  The  writ  is  January  22nd,  and  it  came 

to  trial  12th  April. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  There  was  some  application 
to  dismiss  it  as  frivolous. 

{Mr.  Freeman^  An  objection  was  taken  that  he 
was  an  uncertificated  bankrupt  and  the  receiver  was 
not  joined. 

{Mr,  Meadows  TfTute.)  Your  lordship  will  see  at 
page  408. 

1413.  (Chairman.)  The  lease  seems  to  have  been 
ultimately  granted  to  the  Building  Securities  Com- 
pany  ? — ^It  was,  on  May  7th,  I  think. 

1414.  On  May  7th  it  was  ordered  that  the  seal  be 
affixed  ?— Yes. 

1415.  It  is  a  lease  of  only  a  part  of  the  plots  4  and  5. 

1416.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Part  sold  to  Lord 
Harrington. 

{The  Witness.)  A  small  piece  had  been  conveyed 
to  Lord  Harrington. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  It  was  conveyed  by  the 
Company  to  the  Board  to  enable  them  to  sell  it  to 
Lord  Harrington.     It  is  all  set  out. 

1417.  {Chairman.)  Then  on  the  25th  October 
1886,  the  solicitor  reported  to  the  Board  that  under 
the  terms  of  the  lease  the  Building  Securities  Company 
had  an  option  exerciseable  down  to  the  26th  December 
then  next  of  purchasing  the  ground  rent  for  the  sum 
of  140,000/.  That  was  25  years'  purchase? — Yes, 
that  was  so,  at  5  per  cent.,  and  then  Messrs.  Bonner, 
Thompson,  and  Go.  wrote  asking  that  it  should  be 
reduced  to  4  per  cent. 

1418.  That  is  to  stand  over  for  a  year  ?^-That  is 
to  allow  the  right  to  stand  over  for  a  year. 

1419.  The  Board  proposed  that  the  option  might 
be  extended  for  a  year  on  their  paying  5  per  cent  ? — 
On  their  paying  5  per  cent,  interest  on  the  purchase 
money. 

1420.  That  request  came  before  the  committee  on 
the  8th  November  1886  ?— That  was  so. 

1421 .  ^'  It  was  moved  by  Mr.  Edwards  and  seconded 
''  that  the  terms  already  agreed  to  be  adhered  to.  An 
<'  amendment  was  moved  by  Mr.  Runtz  and  seconded 
'<  that  the  request  of  Messrs.  Bonner  and  Co.  be 
''  complied  with,  and  that  interest  at  4  per  cent,  be 
'^  accepted,"  and  the  amendment  was  carried  by  16 
to  1 5  ? — Yes.  Then  another  amendment  was  carried 
adjourning  the  whole  matter  another  week,  and  at  the 
subsequent  meeting  of  the  committee  the  committee 
declined  to  accede  to  the  request. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Your  lordship  sees  a  report 
of  the  solicitor  about  this  on  the  22nd  November 
going  fully  into  the  subject. 


1422-3.  {Chairman.)  Then  on  the  29th  November 
the  report  of  the  solicitor  was  read,  and  it  was  moved 
*<  That  Messrs.  Bonner  and  Co.  be  informed  that  the 
''  Board  must  adhere  to  the  terms  of  the  agreement," 
and  it  was  carried  ? — ^Yes. 

1424. -Did  they  purchase  ultimately  ? 

1425.  (Mr.  Ward.)  The  purchase  will  be  completed 
in  the  course  of  a  day  or  two. 

{The  Witness.)  They  have  not  yet  completed  the 
purchase,  have  they  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  It  will  be  completed  to-day 
or  to-morrow. 

( The  Witness.)  The  last  note  I  have  is  that  they 
paid  all  the  interest  up  on  the  1st  March  of  this 
year, 

(Chairman.)  They  asked  for  it  to  stand  over  another 
twelve  months  in  January  of  this  year. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  They  did.  The  5  per  cent, 
is  the  pressure. 

1426.  {Chairman.)  That  application  was  granted 
on  condition  that  the  interest  down  to  the  25th  De- 
cember 1887  be  at  once  paid  ? — Yes. 

1427.  And  any  future  interest  should  be  paid 
quarterly  ? — Yes. 

1428.  The  interest  down  to  the  25th  December  be 
paid  on  the  1st  March  ? — Yes. 

1429.  {Mr.  Winch)  I  do  not  think  I  have  any 
questions  to  put  to  Mr.  Selway,  because  the  question 
he  cannot  answer  is  as  to  the  terms  that  Mr.  Wallis 
made.     Mr.  Selway  does  not  know  anything  of  thiit  ? 

(The  Witness.)  Oh  no. 

[Adjourned  for  a  short  time.] 

{Mr.  Grain.)  Would  your  lordship  alio  (v  me  to  say 
that  my  friend  Mr.  Winch  has  been  obliged  to  leave  ; 
but  he  informed  me  before  he  left  that  it  would  be 
possible  we  might  see  Mr.  Wallis  in  the  box  on  the 
last  branch  of  the  inquiry,  and  it  probably  will  be 
necessary  to  put  a  few  questions  lo  Mr.  Selway  after 
that,  and  probably  your  lordship  will  permit  him  to  do 
so  then. 

1430.  {Chairman.)  [To  Mr.  Selway.]  You  stated 
at  the  first  meeting  of  the  Commission  that  you  had 
been  a  surveyor,  but  were  no  longer  in  practice  as  a 
surveyor.  Onr  attention  has  been  called  to  the  fact 
that  your  name  appears  in  the  London  Directory  of 
this  year  with  an  office  as  a  surveyor  ? — ^Yes.  I  have 
found  by  che  newspapers  that  I  had  made  so  far  a  slip, 
I  should  have  said  '*  in  general  practice."  I  have  one 
appointment  as  a  surveyor  to  a  public  body.  I  will 
give  your  lordship  the  name  of  the  body  and  you  will 
see  it  has  nothing  to  do  with  this.  [^The  witness 
wrote  down  the  name  on  a  piece  of  paper  and  handed 
it  to  the  Chairman.'] 

1431.  Then  do  you  mean  apart  from  that  body  you 
are  not  in  practice  at  all  ? — ^I  am  not  in  practice. 

1432.  But  you  still  retain  an  office  ? — Yes,  I  am 
obliged  to  have  an  office.  I  have  one  room  there  in 
the  Strand. 

1433.  Has  the  body  to  which  you  refer  London 
property  ? — ^Yes,  an  estate  at  the  north-west  of 
London,  all  built  upon  years  ago. 

1434.  Have  you  any  connection  with  a  Building 
or  Investment  Society  whose  office  is  in  the  same 
house  ? — I  had,  but  I  have  not  now. 

1435.  Since  when? — Until  quite  recently,  within 
the  last  month. 

1436.  What  were  you,  secretary  ?  —  Managing 
director.     I  resigned  quite  recently. 

1437.  What  was  that  society,  a  Building  Society  ? 
— ^Yes ;  an  ordinary  Building  Society. 

1438.  Carrying  on  its  business  in  London  ?  — 
Yes. 

1439.  Is  it  an  incorporated  society,  or  under  the 
Building  Societies  Act  ? — Under  the  Building  Societies 
Act. 


The  witness  withdrew. 
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Mr.  Jamk8  Ebbnkzjsr  Saundbrs  sworn,  examined. 


1440.  You  are  practising  as  an  architect? — I 
am. 

1441.  You  have  been,  and  I  believe  you  are  now, 
a  member  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works? — 
I  was  a  member  till  last  January.  I  am  not  a  member 
at  the  present  time. 

1442.  What  part  of  the  metropolis  did  you  repre- 
sent ?— The  City  of  London. 

1443.  How  many  years  were  you  a  member  ? — 25  . 
years.    I  was  elected  in  1868. 

1444.  You  were  employed  as  architect  upon  the 
buildings  of  the  London  Pavilion  ? — I  was. 

1445.  When  were  you  first  communicated  with  by 
Mr.  ViUiers  with  a  view  to  your  making  designs  for 
him  ? — ^I  believe  the  date  to  be  the  I7th  December. 
He  called  on  me  at  a  prior  date,  and  apparently  had 
called  on  other  members,  with  a  view  of  asking  that 
his  application  might  be  considered  for  a  lease  because 
he  had  been  an  old  tenant,  and  for  seven  years  had 
been  paying  a  large  rental  to  the  Board;  and  that  call, 
from  the  best  information  I  could  gather,  and  the 
only  check  I  have,  the  first  entry  of  any  kind  of  his 
attendance,  was  the  26th  November. 

1446.  (3fr.  GrenfelL)  What  year?  — The  year 
1884. 

1447.  {Chairman.)  Have  you  a  call  book? — ^No, 
not  exactly.  I  could  show  you  the  book  if  you  wish 
it.     It  is  a  mere  entry.     It  is  not  a  call  book. 

1448.  Have  you  a  lx)ok  in  which  would  be  recorded 
the  name  of  any  person  who  called  ? — Not  neces- 
sarily. 

1449.  You  have  an  entry,  I  understand,  that  he 
did  call  on  the  26th  November  ? — Yes,  I  have. 
""1450.  That  was  immediately  after   he   had    been 
informed  by  the  Board  that  he  might  make  an  offer? 

That  was  so,  and  to  the  best  of  ray  recollection  he 

told  me  so. 

1451.  And  asked  for  your  vote  and  interest  ? — No, 
favourable  consideration. 

1452.  You  have  no  note  of  what  passed  between 
you  ? — Not  the  slightest. 

1453.  Did  he  on  that  occasion  allude  at  all  to  your 
being  employed  as  architect? — No,  not  on  that 
occasion  at  all. 

1454.  You  are  sure  of  that  ? — ^I  am  quite  sure  of 
that,  because  I  told  him  on  that  occasion  that  while  I 
would  give  every  consideration  to  aiiy thing  that  might 
be  before  the  Board  in  common  ^ with  my  colleagues, 
yet  I  had  voted  against  the  Pavilion  being  je-let  to 
him,  I  think,  seven  years  before  when  he  took  it.  As 
soon  as  the  P^ivilion  had  been  taken  by  the  Board  from 
Mr.  Loibl,  I  remember  distinctly  voting  for  its  being 
shut  up.  My  own  view  was  that  it  had  better  be 
closed. 

1455.  Then  his  tender  came  before  the  Works 
Committee  on  the  1st  December  1884.  Did  you  see 
him  again  between  the  26th  November  and  the  Ist 
December,  or  only  on  that  one  occasion  ? — I  did  not 
see  him  between  those  dates. 

1456.  Had  you  had  any  conversation  with  him 
about  the  value  which  had  been  put  upon  the  licenses  ? 
I  have  no  knowledge  that  I  had.     He  knew  it. 

1457.  How  do  you  know  he  knew  it  ? — Because  he 
said  so. 

1458.  He  spoke  of  it  to  you  ?— Yes. 

1459.  On  the  26th  November  ?— To  the  best  of  my 
belief.     If  it  was  not,  it  was  at  a  later  date. 

1460.  The  amount  seems  to  have  been  reported  by 
the  architect  to  the  Board  upon  the  24th.  Your 
impression  is  he  had  learned  by  the  time  he  saw  you 
on  the  26th  what  the  amount  put  upon  the  licenses 
was  ? — Yes,  he  knew  it.  It  was  known  ouUide  the 
Board  within  a  few  hours  after. 

1461.  How  do  you  know  it  was  known  outside  the 
Board  in  a  few  hours  ? — Merely  because  he  spoke  to 
me  as  a  matter  of  common  knowledge,  and  from  the 
conversation  among  mv  colleagues.  I  have  an 
impression ;  I  have  no  other  knowledge. 


1462.  You  have  an  impression  of  what  ?— That  it 
was  known. 

1463.  You  found  he  knew  it  on  the  26th.  You 
did  not  communicate  it  to  him  ? — ^I  did  not. 

1464.  Did  you  find  he  knew  the  sum  which  the 
superintending  architect  had  named  as  the  ground 
rent  ? — That  I  am  not  sure  of.  I  cannot  say  as  to 
that.     The  chances  are  he  did. 

1465.  If  a  minimum  is  fixed  in  that  way  by  the 
architect,  and  reported  to  the  conmiittee,  w<Mild  you 
consider  it  an  improper  thing  it  should  be  nuuie 
public? — ^It  would  depend  upon  the  drcumstances. 
I  should  personally,  but  I  have  been  a  long  while  a 
member  of  the  Board,  and  it  is  an  exceedingly 
difficult  thing  with  regard  to  that,  or  any  other  body 
of  which  I  have  been  a  member — ^for  instance,  the 
school  board,  or  the  Corporation  of  London — ^when 
you  have  a  large  number  of  members,  and  an  ordinary 
staff  of  officers,  to  prevent  anything  being  known.  I 
have  often  been  astonished.  When  I  have  been  on 
a  small  sub-committee  of  three,  and  they  have  fixed 
something,  it  has  been  known,  and  I  am  sure  we 
were  true  to  each  other. 

1466.  Were  you  present  at  the  meeting  of  the 
committee  on  tiie  Ist  of  December  1884?— I  may 
have  been.  I  do  not  know  that  I  was.  My  im- 
pression is,  when  the  question  was  under  consideration 
I  was  not  present.  I  may  have  signed  as  having  been 
present  that  day,  but  of  course  the  committee  meet 
at  eleven  in  the  morning,  and  very  often  sits  till  three, 
four,  and  ^sq  in  tlie  afternoon.  I  quite  confess  I  was 
not  a  very  regular  attendant — at  least  not  on  that. 

1467.  You  believe  you  were  not  present  when  this 
subject  of  the  London  Pavilion  was  under  considera- 
tion ? — ^As  far  as  I  remember,  I  was  not. 

1468.  There  were  divisions  upon  it,  but  you  do  not 
remember  being  there? — I  have  no  recollection 
of  it. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  His  name  does  appear  as 
being  present  [hafidinff  the  minute  book  to  the 
Chairman.'] 

1469.  {Chairman.)  Are  names  entered  in  the 
order  in  which  the  meml^rs  come  in  ? — ^That  is  so. 

1470.  Your  name  appears  to  be  the  last.  When 
did  Mr.  Yilliers,  do  you  say,  first  communicate  with 
you  on  the  subject  of  being  architect  ?— As  far  as  I 
know,  the  17 th  <Jf  December.  The  way  I  am  con- 
firmed in  that  is  this,  that  on  the  22nd,  I  think  it  is, 
an  assistant  went  up  to  Mr.  Yilliers  with  the  block 
plan,  so  that  he  might  sketch  upon  it  anything  he 
wished,  and  that  would  fit  with  the  17th  being  the 
day  ;  that  is  to  say,  I  attended  to  my  work. 

1471.  Had  you  any  letter  from  him  on  the  subject  ? 
— No,  I  had  no  letter.  The  letter  I  had  from  him 
subsequently  containing  the  terms  on  which  I  should 
act  for  him  was  in  January. 

1472.  Have  you  got  that  letter  ? — Yes,  I  have  it. 

1473.  Have  you  it  with  you? — Yes  [handing  in 
same]. 

1474.  Were  you  at  the  meeting  of  the  8th  of 
December? — I  have  an  impression  I  was  present, 
but  I  am  not  sure,  but  I  believe  I  was  not  present 
when  the  discussiou  took  place,  because,  as  far  as  my 
mind  will  serve  me,  I  discussed  it,  and  heard  it 
afterwanls. 

1475.  {Mr.  Bosanqvet,)  1  do  not  think  you  were 
there  on  the  8th  ? — ^1  have  no  recollection  of  it.  I 
have  no  doubt  that  really  refers  to  what  took  place 
on  the  1st.     I  was  late  in  the  afternoon. 

1476.  {Chairman,)  Were  you  acquainted  with  the 
fact  that  Mr.  Pyke  had  made  an  offer  for  the  land  ? — 
I  heard  it  in  common,  I  snppo?e,  with  my  colleagues. 

1477.  Were  you  at  the  meeting  of  the  Board  when 
it  was  determined  simply  to  acknowledge  the  receipt 
of  the  letter,  and  not  entertain  it  ? — What  date  would 
that  be  ? 
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1478.  At  the  meeting  of  the  Board  on  the  19th  of 
December  ? — It  may  have  been,  but  I  have  no  know- 
ledge of  that. 

(Jl/r.  Meadows  White.)  The  18th  of  December  is 
when  the  solicitor  communicated  the  terms. 

{The  Witness.)  Does  your  Lordship  refer  to  the 
Board  meeting  ? 

1479.  {Chairman.)  Yes.  There  is  a  meeting  of 
the  Board  on  the  19th  ? — I  think  I  was  present.  I 
have  an  impression  I  was  present. 

1480.  {Chairman.)  On  the  17th  of  December  you 
say  was  the  first  communication  asking  you  to  act  as 
architect  ? — Yes. 

1481.  Did  you  commence  shortly  after  that  pre- 
paring the  plans  ? — I  did. 

1482.  And  then  you  say  on  the  22nd  of  January 
you  received  a  letter  from  Mr.  Villiers  with  regard 
to  the  terms  on  which  you  were  to  act,  and  those 
were  that  you  were  to  receive  the  usual  pro- 
fessional remuneration  of  5  per  cent,  on  the  outlay  ? 
— ^That  is  so. 

1483.  Then  I  observe  this  follows ;  "  I  understand 
**  you  suggest  that  Mr.  Worley  should  be  associated 
**  with  you  in  the  matter,  and  that  he  will  send  in  the 
*^  plans,  ^.  for  approval  to  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
•*  Works  and  the  Magistrates.  I  have  no  objection 
"  ix>  this,  but  of  course  I  look  to  you  alone  as  my 
"  architect,  and  only  pay  your  fees."  Why  did  you 
suggest  that  Mr.  Worley  should  be  associated? — For 
this  reason :  I  found  that  Mr.  Worley  was  the  architect 
for  the  corner  building — that  is  for  the  building  built 
by  Mr.  Grey — that  is  to  saj,  the  restaurant.  He  was 
the  architect  for  that  comer.  Of  course,  when  Mr. 
Villiers  first  spoke  to  me,  J  expected  to  act  for  the 
whole  thing  as  his  architect.  I  then  found  that  he 
had  accepted  some  proposition  by  Mr.  Grey  for  the 
corner  block,  I  believe,  because  he  thought  the  rental 
he  was  paying  was  a  very  heavy  one,  and  that  it 
would  be  a  great  relief  to  him  to  be  relieved  from  so 
much  of  that  rental.  He  said  he  wanted  it  exceed- 
ingly plain,  and  when  my  plans  were  ready,  and  the 
front  elevation  was  shown  him — it  was  a  mere  sketch, 
in  fact  the  first  pencil  sketch — he  said,  "  That  is  not 
good  enough."  I  took  it  back  to  correct  it  and  make 
it  good  enough,  and  then  I  had  a  sketch  sent  to  me 
within  a  day  or  two  made  by  Mr.  Worley  for  the 
comer,  and  which  took  in  the  whole  elevation.  That 
sketch  was  adopted,  and  J  therefore  arranged  that 
Mr.  Worley  should  have  a  part  of  my  professional 
remuneration  and  be  called  joint  architect,  that  he 
should  have  a  professional  fee  for  my  part,  and  the 
whole  of  the  professional  fee,  whatever  it  was,  for 
building  the  comer. 

1484.  What  professional  fee  was  he  to  have  for  the 
Pavilion  part  of  it  ? — 150  guineas,  which  I  paid  him. 

1485.  When  was  Mr.  Worley  engaged  by  Mr.  Grey 
to  build  that  part  of  it  ? — That  I  do  not  know. 

Ii86.  Do  you  know  when  Mr.  Villiers  agreed  with 
Mr.  Grey  to  have  a  lease  of  that  part  of  it  ? — No,  I  do 
not,  excepting  in  general  conversation  with  Mr. 
Villiers. 

1487.  When  did  that  take  phice,  on  the  I7th?— 
I  do  not  know  the  date. 

1488.  Your  suggestion  must  obviously  have  been 
before  this,  because  he  says,  *'I  imderstand  you 
**  suggest  that  Mr.  Worley  should  be  associated  with 
'^  you  in  the  matter."  So  that  your  suggestion  must 
have  been  some  day  prior  to  January  22nd  ? — I  dare- 
say it  was. 

1489.  Do  you  mean  that  Mr.  Worley  had  been 
already  engaged  by  Mr.  Grey  before  Mr.  Villiers  had 
engaged  you  ? — No ;  Mr.  Villiers  asked  me  to  act 
for  him.  That  is  not  an  engagement  letter.  That 
letter  is  the  result  of  Mr.  Villiers  simply  being  very 
careful  that  I  should  not  charge  improper  professional 
remuneration — ^at  least  I  suppose  so— and  being  very 
particular  and  asking  me  that  it  should  be  nothing 
more  than  the  ordinary  professional  fee  with  no 
extras. 

1490.  He  speaks  here  of  the  entire  block  bounded 
by  Tichborae  Street,  Windmill  Street,  and  the  New 


Street.     Did  not  that  include  the  Piccadilly  Res- 
taui'ant  ? — It  did. 

1491.  Then  he  says  the  entire  block  bounded  by 
those  streets,  ^'  which  I  have  taken  from  the  Metro- 
"  politan  Board  of  Works,  will  be  erected  from  your 
**  designs  and  under  your  superintendence"? — ^Yes, 
and  at  that  time  I  so  understood  it. 

1492.  He  so  states ;  and  then  he  states,  '^  I  under- 
<^  stand  you  suggest  that  Mr.  Worley  should  be 
^'  associated  with  you  in  the  matter."  That  was  the 
matter  of  the  designs  for  the  whole  building  which 
Mr.  Villiers  was  wishing  to  employ  you  upon  ? — It 
was  so. 

1493.  Then  I  do  not  now  understand  why  you 
suggested  the  employment  of  Mr.  Worley  ? — For  the 
reason  I  have  given  you  that  Mr.  Worley  had  drawn 
an  elevation,  and  days  were  days  at  that  time.  The 
whole  question  with  Mr.  Villiers  was  to  get  the  work 
done  by  a  certain  date.  I  believe  that  is  the  principal 
reason  he  came  to  me. 

1494.  Why? — Because  he  wanted  the  building 
opened  before  the  winter  fession  commenced,  and  as 
I  had  been,  I  hope,  successful  in  a  good  many  other 
buildings  in  getting  them  built  in  an  extraordinarily 
short  space  of  time,  he  felt,  and  he  told  me  so,  that 
he  shouhl  have  his  building  open,  and  he  did.  We 
built  it  night  and  day. 

1495.  You  observe  what  he  says  is :  "I  under- 
"  stand  you  suggest  that  Mr.  Worley  should  be 
"  associated  with  you  in  the  matter  and  that  he  will 
*'  send  in  the  plans,  Ac.  for  approval  to  the  Metro- 
"  politan  Board  of  Works."  That  suggestion  looks 
as  though  there  were  a  desire  that  the  plans  coming 
before  the  Board  of  Works  should  appear  not  to  be 
yours,  but  somebody  else's  ? — It  was  not  eo.  It  was 
this :  There  was  a  good  deal  of  feeling  which  I  had 
seen  on  the  Board,  and  I  was  anxious,  right  or  wrong, 
that  those  plans  going  in  should  only  be  judged  on 
their  merits,  and  therefore  in  not  placing  my  name 
before  the  Board  I  was  protecting  them  on  the  one 
side  from  any  influence  T  might  have,  if  there  be  any, 
and  on  the  other  hand  I  was  protecting  them  against 
any  feeling  against  approving  them,  because  I  was 
the  architect. 

1496.  Then,  on  the  other  hand,  it  would  be  obvious 
to  you  that  if  they  came  in  in  the  name  of  somebody 
else  it  would  be  open  to  you  to  support  them,  when 
they  were  in  another  surveyor's  name  ? — I  should  not 
do  it,  and  that  was  my  answer. 

1497.  Still  there  seems  to  be  that  risk  if  the  plans 
are  in  fact  yours  and  the  Board  do  not  know  it  ? — 
The  Board  did  know  it,  because  at  the  first  meeting 
the  plans  had  to  be  approved  in  two  places,  one 
merely  as  between  landlord  and  tenant  as  to  their 
being  sufficient  plans  to  be  put  upon  the  ground.  I 
was  present  when  those  plans  were  placed  on  the 
table,  or  at  any  rate  when  they  were  reported  upon, 
and  some  member  asked  if  I  was  connected  with  it. 
I  simply  got  up  and  said  then  "Yes,"  because  I 
thought  it  a  fair  and  honourable  thing  to  do.  I  took 
HO  part  in  them.  When  ihey  were  iSsfore  the  Com- 
mittee on  Theatre  Designs  to  approve,  although  I 
believed  them  to  be  perfect  and  they  were  passed 
as  that,  I  took  no  part  of  course. 

1498.  {Mr.  Chenfell.)  We  had  it  in  evidence  here 
that  the  first  plans  that  were  sent  in  had  your  name 
upon  them  ? — I  think  it  is  quite  possible. 

1499.  It  is  question  231.  "I  shonld  like  to  see 
'^  the  first  plans  that  were  sent  in  P  [^Plana  were 
^*  handed  to  the  witness.']  These  are  the  plans,  and 
"  they  bear  the  names  of  *J.  Ebenezer  Saunders' 
**  and  Robert  J.  Worley,  joint  architects"? — It  is 
quite  possible  that  what  I  have  been  saying  is  so  &r 
a  myth  that  they  actually  had  my  name.  My  inten- 
tion was  that  they  should  not. 

1500.  (Chairman.)  Had  you  any  conununication 
with  regard  to  the  London  Pavilion  with  Mr. 
Robertson  ? — ^I  do  not  remember  any.  The  only 
communication  was  in  relation  to  Mr.  Worley  as 
architect. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


HINUTBS  OP  BVIDBNOE. 


55 


1501.  What  was  that  ?~Merely  that  he  knew  that 
Mr.  Robertson  had  in  some  form  mentioned  about  the 
elevation. 

Io02.  Who  mentioned,  Mr.  Robertson  or  Mr. 
Worley  ? — ^Mr.  Worley. 

1503.  I  should  like  to  know  if  you  can  tell  me 
more  definitely  than  that.  "  In  some  form  mentioned 
about  the  elevation  "  is  rather  vague  ? — I  have  no 
recollection.  (After  a  pause)  I  was  trying  to  recollect, 
if  I  can^  one  event  which  would  throw  light  on  that 
particular.  Mr.  Worley  was,  I  thought,  Mr.  Grey*8 
architect,  and  was  a  friend,  as  far  as  I  knew,  of 
Mr.  Robertson's,  and  on  one  occasion,  clearly,  I  must 
have  discussed  in  Mr.  Robertson's  presence  Uie  ques- 
tion of  the  elevation  with  Mr.  Worley. 

1504.  Did  the  plans  go  through  the  superintending 
architect's  department  ? — Tes. 

1505.  And  Mr.  Robertson  was  the  next  official 
under  the  superintending  architect  in  respect  of 
them,  was  he  ? — Yes,  he  would  be ;  but  they  would 
only  go  as  between  landlord  and  tenant.  In  the 
other  department  Mr.  Hebb.  would  see  that  they  were 
correct,  for  the  music  hall. 

1506.  But  as  regards  their  satisfying  the  Board 
who  had  let  the  land  they  would  go  into  Mr.  Robert- 
son's department  ? — Th^  would.  I  saw  Mr.  Vulliamy 
upon  them  personally,  1  do  not  mean  officially  as  a 
member  of  the  Board ;  but  I  had  more  than  once 
Mr.  Vulliamy's  personal  strong  approval. 

1507.  Of  what  ?—()f  the  plans. 

1508.  Before  they  were  sent  in  ? — ^No,  not  before 
they  were  sent  in. 

1509.  Did  you  see  Mr.  Robertson  upon  them 
before  they  were  sent  in  ? — No. 

1510.  What  was  the  occasion  on  which  you 
discussed  the  elevation  with  Mr.  Worley  and  Mr. 
Robertson? — As  to  Mr.  Worley  being  pressed  for- 
ward as  architect  of  the  elevation.     I  did  not  like  it. 

1511.  Who  pressed  him? — Mr.  Villiers  pressed 
him. 

1512.  No.  Mr.  Villiers  cannot  have  pressed  him, 
because  Mr.  Villiers  says  he  understood  you  wanted 
him  ? — It  was  in  this  form :  Mr.  Villiers  had  seen  the 
elevation.  It  was  brought  to  me,  and  he  said  ^<  That 
is  an  exceedingly  good  elevation." 

1513.  Who  by  ?— By  Mr.  Worley.  It  was  the  ele- 
vation by  Mr.  Worley.  I  looked  at  it.  The  elevation 
was  not  brought  to  me  by  Mr.  Worley.  The  eleva- 
tion was  brought  to  me  by  Mi\  Woodward. 

1514.  Who  is  he? — He  is  a  gentleman  who  was 
once  in  my  office  and  is  a  surveyor,  and,  in  tbis 
instance,  was  a  Mend  of  Mr.  Villiers. 

1515.  He  brought  you  the  elevation? — Yes,  and 
then  I  saw  Mr.  Worley  upon  it,  to  see  if  we  could 
take  that  elevation  and  properly  pay  for  it.  He 
evidently  considered  that  he  was  architect  to  the 
comer  property,  and  had  made  the  elevation,  and  did 
not  agree,  and  therefore  I  gave  him,  as  I  have  stated 
to  your  lordship,  the  right  of  being  joint  architect, 
and  a  professional  remuneration  for  it. 

1516.  What  I  am  alluding  to  was  that  you  said  a 
conversation  took  place  with  Mr.  Robertson  about 
Mr.  Worley  being  pressed  on  you  as  architect  ? — ^Yes. 

1517.  Who  was  pressing  him  on  you  as  architect  ? 
— If  anybody  was  pressing  him  it  was  Mr.  Robertson. 

1518.  But  was  Mr.  Robertson  ?  You  must  know. 
You  must  really  tell  us  exactly  what  you  know  about 
it.  We  are  required  to  inquire  into  this  matter,  and 
expect  certainly  a  witness  in  your  position  to  tell  us 
the  whole  story  ? — I  believe  I  am  trying  to  do  it. 

151S^.  Now  about  Mr.  Robertson.  You  say  if  any- 
body pressed  Mr.  Worley  upon  you  it  was  Mr. 
Robertson.  You  allude  to  somebody  pressing  him 
on  you,  and  you  must  know  who  it  was,  and  what 
passed  ?  —  I  do  not  quite  catch  your  lordship's 
question. 

1520.  You  yourself  alluded  to  your  seeing  Mr. 
Robertson  on  the  subject  of  Mr.  Worley  being  pressed 
on  you.  I  am  quoting  your  own  expression.  You 
must  know  who  it  was  who  pressed  him  on  you,  and 
how  he  pressed  him  on  you,  and  I  must  require  you 


to  tell  the  Commis^on  ? — The  history  of  that  is  this  : 
Mr.  Worley  I  did  not  know,  beyond  meeting  him 
professionally  a  year  or  two  before,  in  another  matter 
altogether.  He  must  have  drawn  the  elevation  at 
the  request  of  Mr.  Robertson,  or  Mr.  Villiers,  or 
Mr.  Grey.  The  elevation  was  brought  to  me  and  I 
was  asked  to  adopt  it.  I  was  told  a  professional 
fee  would  do  it.  It  did  not.  That  is  to  say,  Mr.  Wor- 
ley called  upon  me  and  assumed  the  position  that  he, 
having  drawn  the  elevation,  ought  to  be  one  of  the 
architects  or  an  architect.  Upon  that  I — unwillingly, 
if  you  like-— admitted  that  he  should  be. 

1521.  Do  you  mean  that  it  was  Mr.  Worley  himself 
that  was  pressing  himself  upon  you  ? — When  what  I 
refer  to  took  place  ? 

1 522.  At  any  time  did  Mr.  Robertson  in  any  way 
press  him  upon  you?  You  said,  if  anybody,  you 
supposed  it  was  Mr.  Robertson.  What  were  you 
referring  to  then  ? — I  was  referring  exactly  to  as  I 
am  putting  it  now. 

1523.  As  you  have  last  put  it  it  was  simply  Mr. 
Worley  pressing  himself  on  you,  but  I  referred  to  Mr. 
Robertson.  You  said  if  anybody  pressed  him  on  you 
it  was  Mr.  Robertson.  What  were  you  referring  to 
when  you  said  that  ? — I  was  referring  to  the  fact  that 
Mr.  Worley  called  upon  me  to  see  me  upon  it,  and  I 
then  saw  Mr.  Robertson,  and  the  result  of  that  inter- 
view was,  as  I  tell  you,  that  I  was  willing  that 
Mr.  Worley  should  act  as  joint  architect,  and  that  I 
would  pay  him  the  fee  I  have  mentioned. 

1524.  How  did  you  come  to  see  Mr.  Robertson  ? 
What  did  you  go  to  see  him  about  ? — My  own  opinion 
all  through  was  that  he  was  somewhat  in  Mr.  Villiers' 
confidence  on  the  building. 

1525.  Mr.  Worley  came  to  you,  and  you  said,  or 
he  said,  let  us  go  and  see  Mr.  Robertson.  What  were 
you  to  see  Mr.  Robertson  for  ?  Who  suggested 
seeing  Mr.  Robertson,  you  or  Mr.  Worley  ? — I  have 
no  recollection  of  that,  but  I  should  think  I  did, 
really. 

1526.  What  did  you  see  him  for  ? — On  purpose,  if 
possible,  to  understand  whether  Mr.  Worley  would, 
because  Mr.  Robertson  apparently  was  acting  in  some 
way  for  the  comer,  in  which  I  had  no  part. 

1527.  When  you  saw  Mr.  Robertson  did  he  urge 
that  Mr.  Worley  should  be  employed  ? — No.  Wdl, 
he  snggested,  and  we  then  and  there  arranged  what 
I  am  now  telling  you. 

1528.  Before  you  came  to  that  arrangement,  what 
led  up  to  it  ?  You  were  to  see  Mr.  Robertson,  and 
I  suppose,  seeing  him,  something  passed.  I  want  to 
know,  so  far  as  you  can  tell  us,  what  passed  between 
you  ? — ^That  I  cannot  tell  you,  because  it  was  purely 
and  simply  :  '*  Now  here  is  Mr.  Worley.  Mr.  Worley 
"  is  asking  for  this  elevation.  I  have  no  time  to 
**  spare,  and  I  want  to  know  whether  I  am  going  to 
"  act,  or  he  is  going  to  act.*^ 

1529.  That  is  what  you  said  ? — ^Yes,  and  the  result 
of  that  was,  that  we  arranged  that  Mr.  Worley  should 
act,  and  that  I  should  pay  him  a  fee,  and  we  should 
be  called  joint  architects. 

1530.  What  did  Mr.  Robertson  say  to  that?— 
Mr.  Robertson  was  simply  the  party  to  whom  I 
looked  as  representing  the  comer  building. 

1531.  Did  you  know  then  that  Mr.  Robertson  haa 
anything  to  do  with  the  corner  building  ? — ^No  ;  and 
yet  I  did.  I  did  not  know  he  had  anything  to  do 
with  the  corner  building,  but  I  knew  he  was  a  great 
friend  of  Mr.  Grey.  I  did  not  know  that  Mr.  Grey 
was  any  relation.     1  had  never  seen  Mr.  Grey. 

1532.  You  must  have  considered  his  connexion 
with  the  corner  building  very  intimate  if  you  regarded 
him  as  representing  that  in  an  arrangeraent  with  the 
architect? — I  did. 

1533.  You  understood  that  Mr.  Robertson  was 
pressing  to  have  Mr.  Worley  employed  for  the  whole 
building  ? — I  did. 

1534.  What  did  you  think  would  be  the  result, 
supposing  you  had  stood  firmly  and  not  agreed  to 
employ  Mr.  Worley  ? — ^Well,  I  should  not  have  built 
it,  that  is  all. 
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1535.  Why  ?  You  had  an  arrangement  with  Mr. 
Villiers  ?— Yes,  I  had,  but  Mr.  Villiers,  like  a  good 
many  other  theatrical  people,  might  change  his  mind. 

1536.  You  thought  that  Mr.  Robertson  had  enough 
influence  with  him  if  you  had  stood  out  to  get  the 
whole  thing  given  to  Mr.  Worley  instead  of  to  you  ? 
— I  had  that  impression. 

1537.  That  is  what  you  thought  ?— Yes,  I  had  that 
impression. 

1538.  Did  you  think  that  Mr.  Robertson  would 
make  things  awkward  at  the  Board  with  regard  to 
the  plans  ? — No,  I  was  not  afraid  of  that.  I  had  no 
reason  to  suppose  that. 

1539.  Was  there  any  airangement  in  writing 
between  you  and  Mr.  Worley  ? — ^I  think  there  was  a 
memorandum. 

1540.  Have  you  a  copy  of  it? — ^I  have  not  now.  I 
do  not^know  where  it  is. 

1541.  Was  it  a  letter? — No,  it  would  be  a  memo- 
randum. 

1542.  Bybothof  you?— Yes. 

1543.  Have  you  got  it  ? — ^I  have  not  got  it. 

1544.  What  was  done  with  it  ?— I  do  not  know.  I 
could  look  for  it.     It  is  possible  1  have  it. 

1545.  Perhaps  you  will  look  for  it.  When  was 
that  memorandum  made,  can  you  tell  us  ? — ^t  should 
think  that  was  somewhere  in  January. 

1546.  Do  you  know  whether  Mr.  Robertson  got 
any  part  of  the  sum  that  Mr,  Worley  got  under  this 
arrangement  ? — I  do  not. 

1547.  Was  the  commission  paid  you  by  Mr.  ^''illiers  ? 
— It  was. 

1548.  And  that  was  the  commission  on  the  whole 
building  including  the  comer  piece? — No,  I  never 
received  any  commission  on  the  comer  piece,  and  I 
had  not  the  superintendence  of  it. 

1549.  Did  Mr.  Worley  do  it  alone  ? — He  did. 
Io50.  So  that  he  retained  the  exclusive  position  of 

architect  as  regards  the  comer  piece  ? — That  is  so. 

1551.  And  you  let  him  into  a  joint  architectship 
with  regard  to  the  rest  ? — I  did. 

1552.  What  did  your  5  per  cent,  amount  to  ? — I 
should  think  1,800/.  or  1,900/. 

1553.  Out  of  that  Mr.  Worley  got  150/.  ?— He  did. 

1554.  No  more  ? — ^No  more. 

1555.  Was  that  1,800/.  entirely  yours,  or  did  you 
share  any  portion  of  that  beyond  the  150/.  with  any- 
one else  ? — I  gave  200/.  to  Mr.  Woodward,  who  had 
introduced  it  to  me,  and  in  consideration  of  certain 
advice  he  had  given  upon  it,  and  the  introduction. 
Beyond  that,  I  gave  not  a  penny  to  anybody. 

1556.  Mr.  Woodward  introduced  the  matter,  being 
in  some  way  connected  with  Mr.  Villiers  ?— -Yes,  he 
introduced  it  to  me. 

1557.  When  did  he  first  come  to  you  about  it? — 
Well,  Mr.  Villers  called  upon  me  at  an  early  date ; 
one  of  the  early  interviews. 

1558.  Was  that  before  the  I7th  December  ?— No ;  I 
should  think  it  v^as  before  that.  If  it  was  the  first 
meeting,  it  would  be  the  26th  November. 

1559.  Did  you  know  Mr.  Woodward? — Yes,  well. 

1560.  When  he  introduced  Mr.  Villiers  to  you, 
whatever  date  it  was,  1  understand  it  was  with 
reference  to  your  becoming  architect? — No,  it  was 
not ;  it  was  long  afterwards. 

1561.  It  cannot  be  long  afterwards,  because  on  the 
17th  of  December,  you  lell  us,  he  spoke  to  you  ? — It 
was  some  weeks,  or  a  week  or  two  afterwards. 

1562.  He  did  not  come  with  him  on  the  26th 
November  ? — When  he  came  jon  the  26th  November, 
he  came  to  ask  me  to  give  Mr.  Villiers  any  help  1 
could. 

1563.  What  is  Mr.  Woodward  ? — An  architect  and 
surveyor. 

1564.  In  the  first  instance  when  he  came,  he  came 
and  introduced  Mr.  Villiers,  and  asked  you  for  your 
support  in  the  matter  that  was  coming  before  the 
Board  ? — Yes. 

1565.  Is  that  all  that  Mr.  Woodward  did  ?— - 
Quite  60r 


1566.  Why  should  you  have  given  him  200/.  for 
that  ? — ^Because  Mr.  Woodward  introduced  him  to 
me. 

1567.  Did  he  make  any  claim  upon  you?  — He 
expected  something. 

1568.  Did  he  write  anything  to  you  ? — I  have  no 
letter. 

1569.  Or  you  to  him  ?— No. 

1570.  You  have  told  us  that  Mr,  Robertson  was 
apparently  acting  for  the  comer  building.  Would 
you  explain  somewhat  more  fully  what  you  mean  by 
that  ?  How  did  he  appear  to  bo  acting  for  it  ? — I  do 
not  know  that  I  can  explain  any  more,  but  that  he 
was  at  times  with  Mr.  Villiers. 

1571.  How  do  you  know  that? — I  knew  it  as  I 
have  just  explained. 

1572.  That  Mr.  Robertson  was  in  close  relations 
with  Mr.  Villiers  ? — I  will  not  say  in  close  relations 
with  Mr.  Villiers.  Who  Mr.  Grey  was,  I  did  not 
know. 

1578.  You  knew  that  Mr.  Grey  was  in  close  rela- 
tions with  Mr.  Villiers  ? — Yes,  I  thought  so. 

1574.  And  that  Mr.  Grey  was  seeking  some  interest 
in  a  portion  of  that  land  ? — He  was. 

1575.  Did  it  strike  you  at  all  as  curious  tiiat  a 
peraon  in  the  architect's  department  of  the  Board  of 
Works  should  be  in  that  way  apparently  acting  for 
people  who  were  taking  property  or  buying  property 
from  the  Board  ? — ^Yes,  on  more  than  one  occasion  it 
did ;  but  at  the  same  time  it  did  not,  because  there 
was  nothing  that  appeared  to  be  dealing  with  the  land 
of  the  Board  in  any  way  that  was  improper. 

1576.  You  did  not  take  any  action  on  it  at  all  ? — 
No,  I  did  not. 

1577.  {Mr,  Bosanquet,)  You  told  us  that  the  first 
interview  you  have  given  us  with  Mr.  Robertson  was 
when  you  went  to  him  to  see  whether  you  or  Mr. 
Worley  were  going  to  act  as  architect? — ^Yes,  that 
is  so. 

1578.  That  is  the  first  interview  you  have  given  us, 
and  you  say  the  reason  you  went  to  him  then  was 
because  he  was  apparently  acting  for  the  ioorner  ?— 
Yes. 

1579.  Will  you  tell  us  what  had  passed  before  your 
first  interview  with  Mr,  Robertson  ? — I  do  not  think 
anything  had  passed. 

1580.  You  told  the  Chairman  that  the  reason  you 
thought  he  was  apyiarently  acting  for  the  corner  must 
have  been  something  that  Mr.  Robertson  said ;  is 
that  so,  or  not  ? — At  this  distance  of  time  I  cannot 
give  you  conversations  more  than  I  have  given.  If 
there  was  anything  which  led  me  to  that,  it  would 
have  been  seeing  Mr.  Robertson  either  once  or  twice 
with  Mr.  Villiers. 

1581.  Where  did  you  see  him,  if  you  did  see  him 
once  or  twice  with  Mr.  Villiers? — If  I  saw  him  once 
or  twice,  it  must  have  been  at  Mr.  Villiers'  own 
room. 

1582.  {Chairman)  Where  ?— At  the  Pavilion. 

1583.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Did  you  see  him  once  or 
twice  at  Mr.  Villiers'  own  place  ? — I  should  think  I 
did. 

1584.  On  this  subject?— No. 

1585.  {Chairman,)  Where  did  the  interview  between 
you  and  Mr.  Worley  and  Mr.  Robertson  take  place  ? 
— At  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works. 

1586.  You  were  associated  as  architect  with  the 
Messrs.  Francis  ? — I  was.. 

1587.  That  is  in  the  erection  of  the  Hotel  M4tro- 
pole  ? — Itwfls. 

1588.  When  did  you  become  associated  with  the 
Messrs.  Francis  in  connexion  with  the  Hotel  M^tro- 
pole  ? — ^At  the  commencement. 

1589.  Can  you  give  me  the  date  ? — No,  I  cannot 
give  you  the  date.  I  was  associated  with  Messrs. 
Francis  in  the  .Hotel  M6tropole  at  the  very  com- 
mencement. 

1590.  Do  you  mean  in  the  original  preparation  of 
the  plans  ? — Yes,  I  do,  and  before  that. 

1591.  Who  arranged  for  your  acting  as  to  the 
Hotel  M^tropole  ?  —Mr.  Gordon  direct.     The  trans- 
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action  as  to  the  Hotel  Metropole  was  this :  The  plot 
had  been  let  more  than  once,  and  had  been  returned 
on  the  hands  of  the  Board.  The  plot  was  then  being 
returned  on  the  hands  of  the  Board,  and  Mr.  Gordon 
spoke  to  me,  the  Grand  Hotel  being  a  success*,  as  to 
whether  he  could  take  that  plot.  I  advised  him  to  do 
so,  and  he  made  his  ofiTer. 

1592.  Had  you  any  communication  with  him  about 
the  terms  of  the  offer  before  he  made  it  ? — I  should 
think  so. 

1593.  Did  you  suggest  to  him  what  he  should  offer  ? 
— I  have  no  doubt  I  did. 

1594.  Was  there  any  arrangement  at  that  time  that 
you  should  be  architect  ? — It  was  an  understood  thing. 
I  had  been  associated  with  Messrs.  Francis  as  joint 
architects  of  the  Grand,  and  therefore  it  followed*  I 
was  going  to  say. 

1595.  Let  us  go  back  to  the  Grand  Hotel.  I  did 
not  know  you  were  joint  architect  for  the  Grand  Hotel 
with  them  ? — Yes. 

1596.  Had  you  known  Mr.  Gordon  before  he  took 
the  site  for  the  Grand  Hotel  ?— Yes. 

1597.  Had  you  done  any  work  for  him  before  ? — I 
am  not  sure  whether  I  had  ever  done  any  work  for 
him  personally  before  the  Grand  Hotel.  I  believe 
I  had.  I  had  known  him  because  he  was  a  member 
of  the  Corporation  of  London  for  many  years,  and  as 
a  matter  of  private  friendship. 

1598.  Were  you  engaged  before  or  at  the  same 
time  as  Messrs.  Francis  ? — I  advised  Mr.  Gordon  to 
tender  for  the  Grand  Hotel. 

1599.  Did  you  there  again  suggest  the  terms  he 
should  offer? — ^I  have  no  doubt  I  did.  I  do  not 
remember  it,  especially  in  that  case,  but  I  have  no 
doubt  I  did.  It  is  as  well  that  your  lordship  should 
know  it.  I  have  for  many  years  built  8,  10,  or  20 
buildings  on  land  which  has  been  part  of  the  JBoard's 
improvements,  and  I  always  thought  1  was  doing  an 
exceedingly  good  thing  for  the  public,  and  my  duty, 
to  get  a  good  tenant  at  as  high  a  price  as  I  could,  and 
I  have  always  been  careful  when  anything  of  that  sort 
was  before  the  Board  that  I  should  take  no  part 
in  it. 

1600.  You  had,  1  suppose,  then  an  understanding 
with  Mr.  Gordon  that  you  were  to  be  the  architect  ? — 
Quite  so. 

1601.  Did  you  suggest  the  emplo^-ment  of  Messrs. 
Francis  ? — No.  Messrs  Francis  had  built  for  him 
before. 

1602.  Who  in  fact  prepared  the  plans,  Messrs. 
Francis  or  yourself  ? — Jointly.  We  both  prepared 
them.     We  each  prepared  parts. 

1603.  Your  name  did  not  appeur,  I  think,  on  those 
plans  ? — It  may  not  have  appeared ;  there  is  no  reason 
it  should  not. 

1604.  (Mr.  Grenfell.)  We  have  it  in  evidence  that 
in  1883  there  was  one  submitted  in  the  name  of 
Messrs.  Francis  only  ? — That  would  be  the  M6tropole. 
I  think  the  Grand  Hotel  plans  did  bear  both  names. 
I  have  very  little  doubt  they  did. 

1605.  {Chairman.)  The  Hotel  M6tropole  plans,  it 
appears,  did  not  bear  your  name,  but  only  the  name  of 
the  Messrs.  Francis  ? — That  would  be  for  the  same 
reason  I  gave  you  just  now. 

1606-  Did  you  think  it  desirable  that  your  name 
should  not  be  added  ? — Yes,  I  thought  it  desirable. 

1607.  In  the  case  of  the  Grand  Hotel  what  were 
the  terms  of  the  arrangement  between  you  and  the 
Messrs.  Francis  ?-— Joint. 

1608.  You  each  got  half  the  commission  ? — Yes. 

1609.  That  is,  you  each  had  2\  per  cent.  ? — Yes. 

1610.  Did  anyone  share  that  or  did  you  pay  any- 
thing out  of  that  to  anyone  ? — No. 

1611.  In  the  case  of  the  Hotel  Metropole  did  you 
share  the  commission  ? — Yes ;  in  that  case  it  was  a 
lixed  fee. 

.  1612.  Half    to  you?— Yes,  and  half  to  Messrs. 
Francis. 

1613.  Out  of  that  did  you  pay  anything  to  anyone  ? 
—No. 
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1614.  Had     you    any     communication    with    Mr.     Fourth  Day. 
Eobertson  with  reference  to  the  Hotel  Metropole  ?— 
Not  any. 

1615.  There  was  a  good  deal  of  discussion  if  I 
remember  right,  about  the  plans  of  the  Hotel  Metro- 
pole  ? — No ;  I  think  the  larger  amount  of  discussion 
was  upon  the  Grand. 

1616.  Then  did  you  have  any  communications  with 
Mr.  Robertson  ?— Not  any.  I'herc  the  point  was 
whether  the  Royal  Institution  of  British  Architects 
should  have  or  had  a  veto,  and  I  have  no  doubt  but 
that  the  Royal  Institute  wished  for  a  very  grand  facade 
on  either  side  of  that  Avenue.  In  fact  that  was  the 
feeling  of  the  Board  at  the  time,  and  Mr.  Vulliamy 
prepared  a  plan,  if  I  remember  rightly,  of  one  entire 
side,  but  of  course  the  Board  found  the  land  did  not 
come  into  the  market  very  quickly ;  that  the  public 
would  not  take  it,  and  did  not  take  it. 

1617.  Have  you  had  any  pecuniary  interest  except 
that  of  architect  in  any  of  these  buildin<;s  or  lands  in 
Northumberland  Avenue? — No,  excepting  as  archi- 
tect and  shareholder  in  the  Grand.  1  was  a  share- 
holder in  the  Grand  and  I  am  still. 

1618.  Had  you  any  interest  in  the  Grand  Hotel 
before  it  was  converted  mto  a  joint  stock  company  ? — 
No. 

1619.  Not  when  Mr.  Gordon  had  it  before  he  turned 
it  into  a  company  ? — No,  not  any. 

1620.  You  became  a  shareholder  when  it  was 
turned  into  a  company  ? — I  did. 

1621.  Except  as  shareholder  in  that  company,  do 
you  say  that  you  have  had  no  pecuniary  interest  in 
any  of  the  land  transactions  in  the  Northumberland 
Avenue  ? — Excepting  professionally. 

1622.  Do  you  mean  the  cases  you  have  alluded  to, 
where  you  were  architect?  —  Yes,  and  in  several 
others. 

1623.  What  others  ? — I  was  professionally  engaged 
in  the  case  of  the  Constitutional  Club  as  to  its  right 
of  light.  I  was  professionally  engaged  by  the  Earl  of 
Harrington  on  the  other  side  against  the  Victoria 
Hotel  on  the  question  of  rights  of  light,  and  I  was 
engaged' by  Mr.  Hobson  on  one  of  the  sites  there  aa 
to  his  purchasing  from  the  Board  his  freehold.  I 
advised  him  on  that. 

1624.  Which  site  was  that,  the  Colonial  Institute  ? 
— Yes,  the  Colonial  Institute. 

1625.  In  what  way  did  you  advise  him  about  pur- 
chasing the  freehold  ? — He  sent  for  me  and  I  acted 
professionally  for  him  in  fixing  the  value  of  his  inte- 
rest. I  had  nothing  to  do  with  his  taking  the  land, 
and  in  advising  him  what  he  should  offer. 

1626.  Was  that  when  he  was  proposing  to  buy  the 
freehold  ? — That  was  when  he  was  proposing  to  buy 
the  freehold. 

1627.  What  fee  did  you  get  for  that  ?— 100/. 

1628.  Did  you  attend  the  meetmg  of  the  Board 
when  his  proposal  to  buy  came  before  it  r — There  I 
must  explain.  I  did  attend  the  meeting  of  the  Board, 
and  I  was  present.  When  the  point  came  on,  that  is 
to  say,  when  we  had  reached  the  paper  of  business^ 
I  do  not  know  that  I  noticed  it  was  down,  but  when 
we  came  to  it  I  immediately  said  to  my  colleague 
sitting  next  to  rao,  **  I  am  professionally  engaged  in 
that  matter,  and  therefore  I  can  take  no  part  in  it." 
I  did  not  take  any  part  in  it.  I  did  not  vote  on  this 
subject,  or  on  any  one  of  those  questions  until  I 
believed  the  whole  thing  was  over.  I  am  sure  your 
Lordship  will  excuse  my  being  frank  about  this. 
I  went  out  of  the  room,  and  I  was  out  of  the  room 
while  the  greater  part  of  the  discussion  took  place. 
Just  at  the  last  moment,  when  all  the  resolutions 
which  had  to  deal  with  it  had  been  under  discussion, 
some  member  said  to  me  :  *'  Here,  they  are  asking  for 
a  division  on  the  Colonial  Institute."  I,  possibly, 
ought  to  have  remembered  it  was  the  same  thing,  but 
I  came  inland  voted  for  it ;  at  least  I  beb'eve  I  did. 
I  have  not  looked,  but  I  believe  I  did,  and  directly 
afterwards  I  found  I  had  apparently  voted  on  a  matter 
in  which  I  had  been    professionally  engaged,  and 
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I  mentioned  it  there  and  then.     Of  course  I  voted ; 
there  is  no  doubt  about  that. 

1629.  There  is  no  minute  about  it  ? — I  do  not 
think  there  is  any  minute  about  it. 

1630.  Have  you  given  us  all  the  cases  in  which  you 
were  professionally  engaged  or  pecuniarily  interested  ? 
— I  think  I  have;  but  of  course  not  all  the  cases 
through  a  long  series  of  years. 

1631.  I  am  talking  at  present  about  the  Northum- 
berland Avenue  ? — I  think  I  have  given  you  all. 

1632.  Tou  were  not  interested  in  any  of'  the 
purchases  with  Mr.  Hobson  at  all  ? — ^Not  in  any 
way. 

1633.  Or  with  any  of  the  other  persons  who 
purchased  ? — Not  in  the  slightest 

1634.  Nor  had  any  share  ? — No.  Nor,  as  far  as 
I  know,  have  I  had  a  share  of  any  kind  whatever  in 
any  one  of  the  properties  that  have  been  built  on 
the  land,  except  as  a  joint  stock  proprietor  of  the 
Grand. 

1635.  You  have  designed  buildings  on  land,  I 
gather,  in  other  parts  than  Northumberland  Avenue  ? 
— Yes ;  I  built  8,  10,  or  12  in  Queen  Victoria  Street, 
and  I  have  built  in  Great  Eastern  Street. 

1636.  Did  you  have  any  transactions  with 
Mr.  John  Grey,  a  brother  of  Mr.  W.  W.  Grey  ? — 
No ;  I  never  saw  them.  I  should  not  know  them  if  I 
saw  them. 

1637.  Did  you  have  communications  with 
Mr.  Kobertson  about  any  other  building,  excepting 
the  London  Pavilion  ? — I  have  no  knowledge  of  it. 

1638.  You  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  Hotel 
Victoria  ? — I  had  not,  excepting  as  acting  against  it. 

1639.  That  is,  I  understand,  on  the  question  of 
Hght?— Yes. 

1640.  Do  you  know  anything  of  Mr.  Pett,  who  is 
employed  by  the  Board  ? — I  do  not. 

1641.  (Mr.  Grain.)  You  are  well  acquainted  with 
the  Act  of  1855  ? — I  am  supposed  to  be. 

1642.  You  have  taken  a  very  great  deal  of  interest 
in  the  Board  since  you  have  been  a  member  ? — Yes. 

1643.  And  you  have  very  frequently  attended 
there  ? — I  have  been  a  fair  attendant,  I  believe. 

1644.  In  your  judgment,  being  acquainted  with 
the  Act,  do  you  think  you  were  justified  in  acting  as 
architect  for  the  Pavilion  site?  —  I  have  always 
thought  so. 

1645.  I  do  not  know  whether  you  are  acquainted 
with  the  54th  section;  perhaps  you  will  not  mind 
looking  at  it  to  refresh  your  memory,  and  I  will  ask 
you  a  question  upon  it.  The  former  part  of  it  is 
immaterial,  but  if  ytm  look  at  the  latter  part  it  says : 
"Any  member  of  the  Board  being  connected  with 
''  any  contract  made  with  the  Board  is  to  cease  to  be 
"  a  member  of  the  Board?" — I  do  not  think  this 
applies  at  all. 

1646.  The  words  are,  "is  in  any  manner  con- 
nected with  any  contract  with  the  Board  "  ? — I  was 
not  connected  with  any  contract. 

1647.  That  is  your  judgment? — Clearly.  If  so,  I 
have  sinned  and  sinned  thousands  of  times  I  was 
going  to  say. 

1648.  That  very  well  may  be.  You  think  that  is 
80  ?     That  is  your  opinion  ? — ^That  is  so. 

1649.  Could  you  tell  me  who  Mr.  Hobson  was  ; 
what  his  occupation  was,  as  you  have  mentioned 
him  ? — Yes  ;  Mr.  Hobson  is  an  auctioneer. 

1650.  Still  in  practice  ? — I  do  not  think  he  is  in 
practice  now. 

1651.  Could  you  tell  me  about  when  he  ceased  to 
practice  ? — That  I  cannot  tell  you. 

1652.  Was  he  in  practice  when  these  transactions 
took  place  with  reference  to  the  Northumberland 
Avenue  ? — ^Yes,  he  was. 

1653.  When  do  you  put  the  date,  without  referring 
to  any  minutes,  that  you  first  really  knew  that  there 
was  very  little  doubt  you  would  be  the  architect  to 
the  Pavilion  site? — I  think  about  the  middle  of 
December. 

1654.  Was  not  it  before  that  ? — No.  I  have  no 
ground  for  thinking  so. 


1655.  When  did  you  cease  to  have  any  doubt  in 
your  own  mind  that  you  would  be  the  architect  ? — 
Certainly  it  would  be  about  that  date. 

1656.  Perhaps,  before  that  ? — I  could  not  tell  you 
to  a  day  or  two,  but  practically. 

1657.  Y^ou  are  a  member  of  the  Royal  Institute  of 
British  Architects  ? — ^Yes. 

1658.  Do  you  know  that  the  question  of  architects 
who  may  be  members  of  the  Board  acting  in  the  way 
you  have  for  the  Pavilion  does  not  meet  with  the 
approval  of  the  general  body  of  architects  ? — I  do  not 
know  that. 

1659.  Were  you  present  at  the  inaugural  address  in 
1879  when  that  matter  was  discussed  ? — Most  likely 
not. 

1660.  I  do  not  know  why  you  say  that  ? — For  this 
reason ;  that  I  very  rarely  go  to  an  inaugural  address. 
I  think  in  30  years  I  have  heard  two. 

1661.  Do  not  you  know  there  was  a  discussion 
then  by  the  president  of  that  year  ? — I  do  not  know. 
I  may  have  known  it,  because  I  may  have  read  the 
president's  speech. 

1662.  That  is  what  I  want  to  know,  whether  you 
did  ? — I  have  no  recollection  of  that.  It  would  come 
to  me  with  my  papers.     I  may  have  read  it. 

1663.  You  have  no  recollection  at  all  of  Mr. 
Whichcord  in  1879  discussing  the  matter  ? — I  have 
no  recollection  of  it.  I  remember  hearing  it  in  the 
profession. 

1664.  What  did  you  hear  in  the  profession  ?  As 
to  what  the  president  of  that  year  had  said  about  the 
matter  I  am  now  talking  of  ? — Mr.  John  Whichcord 
and  myself  were  old  friends,  and  if  I  heard  anything 
it  was  merely  that  Mr.  Whichcord  had  made  certain 
strictures,  or,  in  professional  language,  was  "  pitching 
into"  the  Board,  or  into  certain  members,  and  I 
believe  when  I  next  met  him  I  asked  him  practically 
what  he  meant  by  it.  That  is  the  only  thing  I  know 
about  it. 

1665.  What  did  he  tell  you  that  he  had  said  ?— He 
did  not  tell  me  anjrthiog. 

1666.  Did  not  he  say  that  he  said  this  ?  I  will  read 
it  to  you  :  "  I  shall  run  no  risk  of  censure  when  I 
"  say  that  a  fellow  or  associate  of  this  institute  ought 
"  not  from  that  moment  '* — that  is  to  say,  when  he 
becomes  a  member  of  the  Board — "to^  have  any 
"  professional  connexion  whatever  with  the  purchase 
"  of  land  oifered  for  sale  or  let  by  the  Board,  nor 
"  should  he  be  professionally  engaged  in  the  super- 
"  intendence  of  buildings  to  be  erected  upon  land 
"  which  is  the  property  of  the  ratepayers  whose 
"  agent  and  representative  he  is."  Do  you  recollect 
your  old  friend,  Mr.  Whichcord,  telling  you  that  is 
what  he  said  at  the  inaugural  address  ? — I  do  not. 

1667.  Or  anything  like  that? — ^No;  I  remember 
some  conversation  upon  the  inaugural  address,  and 
I  remembering  differing  as  wide  as  the  poles  as  to  the 
wisdom  of  the  thing. 

1668.  Now,  after  December  you  were  present  at 
all  the  meetings  of  the  Board  when  Mr.  Pyke's  offer 
was  discussed.  Is  that  so? — I  was  not  at  all.  I 
very  likely  was  present  some  time  during  the 
meeting. 

1669.  I  want  you  to  tell  me  this :  when  the  letter 
of  the  1st  December,  when  it  came  from  Mr.  Pyke, 
was  read,  and  a  further  correspondence  after  that, 
finishing  with  a  letter  from  Messrs.  Lewis  and  Lewis, 
is  there  any  doubt  in  your  mind  that  you  were 
present  at  the  Board  when  those  matters  were 
discussed  ? — Yes,  there  is. 

1670.  Would  you  give  me  the  date  when  you  think 
you  were  absent? — No,  I  cannot;  but  I  will  give 
you  this,  that  whenever  that  question  was  discussed 
I  never  took  any  part  in  it,  and  on  no  occasion  did 
I  vote. 

1671.  That  may  be;  but  did  you  say  that 
Mr,  Pyke's  offer  was,  in  your  opinion,  what 
Mr.  Bobertson  has  designated  it,  a  bogus  offer  ? — ^I 
expressed  no  opinion  about  it  whatever. 
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1672.  But  as  a  man  of  long  experience,  did  you 
say  it  was  ? — I  expressed  no  opinion  whatever  on 
Mr,  Pyke's  ofer. 

1673.  You  are  an  experienced  member  of  the 
Board.  You  knew  all  about  the  offer  that  was  made. 
Do  you  say  now,  with  all  the  light  thrown  on  it,  it 
-was  a  bogus  offer  ? — I  have  never  said  it  was  a  bogus 
offer. 

1674.  I  am  asking  for  your  professional  opinion 
now  as  a  member  of  the  Board  ? — As  a  member  of 
the  Board  my  professional  opinion  ought  to  have  been 
given  at  the  time.  With  all  the  information  I  have 
Lad  since  and  whatl  hear  now  I  might  have  a  very 
different  opinion  about  the  matter  to  what  I  should 
have  had  at  that  date,  and  I  have  expressed  no 
opinion  on  what  I  had  at  that  date. 

1675.  An  offer  being  made,  coming  from  a  person 
whom  you  had  no  reason  to  suppose  was  otherwise 
than  substantial,  and  repeated  on  more  than  one 
occasion,  although  you  did  not  vote,  would  it  not  be , 
your  duty  as  a  representative  of  the  ratepayers  to 
give  your  professional  opinion  ? — ^I  do  not  think  it 
would. 

1676.  Or  your  opinion  as  a  member  of  the  Board  ? 
— I  do  not  think  it  would.  I  have  yet  to  learn  that 
a  member  of  ihe  Board  is  bound  to  give  an  opinion 
upon  everything  that  is  before  him. 

1677.  If  you  had  given  a  favourable  opinion,  and 
Mr.  Pyke's  offer  had  been  accepted,  you  would  have 
lost  the  sum  you  made  upon  the  Pavilion  of  1,800/.  ? 
— I  suppose  if  someone  else  had  built  on  that  land  I 
should  not  have  been  the  architect*    Just  exactly  as 

iisomeone  else  had  built, on  a  great  many  others,  like 
the  Civil  Service  Stores  in  Queen  Victoria  Street. 
If  those  had  not  been  built  on  that  particular  land, 
and  somebody  else  had  taken  the  land,  I  should  not 
have  been  the  architect.    As  it  was,  I  was. 

1678.  I  ask  you  really,  do  you  say  when  Mr. 
Pyke's  offer  was  discussed,  you  being  present  at  the 
Board,  you  were  not  an  interested  party  in  Mr. 
Villiers'  offer  being  accepted  as  against  Mr.  Pyke's  ? 
— I  was  not  present  at  the  meeting. 

1679.  At  any  one  of  the  meetings  when  you  were 
present,  when  Mr.  Pyke's  offer  was  brought  before 
those  present  ? — No. 

1680.  Do  you  say  you  were  not  interested  in 
Mr.  Villiers'  offer  being  accepted  and  Mr.  Pyke*s 
refused  ? — I  was  not  present  till  late  on  the  Ist  De- 
cepiber.  I  was  not  present  at  all  on  the  8th,  and 
after  that  date,  if  I  understand  it  rightly,  Mr.  Pyke's 
offer  was  at  an  end. 

1681.  (^Chairman,)  No;  it  was  brought  before  the 
Board  again,  and  read  on  the  19th  ? — I  have  no 
recollection  of  it.  My  present  feeling  is  that  if  any 
question  occurred  on  that,  I  got  up  and  walked  out 
of  the  Board. 

1682.  {Mr,  Grain.)  May  I  ask  you  if  you  were 
absent  on  one  or  all  of  those  occasions,  were  you  not 
absent  purposely  because  you  had  acquired  the 
architect  ship  to  ihe  Pavihon  site  to  be  granted  to 
Mr.  Villiei-s  ? — I  have  in  every  instance  in  which 
I  have  been  professional  adviser  been  absent,  except 
in  the  instance  I  gave  his  Lordship,  and  as  such,  of 
course,  if  you  like  to  call  it  "  purposely  absent,"  of 
course  it  is  purposely  absent. 

1683.  {Chairman.)  In  that  instance  I  gather  you 
voted  against  the  terms  being  given  to  Mr.  Hobson  ? 
— No,  I  do  not  know  which  way  I  voted, 

1684.  I  think  that  is  so?— I  think  it  is.  Most 
likely  it  was  so. 

1685.  In  the  only  division  of  which  the  names  are 
recorded  you  were  in  the  minority  against  only  giving 
25  years'  purchase  ? — That  was  so.  I  voted,  in  fact, 
if  I  voted  at  all,  in  the  minority  because,  if  you  ask 
me  my  own  private  opinion,  it  ought  to  have  been  a 
much  larger  number  of  years'  purchase ;  but  the  vote 
itself  was  an  accidental  vote  in  the  way  described. 

1686.  Do  you  think  that  25  years  was  too  small  a 
number  of  years  ? — I  do. 

1687.  Did  you  urge  that  to  your  brother  members 
of  the  Board  ? — No,  I  did  not,  because  I  was  pro- 


fessionally engaged.     I  do  not  think  it  is  too  small  in     Fourth  Day. 

the  sense  that  large  rentals  will  not  fetch,  and  do  not  ' 

fetch,  the  number  of  years'  purchase  that  smaller    ^^  May  1888, 

^^®®  ^^^  Mr.  J.  E. 

1688.  {Mr,  Grain.)  Will  you  follow  me  on  this  Saundert. 
question  of  remuneration.     Will  you  tell  us  what  was  ■■ 
the  sum  you  actually  made  for    your  professional 

services  to  the  Grand  Hotel,  roughly ;  you  say  it  was 
divided  equally? — I  think  the  total  was  something 
under  5,000/. 

1689.  Your  share? — ^No;  my  share  would  be  half 
of  that. 

1690.  You  received  about  half  of  5,000/.  ?— Yes. 

1691.  Now,  could  you  give  me  the  same  answer 
to  the  same  question  as  regards  the  Hotel  M^tro- 
pole  ? — ^The  Hotel  M^tropole  was  a  fixed  fee. 

1692..  What  was  your  portion  ? — My  amount  would 
be  about  1,200/. 

1693.  Then  you  gave  a  general  statement  that  you 
had  built  upon  some  7  or  8  sites  in  Queen  Victoria 
Street  and  other  places.  Have  you  built  on  any  sites 
at  all  that  belonged  to  the  Board  in  the  neighbourhood 
of  Shoreditch,  in  Curtain  Eoad  ? — The  only  one 
I  built  upon  in  that  neighbourhood  would  be  the 
comer  of  Hoxton,  Great  Eastern  Street,  where  I 
built  three  small  warehouses. 

1694.  Is  that  near  the  Curtam  Road?— No;  I 
built  that  for  Mr.  Moore.  That  is  a  well-known 
name  in  the  tea  trade — Moore  Brothers. 

1695.  {Chairman.)  Did  you  have  anything  to  do 
with  the  building  in  the  Curtain  Eoad  for  Mr. 
Robertson  ? — ^No,  I  know  nothing  about  it,  if  that  is 
the  question  that  Mr.  Grain  is  asking. 

1696.  {Mr.  Grain.)  When  was  that  site  acquired 
by  the  Messrs.  Moore  ? — I  cannot  give  you  the  date. 

1697.  Can  you  give  me  the  year  you  built  it  ? — I 
cannot. 

1698.  About  ? — I  cannot  give  it  you  about,  to  be 
correct. 

1699.  Was  it  before  the  Pavilion  or  after  the 
Pavilion  was  built  ? — Before. 

1700.  How  much  before  ? — Eight  years. 

1701.  That  is  near  enough  ? — No,  it  is  not,  becAuse 
it  may  be  incorrect. 

1702.  Had  you  anything  to  do  then  with  ^  advising 
Messrs.  Moore,  or  their  representative,  as  to  the 
purchase  in  the  first  instance  of  that  land,  as  to 
acquiring  it  from  the  Board  ? — Yes. 

1703.  Was  it  Messrs.  Moore  you  actually  advised  ? 
Yes,  Messrs.  Moore. 

1704.  Did  you  at  the  time  know  the  price  that  had 
been  fixed,  as  regards  that  site,  by  the  Board  ? — I 
had  no  knowledge ;  I  do  not  suppose  so. 

1705.  How  is  it  you  have  told  us  it  was  so  with 
regard  to  others?  —  Evidently  we  are  at  cross 
purposes.  ' 

1706.  I  do  not  think  we  are,  indeed.  You  have 
told  the  Commission  to-day  that  the  price  that  was 
fixed  with  regard  to  the  Pavilion  was  a  sort  of  open 
secret,  and  everybody  knew.  Why  was  there  any 
diiference  with  regard  to  this  site  as  regards  Messrs. 
Moore.  I  suppose  that  was  an  open  secret  too  ? — As 
far  as  that  site  was  concerned. 

1707.  Was  not  that  an  open  secret  ? — It  was 
not  only  an  open  secret,  but  it  was  a  fact  that  any- 
body might  have  it  at  that  price.  It  was  land  that 
had  been  put  up  and  not  been  taken  by  tender ;  it 
was  land  that  had  been  ofiered  and  had  laid  empty 
for  years,  and,  as  far  as  I  know,  Mr.  Vulliamy  told 
anybody  and  everybody  what  was  the  price  of  that 
land. 

1,708.  Then,  if  that  be  so,  I  want  to  know  what 
was  the  effect  of  your  professional  advice  as  to  it,  you 
being  a  member  of  the  Board? — There  was  no 
necessity  for  my  professional  advice. 

1709.  But  you  gave  it  ? — Yes,  in  this  way. 

1710.  What  was  the  fee  in  that  case? — It  was 
100  guineas.  In  this  case  it  was  very  different 
professional  work  altogether.  In  this  case  it  was  a 
client  wishing  to  put  one  of  his  trading  shops  in  a 
particular  lo<^ty,  and  I  went  round — I  had  built  for 
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Fourth  Daj.     hiin  in  other  parts  of  London — to  five  or  six  sices,  to 

find  out  which  would  be  the  best.     I  then  saw  the 

15  May  1888.    Board's  land  at  the  comer.     I  was  not  paid  for  that 

^""^P       sepai-ately    from    the    buildings,   and    I    asked   Mr. 

Saunders.      Vulliaroy  what  was  the  price,  which  was  exactly  what 

'      anybody  and  everybody  would  nave  had  answered ;  and 

my  client  filled    up  a  tender,  and  that  tender  was 

accepted  by  the  Board ;  and  when  it  was  accepted  by 

the  Board  he  became  the.  lessee  of  the  Board,  and  I 

built  the  buildings,  and  I  had  no  other  money  than 

that  which  was  a  professional  fee  for  building. 

1711.  Mr.  Robertson  the  other  day,  with  reference 
to  the  Pavilion,  had  found  a  piece  of  paper  with  t)encil 
marks  upon  it  which  has  been  alluded  to,  and  to  which 
attention  has  been  called  by  the  "  Financial  News." 
He  was  a  clerk  at  450/.  a  year.  What  had  he  to  do 
inside  the  Board  room  when  the  prices  to  be  put  upon 
sites  were  discussed  ? — ^That  I  do  not  know  at  all. 

1712.  Who  do  you  think  could  tell  us  that  ?  You 
are,  in  one  sense,  one  of  his  masters.  What  had  he 
to  do  there  ? — I  do  not  know. 

1713.  What  was  he  to  do  there ;  he  was  a  clerk  ? 
— We  have  a  great  many  officers  who  attend  there, 
I  suppose  they  are  needed. 

1714.  Who  would  tell  us  why  the  second  clerk 
should  be  in  attendance  there,  and  what  would  be  the 
necessity  for  him  to  take  notes  as  to  what  any  mem- 
ber of  the  Board  had  said  ? — That  I  have  no  knowledge 
whatever  of. 

1715.  Did  you  know  that  such  a  system  was 
adopted  ? — ^No.  I  have  seen  Mr.  Eobertson  sitting 
at  the  Board  as  I  have  seen  other  officers. 

1716.  You  did  not  know  he  made  notes  on  paper 
as  to  discussions  at  the  Board  as  to  what  was  to  be 
the  fixed  price  ? — No. 

1717.  As  far  as  you  know  it  was  quite  outside  his 
duty,  I  suppose  ? — I  should  think  making  notes  about 
matters  would  be  outside  his  duty. 

1718.  Are  not  these  discussions  private  discussions 
amongst  the  members  of  the  Board  with  their  recog- 
nised officei's? — ^Are  you  referring  to  the  Board  or 
the  committees  ? 

1719.  To  the  committees  ? — I  know  nothing  of 
that. 

1720.  In  every  one  of  these  cases  the  Grand,  the 
M6tropole,  and  the  Colonial  Institute,  do  you  say 
that  it  was  open  to  any  architect  to  ascertain  the 
prices  who  was  not  a  member  of  the  Board.  When 
you  advised  and  had  a  fee  to  advise  the  purchase 
or  otherwise,  as  the  case  may  be,  was  the  information 
you  gave  to  your  client  open  to  any  other  architect 
not  a  member  of  the  Board  ? — I  gave  no  information, 
as  a  member  of  the  Board,  that  was  not  open. 

1721.  {Chairman,)  You  advi*jed  them  what  to 
give  ? — Yes. 

1722.  Would  any  outside  architect  have  known  in 
the  same  way  as  you  would  what  the  Board  would 
take  ? — ^He  would  know  all  I  knew. 

1723.  How  ? — Because  I  did  not  give  advice  on  a 
price  jiixcepting  when  that  was  a  public  price.  My 
advice  would  be  my  own  professional  opinion. 

1724.  You  say  you  suggested  the  sum  to  offer  for 
the  Grand  Hotel  site  ? — Yes. 

1725.  There  had  been  no  public  announcement  of 
what  the  Board  would  take  ? — That  was  not  taken 
except  by  ordinary  tender,  of  which  I  had  not  the 
slightest  knowledge. 

1726.  You  advised  him  what  amount  to  tender,  I 
understand  ? — ^No  doubt ;  and  I  was  as  much  in  tiie 
dark  as  anybody  else,  if  that  was  taken  on  the  ten- 
derings.  If  it  was  taken  afterwards,  then  it  became 
pnblic,  at  least  to  a  certain  extent. 

1727.  You  knew  all  the  proposed  tenders  which 
had  been  made  and  accepted  by  the  Board,  and 
stated  by  the  architect  to  be  above  his  estimate  ? — I 
suppose  generally  I  did. 

1728.  There  appears  to  have  been  several  such 
<5afie3  certainly,  before  the  date  when  Mr.  Gordon 
offered  ? — Yes.  Of  course,  originally  when  land  was 
put  up  to  tender,  the  tenders  would  be  all  received, 
aad  no  member  of  the  Board  would  have  the  slightest 


notion  as  to  what  the  reserve  price  was,  or  anything 
else. 

1729.  {Mr.  Grain.)  Speaking  of  that,  could  you 
give  us  any  reason  why  the  Pavilion  site  was  not  put 
up  to  tender  ? — I  believe  the  reason,  as  far  as  I  know 
from  the  general  judgment  I  formed  amongst  the 
members  of  the  Board,  was  purely  and  simply  that 
Mr.  Villiers  had  taken  that  site,  or  rather  the  building, 
seven  years  before,  and  at  a  very  large  rental,  and  had 
paid  that  rental  for  seven  years. 

1730.  You  kept  him  there  only  as  a  monthly 
tenant  ? — I  know. 

1731.  And  made  him  pay  his  rent  in  advance,  and 
you  could  have  turned  him  out  at  the  end  of  any 
month ;  is  that  correct  ? — Yes. 

1732.  You  were  offered  equally  good  terms  from 
Messrs.  Speedy  and  Poole — ^in  1879  I  am  speaking 
of?— In  1879. 

( Chairman,)  What  he  says,  and  that  is  not  incon- 
sistent with  what  he  has  said,  is,  that  whatever  their 
reason  for  taking  Mr.  Villiers  in  1879,  having  taken 
him  in  1879,  and  he  having  paid  his  rent  on  to  1884, 
they  took  him  as  tenant  of  the  site. 

1733.  {Mr.  Grain,)  Very  well.  {To  the  witness.) 
Have  you  been  an  architect,  and  profcssionallj 
engaged,  for  any  of  the  theatres  in  London  ? — Yes, 
some  of  them. 

1734.  (;!ould  you  tell  me  some  of  them?  —  No. 
Will  you  tell  me  any  ? 

1735.  Probably  you  could  tell  me  better  than  I 
can.  I  do  not  want  to  go  back  20  years,  but  go  back 
seven  or  eight  or  nine  years.     The  Avenue  ? — ^No. 

1736.  Could  you  tell  me  which  ? — No,  I  cannot. 

1737.  Tell  me  one  of  them  ? — ^I  do  not  remember 
one  for  the  moment. 

1738.  Where  you  architect  for  any  one  of  the 
theatres  ? — ^No. 

1739.  Have  you  ever  gone  over  the  theatres  to  see 
what  was  required  when  any  requisitions  were  sent 
into  the  Board  as  to  alterations  of  exits,  Ac.  ITiere 
has  been  a  great  deal  of  that  in  recent  years,  and  a 
great  many  alterations  have  been  made.  Have  you 
ever  acted  as  to  those? — I*  have  in  two  or  three 
instances. 

1740.  Give  us  some  of  the  cases  ?— If  you  will  tell 
me  one ;  but  I  do  not  remember  one  for  the  moment. 

1741.  I  have  general  information  that  you  have 
done  so,  but  the  particular  information  I  must  kindly 
ask  you  to  give  me,  however,  I  will  suggest  them  to 
you.  The  Oxford  Music  Hall.  Have  you  done 
anything  there  ? — There  have  been  requisitions  sent 
in  there  I  think  ? 

1742.  You  have  never  acted  for  them  in  any  shape 
or  form  ? — I  do  not  think  so. 

1743.  If  you  have  done  so,  would  there  be  any 
record  in  the  diary,  or  whatever  books  an  architect 
may  keep? — If  I  had  any  account  for  the  Oxford, 
it  was  a  great  many  years  ago,  and  I  should  think  a 
ten  guinea  fee,  or  something  of  that  kind.  What 
that  was  I  do  not  know. 

1744.  I  do  not  care  to  go  back  so  many  years,  but 
in  the  last  six,  seven,  eight,  or  nine  years? — No 
unless  that  is  the  matter  to  which  you  are  referring. 

1745.  {Chairman!)  Can  you  recollect  what  was 
the  last  work  you  did  professionally  for  any  theatre  ? 
— I  do  not  think  I  can ;  they  have  been  so  passing  in 
the  midst  of  a  genei^  practice.  There  might  be 
some  three  or  four  at  distances  of  perhaps  a  couple  of 
years  apart. 

1746.  Are  there  any  within  the  last  two  or  three 
years  ? — I  do  not  remember. 

1747.  {Mr.  Grain.)  I  can  cite  a  theatre  which  is  a 
very  new  one.  Have  you  in  an  any  way  acted  for 
Terry's  Theatre  ?— Terry's  Theatre  ? 

1748.  Surely  you  know  where  Terry's  Theatre  is  ? 
— No,  I  do  not,  and  that  is  a  fact.  I  tldnk  the  last 
theatre  that  I  received  anything  for  was  Wyndham's. 

1749.  Is  that  the  Criterion  ?  —  No,  Wyndham's 
Theatre.    The  last  theatre  was  Wyndham's. 

1750.  That  is  the  Criterion,  I  think  you  will  find  ? 
— I  mean  Northumberland  Avenue. 
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175L  The  Avenue  Theatre  ?  —  {Mr.  Meadows 
JVhite.)  Mr.  Charles  Wypdham  did  make  a  tender 
for  one  of  the  plots,  but  the  theatre  never  was  erected. 

1752.  {Chairman,)  Mr.  Saunders  is  talking  about 
some  theatre  ? — 1  am.  I  think  that  was  the  last  as 
far  as  I  can  remember.  It  was  proposed  to  be  on  the 
Avenue,  and  Mr.  Veritv  was  the  architect  of  that. 
It  was  never  built,  but  1  went  to  see  the  opposite 
parties  on  the  question  of  the  possible  building  of  it, 
as  to  rights  of  light.  Thej  wanted  to  go  up  rather 
high.    Thej  wanted  to  adopt  the  American  plan. 

{Chairman,)  That  is  hardly  work  done  at  a  theatre, 
what  you  were  asked  was  as  to  work  done  at  a 
theatre. 

1753.  {Mr,  Grain.)  I  mean  work  done  in  conse- 
quence of  requisition  sent  by  the  Board  of  Works  as 
to  exits,  &c.  ? — The  last  of  them  might  be,  or  would 
be,  no  doubt,  the  Criterion. 

1754.  That  was  a  considerable  alteration  ? — Yes, 
it  was  a  considerable  alteration. 

1755.  Several  houses  had  to  be  acquired,  had  they 
not,  in  Jermyn  Street  ? — Yes. 

1756.  In  what  capacity  did  you  act  there  ? — I  did 
not  act  with  regard  to  those  houses,  but  advised 
generally. 

1757.  What  did  you  do  there  ? — I  acted  at  Messrs. 
Spiers  and  Ponds'  request,  and  gave  them  a  report  in 
conjunction  with  their  architect,  Mr.  Verity,  as  to 
vrhat  should  be  the  surrounding  thei*e. 

1758.  You  were  in  fact,  being  a  member  of  the 
Board  at  the  time,  and  knowing  what  alterations 
were  required  by  the  Board,  eddied  in  to  advise  in 
conjunction  wth  Mr.  Verity,  Messrs.  Spiers  and 
Pond's  architect;  is  that  so? — No.  I  suppose 
that  they  wanted  to  know  (which  was  a  very  ditRcult 
-work)  how  they  should  in  fact  make  their  theatre 
safe.  I  was,  as  an  ordinary  professional  man,  asked 
to  tell  them,  and  I  did. 

1759.  {Chairman,)  Were  you  on  the  Theatres 
Committee  of  the  Metropalitan  Board  of  Works  ? — I 
was. 

1760.  {Mr,  Grain,)  May  I  take  it  that  you  had 
been  a  party,  as  a  member  of  the  Theatres  Committee, 
to  settling  the  alterations  that  were  required  by  the 
Board  in  the  Criterion  Theatre  ?— No.  If  I  had 
ever  reported  upon  the  thing,  as  far  as  I  know,  I 
never  took  any  part  in  it,  but,  if  I  had,  it  would  have 
rather  facilitated  that  which  the  Board  would  have 
wished. 

1761.  I  want  to  clearly  understand.  You  say  you 
were  not  a  party  to  any  of  the  arrangements  made  by 
the  Tlieatres  Committee  in  respect  of  the  Criterion  ? 
— I  should  think  I  was. 

1762.  Then,  after  having  been  a  party  in  that  way, 
what  fee  did  you  receive  from  Messrs.  Spiers  and 
Pond  for  the  advice  you  gave  in  conjunction  with 
Mr,  Verity  in  regard  to  the  Criterion  ? — I  received 
100  guineas. 

1763.  Is  that  the  whole  connexion  you  had  with 
the  Criterion  as  regards  alterations,  I  am  not  speaking 
of  building  now  ? — I  believe  so. 

1764.  {Chairman.)  Surely  you  must  have  remem- 
bered about  the  Criterion.  Your  memory  seemed 
entirely  to  have  gone  as  to  what  theatres  you  had  to 
do  with,  or  whether  you  had  any,  and  now  you  have 
a  good  recollection  of  the  Criterion  ? — I  did  not  grasp 
the  question  put.  I  would  have  answered  it  at  once 
if  I  had. 

1765.  {Mr,  Grain.)  May  I  suggest  another  as  you 
say  you  do  not  grasp  my  questions.  The  Gaiety ; 
have  you  had  anything  to  do  with  any  alterations  at 
the  Gaiety  Theatre  ? — {After  a  pause.)  Which  is  the 
Gaiety  ? 

1766.  Really  !  The  Gaiety  Theatre  is  the  one  over 
the  Gaiety  Restaurant, — if  that  is  any  description  to 
you, — and  bounded  by  Wellington  Street  on  the  one 
hand  ?— No. 

1767.  Is  your  memory  quite  clear  on  that,  or  does 
it  require  a  little  more  assittance  from  me? — ^No, 
I  think  I  am  clear  upon  that. 


1768.  Is  that  so,  because  I  am  informed  otherwise  ;     Foarth  Day. 

but  I  may  be  wrong  ? — I  think  you  must  be.     I  have  

no  knowledge  of  it  at  all.     When  I  spoke  before  I    **  MayJ888. 
was  in  all  good  faith  with  you ;  I  did  not  remember      Mr  J  £ 
where  the  Gaiety  was,  but  directly  you   recall   the       Salmders. 
geographical  position  I  know  it.  '  .' 

1769.  The  Olympic.  Have  you  done  anything  to 
the  Olympic  in  the  way  of  alteration  ? — No. 

1770.  {Chairman.)  Or  any  theatre  in  the  Strand  ? 
— I  do  not  remember  any. 

1771..  {Mr.  Grain.)  'fhe  Globe  ?— No. 

1772.  The  exits  are  not  very  good  now,  but  was 
not  there  considerable  discussion  at  the  Theatres  Com- 
mittee about  altering  the  exits  of  the  Globe  ? — Very 
likely. 

1773.  Does  that  refresh  your  memory  at  all? — 
No. 

1774.  It  might  be  the  Opera  Comique;  do  you 
know  where  that  is  ? — Yes,  I  know  that,  and  why 
I  know  it  is  because  a  private  client  of  mine  is  the 
freeholder  of  the  front  part,  and  I  was  the  means, 
many  years  ago,  of  bringing  the  Opera  Comique  into 
the  front. 

1775.  I  want  to  know  have  you  not  done  pro- 
fessional work  upon  that  in  the  way  of  alterations  ? — 
No. 

1776.  {Chairman.)  Do  you  pledge  yourself  that 
you  have  not  done  work  in  the  way  suggested  at 
any  other  theatre  except  the  Criterion  ? — To  the  best 
of  my  belief  it  is  so,  unless  something  can  bring  it 
to  my  mind. 

1777.  {Mr.  Grain.)  Or  any  place  of  public  enter- 
tainment or  any  music  hall  which  you  have  altered  ? 
— I  do  not  think  I  have  done  any  more,  unless  you 
will  call  anything  to  my  mind,  and  I  will  tell  you  at 
once. 

1778.  {Cliairman.)  Between  now  and  our  next 
meeting,  as  regards  anything  of  this  kind,  if  you 
can  refer  to  memoranda,  you  will  attend  and  tell 
us  ? — I  will  tell  you  frankly.  I  am  here  for  that 
purpose. 

1779.  {Mr.  Grain.)  What  do  you  put  down  within 
the  last  four  or  five  years  that  you  have  received  as 
architect  upon  buildings  built  upon  Metropolitan 
Board  sites  acquired  froni  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works.  I  have  put  down  the  Pavilion  1,800/.,  the 
Grand  Hotel  2,500/.,  the  Metropole  1,200/. ;  that  is 
5,500/.  Then  the  Colonial  Institute  100/.,  the  Cri- 
terion 100/.;  that  is  5,700/.  Would  that  be  under 
or  over  the  mark  that  you  have  received,  or  would 
there  be  more  that  you  have  not  given  us? — ^No; 
there  would  not  be  more.  That  is,  you  are  asking 
me  for  any  buildings  built  on  land  leased  from  the 
Board. 

1780.  Built  on  land  acquired  from  the  Board.  I 
will  not  pledge  myself  to  leased,  but  acquired  from 
the  Board  ? — I  have  no  knowledge  of  any  other. 

1781.  {Chairman.)  Why  did  you  put  the  word 
"leased"  in;  what  was  the  distinction  you  were 
drawing  there  ? — ^Because  my  present  feeling  was 
that  Mr.  Grain  was  endeavouring  to  show  that  there 
was  some  association  that  was  improper  on  the  part 
of  a  member.  Leasing  means  taking  land,  and  when 
you  have  got  your  lease  the  parties  to  the  lease  are 
fixed,  and  therefore  nothing  can  occur  as  regards  the 
man  who  builds  upon  it.  I  have  never  understood, 
and  in  fact  I  have  rather  understood  it  to  be  my 
duty  as  a  good  citizen,  and  a  good  member  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  to  get  any  tenant  I. 
could  at  the  highest  price  for  the  land  which  was  to 
let,  because  it  would  bring  in  ground  rents  as  quick 
as  possible,  and  really  brine  back  to  the  ratepayers 
that  which  they  are  entitled  to,  namely,  a  return  for 
their  outlay. 

1782.  What  you  were  asked  about  was  about 
pecuniary  receipts  of  your  own.  When  you  said 
leased  from  the  Board,  what  was  the  distinction  in 
your  mind? — I  meant  leased  from  the  Board.  Of 
course,  purchased  from  the  Board  would  do  just  as 
well,  or  acquired  from  the  Board. 
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METROPOLITAN   BOARD   OF   WORKS   INQUIRY  COMMISSION: 


Fpurth  Day, 

.15  May  1888. 

Mir.  J.  E. 
Saunders, 


1783.  You  draw  no  distinction  between  "  acquired  " 
and  "leased"?— No. 

1784.  {Mr.  Grain.)  You  used  the  term  that  in 
acting  in  the  way  you  did  you  thought  that  you  were 
"  doing  a  good  turn  to  the  public  **  ? — I  did. 

1785.  Will  you  kindly  explain  to  the  Commission 
how  you  consider  you  were  doing  a  good  turn  to  the 
public  in  reference  to  the  Pavilion  site.  You  did  not 
object  to  3,000/.  a  year  being  taken  instead  of 
4,000/.  ? 

1786.  (Chairman.)  He  was  not  referring  to  that, 
but  he  said  when  he  got  people  to  make  offers  ? —  Yes, 
that  is  so. 

1787.  (Mr.  Grain.)  Could  you  give  me  any  idea, 
in  addition  to  the  sum  I  have  named,  what,  for  15 
years  past,  you  have  made  as  professional  income  from 
sites  acquired  from  the  Boiu^  for  building  or  for 


alterations  ? — ^No,  I  could  not  give  jrou  that,  I  could 
tell  you  on  the  building. 

1788.  Could  not  you  give  me  somewhere  about 
what  you  received  ? — No,  I  could  not.  I  should  have 
to  take  them  out  and  in  what  years  they  were  built. 

1789.  Have  you  any  means  of  ascertaining  that  ? 
— I  daresay  I  could  make  it  out. 

1790.  Before  you  draw  plaus  ypu  have  some  sort 
of  memoranda  from  which  you  take  your  particulars  ? 
— I  could  tell  you  all  the  buildings  almost  that  I  have 
built. 

(Mr.  Grain.)  Perhaps  you  will  refresh  your 
memory. 

1791.  (The  Chairman,)  Perhaps  you  will  make  a 
list  of  the  cases  in  which  you  have  been  architect  in 
respect  of  buildings  on  sites  acquired  from  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ? — I  shall  be  happy  to 
do  that. 


Adjourned  to  Friday  next  at  1 1  o'clock. 


FIFTH  DAY. 


Friday,  18th  May  1888. 

BKFOBB  : 


LoBD  Hbbschbll. 


Mr.  Grenfell. 
Lord  HERSCHELL  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  Bosanquet,  Q.C. 


Mr.  Frederic  Meller  Putlet  sworn  and  examined. 


Fifth  Day. 
18  May  1888. 

F.  M.  Putley, 


1792.  (Chairman,)  You  are  in  partnership,  I  be- 
lieve, with  Mr.  Robertson  ? — ^I  am. 

1793.  How  long  have  you  been  in  partnership  with 
him  ? — Since  March  25th  last. 

1794.  He  has  an  office,  or  you  jointly  with  him,  at 
No.  1,  Long  Acre  ? — Yes,  we  have, 

1795.  When  did  you  last  see  him  ? — Last  Monday 
evening. 

1796.  When  did  you  last  have  any  communication 
with  him  ? — I  hove  had  a  communication  from  him 
since  then,  but  I  personally  do  not  know  where  he  is. 

1797.  Was  the  communication  in  writing? — ^It 
was. 

1798.  Will  you  let  me  see  it? — Certainly  (the  letter 
was  handed  to  his  Lordship), 

This  is  dated  15th  May.  That  was  Tuesday. 
"  Dear  Putley, — I  do  not  intend  to  trouble  the  Court 
with  my  attendance  to-day,  as  I  am  convinced  their 
time  can  be  more  profitably  occupied  than  in  the 
examination  of  my  private  affairs.  I  will  write  to  you 
as  soon  as  I  am  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Holy 
Inquisition.*' 

1799.  Have  you  received  any  letter  from  hia 
since  ? — ^No,  I  have  had  no  further  communication  from 
him. 

1800.  When  did  you  receive  this.? — About  12 
o'clock  on  the  Tuesday  morning. 

1801.  Were  you  at  his  house  in  Amherst  Road  on 
the  Tuesday  ? — ISTo,  I  was  not.    As  a  matter  of  fact 

'I  made  an  appointment  with  him  on  the  Monday 
evening  the  last  thing.  I  made  an  appointment  to 
meet  him  at  a  quarter  to  10  at  the  office  so  as  to  have 
a  talk  with  him  before  he  came  here. 

1802.  Were  you  in  Amherst  Road  on  Tuesday 
evening  ? — ^No,  I  was  not. 

1803.  Were  you  at  71,  at  his  father's  house? — No. 
I  was  not. 

1804.  At  any  time  on  Tuesday? — I  have  never 
been  to  his  father's  house  in  my  life.  In  fact,  I  do 
not  know  were  he  lives. 


1805.  Did  he  get  any  money,  from  you  on  Monday 
evening  ? — No,  none. 

1 806.  Was  there  a  joint  banking  account  of  your 
firm  ? — It  was  arranged  to  be,  but,  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
we  had  not  opened  one  yet. 

1807.  Do  you  know  where  he  has  gone  or  is  going  ? 
— I  have  not  the  slightest  idea.  In  fact,  about  the  last 
few  words  I  had  with  him  I  was  asking  him  what  he 
was  going  to  do  the  next  day,  that  was  on  the  Tues- 
day, and  he  said  that  he  had  thoroughly  made  up  his 
mind,  with  all  due  respect  to  your  Lordship,  not  to 
answer  any  questions  tiiat  related  simply  and  purely 
to  his  private  account,  to  his  private  matters. 

1808.  Did  he  intimate  to  you,  then,  that  he  was 
going  ? — No,  not  in  the  slightest.  It  was  the  greatest 
surprise  to  me,  and,  perhaps,  more  than  to  other  people. 

1809.  Have  you  seen  any  of  the  officials  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board,  or  persons  connected  with  it,  at 
the  office  to  see  Mr.  Robertson  ? — Yes ;  I  saw  one  or 
two.  In  fact,  I  have  been  there  at  the  time  they  have 
come  in  an  ordinary  fiiendly  way. 

1810.  Whom  have  you  seen  there  recently? — ^Mr. 
Lancaster,  I  think  his  name  was,  and  that  was  in  con- 
nexion with  a  patent  for  a  theatre  door  or  something 
of  that  sort — a  new  contrivance.  He  called  as  he 
thought  Mr.  Robertson  would  be  able  to  do  some- 
thing in  pushing  the  scheme. 

1811.  Who  else?— Mr.  Harper,  and  I  think  Mr. 
Jackson  called  once.  I  do  not  think  anyone  else,  so 
far  as  I  can  recollect 

1812.  Did  you  see  anyone  connected  with  the  Board 
there  either  on  the  Monday  or  the  Saturday  since 
the  last  day  that  he  was  examined  here  ? — No.  Oh  1 1 
am  wrong  now.  I  believe  that  M[r.  Harper  did  call  in 
on  the  Monday ;  that  was  after  the  Court  bad  sat,  and 
he  wanted  to  know  whether  we  had  heard  anything 
of  Mr.  Robertson. 

1813.  That  was  on  the  Tuesday  ?— On  the  Tuesday. 

1814.  He  was  asking  before  the  Tuesday  ? — ^No. 
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1815.  Did  Mr.  Robertson  keep  any  books  at  the 
oflBce,  No.  I ,  Long  Acre  ? — Not  that  I  know  of.  I 
have  never  seen  any  account  books  of  bis  there. 

1816.  Or  any  books  that  Mr.  Robertson  brought 
there  ? — Not  unless  he  had  them  locked  up.  Never 
to  my  knowledge. 

1817.  Is  there  a  desk  there  ?— Yes. 

ISV3.  A  locked  desk  ? — No,  the  desk  is  not  locked, 
and  there  is  nothing  of  Mr.  Robertson's  in  that ;  in 
fact,  I  use  that  desk  myself. 

1819.  Do  you  know  whether  Mr.  Robertson  took 
any  papers  or  documents  away  with  him  on  the 
Monday  ? — That  I  could  not  teU  you.  I  left  before 
him. 

1S20.  Do  you 'find  now  some  drawer  that  waa 
formerly  locked  open  and  empty  ? — No. 

1821.  You  said  he  did  not  keep  anything  there 
unless  he  locked  it  up  ? — He  had  a  tin  box  there.  He 
may  have  some  papers  locked  up  there. 

1822.  Is  that  tin  box  still  there  ? — It  is  still  there  ; 
an  ordinary  deed  box. 

1823.  Do  you  know  whether  he  opened  that  tin 
box  on  the  Monday  or  lately  before  Tuesday  last  ? — I 
could  not  tell  you. 

1824.  You  say  on  the  Monday  you  left  before  he 
did  ?— Yes. 

1825.  What  time  did  you  leave? — I  left  about 
six  o'clock. 

1826.  And  he  was  stiU  at  the  office  in  Long  Acre  ? 
— He  was  still  at  the  office. 

1827.  Do  you  employ  a  clerk  ? — ^Yes. 

1828.  What  is  his  name  ? — Beazley. 

1829.  Do  you  know  the  brothers  of  Mr.  Robertson  ? 
— ^Yes,  I  have  come  into  contact  with  them,  but  only 
on  business  matters. 

1830.  At  1,  Long  Acre? — 1  have  seen  one — two  of 
them  have  called  at  different  times. 

1831.  Both  William  and  John  ?— William  and 
«Tohn. 

1832.  When  did  you  last  see  either  of  them? — I 
think  it  was  Friday  last.  Either  Thursday  or  Friday 
1  saw  John. 

1833.  Was  it  after  Mr.  Robertson  had  been 
examined  here,  do  you  know  ? — ^Yes,  it  was  either  on 
the  same  day  or  the  next  day. 

1834.  Did  you  hear  what  passed  between  them  ? — 
No. 

1835.  Do  you  know  whether  either  John  or  Wil- 
liam Grey  were  in  Court  the  day  that  Mr.  Robertson 
was  examined  ?— T  do  not  think  they  were. 


1836.  When  did  you  last  see  William  Grey?— I 
should  think  a  month  ago,  quite. 

1 837.  Was  that  at  Long  Acre  ?— Yes. 

1838.  Do  you  know  where  either  of  them  is  now  ? 
— I  do  not  know  where  John  Grey  is,  but  I  belie \'e 
William  Grey  has  gone  to  Australia. 

1839.  Do  you  know  what  John  Grey's  address  is  ? 
— ^No,  I  do  not. 

1840.  Had  you  any  relations  or  transaction  with 
Mr.  Robertson  before  you  became  partner  on  the  25th 
March  last? — Yes,  I  b^ame  acquainted  with  him 
when  the  Piccadilly  Restaurant  was  first  started. 

1841.  What  was  the  nature  of  your  relations  ? — ^I 
was  giving  Mr.  Worley  temporary  assistance  on  the 
drawings,  and  they  were  practically  left  in  my  hands. 
I  used  to  see  Mr.  Grey  a  good  deal. 

1842.  I  was  speaking  of  Mr.  Robertson? — And 
Mr.  Robertson  used  sometimes  to  call  with  him. 

1843.  What  did  he  call  about? — Sometimes  to 
advise  Mr.  Grey  upon  the  di'awings. 

1844.  Was  he  often  there  ? — No,  not  very  often. 

1845.  When  you  finished  the  drawings  for  the 
Piccadilly  Restaurant  had  you  any  further  communi- 
cations with  Mr.  Robertson  ? — I  do  not  think  I  saw 
him  after  that,  with  one  exception,  when  I  called  at 
the  Board  and  asked  him  whether  he  could  do  anything 
for  me  in  the  way  of  putting  any  work  in  my  way, 
introducing  me  to  his  friends  or  anything  of  that  kind, 
as  I  was  starting  for  myself;  and  I  saw  nothing  more 
of  him  until  I  had  a  telegi'am  from  him  on  March  the 
16th  last,  asking  me  to  call  at  the  office  at  No.  1, 
Long  Acre,  when  we  practically,  made  arrangements 
to  enter  into  partnership. 

1846.  Had  he  been  sometime  at  the  office  in 
Long  Acre? — I  do  not  think  he  had  been  beyond 
about  a  week. 

1847.  You  say  that  when  you  last  saw  him  you  left 
him  in  the  office  with  Mr.  Beazley  the  clerk  ? — ^Mr. 
Robertson  was  in  the  inner  office,  and  I  passed 
Beazley  in  the  outer  office. 

1848.  Beazley  remained  there  after  you  ?— Yes. 

1849.  Where  is  he  to-day?— He  is  at  the  office. 

1850-1.  Perhaps  you  will  go  and  send  him  here  P 
—I  will. 

{Mr,  Winch,)  Would  your  Lordship  ask  where 
Mr.  Robertson  banked  ? 

(Chairman.)  I  think  the  Commission  have  infor- 
mation on  that  subject  without  troubling  Mr.  Putley • 


FifkhDay. 

18  May  1886. 

Mr. 
F.  M.  Putley. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  J.  Ebenezer  Saundbbs  recalled,  further  examined. 


1852.  (Chairman,)  Have  you  a  copy  of  the  report 
you  made  to  Mr.  Hobson  ? — ^I  made  no  report. 

1853.  You  gave  him  the  advice  by  word  of  mouth  ? 
— By  word  of  mouth. 

1854.  It  was  a  very  large  fee,  was  not  it,  for  advis- 
ing by  word  of  mouth  as  to  how  many  years'  purchase 
a  man  should  give  for  a  ground  rent  ? — It  is  what  our 
professional  fees  run. 

1855.  Do  you  mean  to  represent  that  for  simply 
advising  a  leaseholder  at  5(X)/.  or  600/.  a  year  how 
many  years'  purchase  he  should  ofEer,  100/.  would  be 
the  ordinary  professional  charge  ? — It  would  be  the 
fee. 

1856.  Did  you  ever  get  it  in  any  other  case  ? — I 
think  so ;  in  several. 

1857.  Can  you  name  any  one  ? — I  do  not  know 
that  I  can  at  the  present  moment. 

1868.  Did  you  make  any  report  as  to  the  Criterion 
Theatre? — I  made  no  report,  but  I  looked  through 
the  drawings  on  several  occasions,  and  advised  with 
the  architect  to  the  Criterion. 

1869.  The  drawings  of  the  alterations  they  proposed 
to  make  ? — The  drawings  of  the  alterations. 

1860.  Who  had  prepared  those  drawings? — ^I  am 
not  certain.  I  believe  Mr.  Verity,  but  I  am  not 
certain. 


1861.  You  did  not  design  the  alterations? — No,  I 
did  not. 

1862.  What  were  you  to  express  an  opinion  upon, 
whether  they  would  satisfy  the  Board  ? — ^Partly  that, 
and  partly  whether  what  was  the  best  form  of  making 
alterations  in  order  that  that  building  might  be  carried 
on,  because  it  had  been  already  shut  up. 

1863.  (Chairman  to  Mr.  Meadows  White,)  Can 
yon  give  me,  without  difficulty,  the  minute  of  the 
Theatre  Committee  relating  to  the  Criterion  Theatre  ? 

(Mr,  Meadows  White,)  We  will  get  it. 

1864.  (Chairman,)  Are  you  able  to  say,  now, 
whether  you  gave  an  opinion  in  the  case  of  any  theatre 
excepting  the  Criterion  ? — ^Yes,  I  have  looked.  I  did 
in  two  cases,  one  in  1883  for  Mr.  Chadwick. 

1865.  What  theatre  was  that?— The  Adelphi,  as  to 
the  fire-proofing  over  the  stage.  I  have  done  a  good 
deal  of  fire-proof  work. 

1866.  Was  that  a  matter  as  to  which  the  Board 
had  made  a  requbition  ? — Of  that  I  am  not  certain. 
I  do  not  know.  They  were  making  alterations  in  the 
theatre. 

1867.  What  was  the  date  of  that  ?— In  1883. 

1868.  What  was  the  other  matter? — The  other  was 
Humphrey's  Hall  in  1885. 

M4 
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1869.  Is  that  a  theatre? — ^No,  it  is  a  place  of 
amusement. 

1870.  What  was  that?— In  that  ease  I  advised 
Mr.  Chadwick,  who  is  a  known  man,  as  to  the  altera- 
tions. At  that  time  I  believe  the  Board  were  making 
requirements,  but  I  advised  him  generally  as  on  a 
former  occasion,  and  I  received  a  fee  of  30  guineas  at 
a  later  date. 

1871.  What  did  you  receive  for  the  Adelphi  advice  ? 
— ^Twenty  guineas. 

{Chairman.)  Then  will  you  find  the  minutes  re- 
lating lo  the  Adelphi  and  to  the  Critcriou  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  They  are  not  in  the  room, 
but  they  will  be  sent  for. 

{Chairman.)  I  may  have  some  more  questions  to 
put  when  I  see  the  minutes. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  These  transactions  with 
reference  to  the  theatres  extend  very  often  over  a 
considerable  period.  They  first  come  before  the 
Committee ;  then  the  draft  order  is  sent  to  the  owner 
of  the  theatre.  Then  it  is  sent  back  by  him  and  re- 
considered by  the  Committee,  and  it  ultimately  takes 
the  form  of  an  order  and  very  often  goes  before  an 
arbitrator.  It  may  be  some  time  before  your  Lord- 
ship is  in  possession  of  the  books,  I  do  not  know 
whether  there  is  any  particular  date  or  time  that  can 
b«  pointed  to.     Sometimes  they  go  over  a  year. 

1872-4.  {Chairman.)  Can  you  tell  me  what  time 
in  1883  this  Adelpbi  theatre  transaction  took  place? 
— I  think  about  April. 

1875.  {Mr.  Grain.)  I  think  possibly  I  can  get  the 
dates.  Perhaps  I  can  assist  you  ns  to  the  dates  as  to 
Humphrey's  Hall.  Do  you  recollect  whether  it  was 
after  the  fire  at  Humphrey's  Hall  that  you  gave  your 
professional  advice.  You  recollect  there  was  a  very 
serious  fire  there.  Was  it  after  that  ? — I  cannot  tell 
you. 

1876.  As  to  the  Pavilion.  I  believe  you  know  Mr. 
Isaacs,  an  architect  ? — Yes. 

1877.  Mr.  Isaacs  is  a  gentleman  who  has  built  a 
great  many  public  places  ? — Yes. 

1878.  And  is  in  considerable  practice  ? — Yes. 

1879.  As  a  fact,  I  believe  he  had  prepared  plans 
for  the  proposed  new  Pavilion,  had  not  he,  for  Mr. 
Villiers  ? — I  had  no  knowledge  of  them. 

1880.  You  never  heard  of  that  before? — ^I  have 
heard  of  it  of  late. 

1881.  What  did  you  hear  about  Mr.  Isaacs  having 
prepared  plans  for  the  proposed  Pavilion? — I  have 
never  heard  that  Mr.  Isaacs  had  prepared  plans.  I 
beard  that  he  had  asked  Mr.  Villiers  for  a  fee,  because 
he  was  not  the  architect  to  the  building. 

1882.  Do  you  know  now  that  he  had  prepared 
plans  prior  to  your  coming  upon  the  scene  as  archi- 
tect ? — No,  I  do  not. 

1883.  {Chairman.)  If  he  asked  for  a  fee,  because 
he  was  not  employed  as  an  architect,  that  must  be 
because  he  did  something  ? — Quite  so,  and  Mr.  Vil- 
liers at  the  time  he  mentioned  it  to  me,  which  was 
after  the  whole  thing  was  completed  and  finished, 
repudiated  the  thing  altogether. 

1884.  {Mr.  Grain.)  Was  an  action  brought  by  Mr. 
Isaacs  against  Mr.  Villiers? — That  was  an  occasion 
on  which  Mr.  Villiers  mentioned  it. 

1885.  What  was  the  action  by  Isaacs  against  Vil- 
liers— what  was  it  for  ? — For  apparently  Mr.  Villiers 
having  called  upon  Mr.  Isaacs — 

1886.  What  was  the  form  of  the  action.  Was  it 
not  for  a  fee  of  100  guineas  or  120  guineas  for  pre- 
paring plans  for  the  purpose  of  placing  before  the 
Board?— I  have  no  knowledge  of  that. 

1887.  You  know  something  about  the  action? — 
No.  Mr.  Villiers  told  me  this  when  the  building 
was  completed. 

1888.  Told  you  what?  —  That  he  had  an  action 
brought  gainst  him  by  Mr.  Isaacs. 

1889.  For  what?  —  For  his  supposed  professional 
work. 

1890.  And  what  was  the  supposed  professional 
work  ? — I  cannot  put  wliat  it  was  supposed  to  be,  be- 
cause I  do  not  know. 


1891.  What  did  Mr.  Villiers  tell  you.  What  veas 
the  action  about  Surely  you  must  know  ? — You  are 
asking  me  what  I  do  not  know. 

{Chairman.)  This  would  hardly  be  within  his 
knowledge.     It  would  be  only  hearsay. 

1892.  {Mr.  Grain.)  Was  the  action  setUed  ?— 1 
believe  so. 

1^03.  Did  you  pay  the  costs  ? — I  paid  the  costs. 

1894.  Of  this  action  ?— No.  I  will  tell  you  frankly  ; 
what  I  did  was  this :  Mr.  Villiers  almost  had  sug- 
gested to  me  that  as  he  had  consulted  Mr.  Isaacs,  in 
some  form  I  ought  to  pay  him,  and  I  did  not  see  it.  I 
had  nothing  to  do  with  it,  and  finally  upon  their  being 
settled  I  said,  **  Very  well,  I  will  pay  you  30  guineas 
or  30/.  costs."  The  100/.,  I  suppose,  was  paid  by 
Mr.  Villiers. 

1895.  I  do  not  understand  why  you  should  pay  it 
at  all?— For  this  reason.  It  is  why  I  liesitated, 
perhaps  on  the  last  occasion  once  or  twice.  There 
are  delicacies  between  brother  professionals  which  are 
exceedingly  unpleasant,  and  if  there  is  anything  I 
dislike  ic  would  be  the  fact  that  any  man  should 
suppose  that  I  was  doing  anything  unprofes- 
sional, aud  Mr.  Villiers  thoroughly  repudiated  the 
idea  that  there  was  any  charge  whatever,  but  I 
understood  it  was  settled,  and  I  paid,  my  30/. 

1896.  Before  you  became  the  architect  did  Mr.  Vil- 
liers tell  you  that  he  had  already  retained  Mr.  Isaacs, 
and  that  he  was  preparing  plans  for  him,  or  had 
prepared  the  plans  ? — No,  he  did  not. 

1897.  Or  anything  like  that  ?— Nothing  like  it. 

1898.  Did  you  know  at  the  time  when  you  became 
the  architect  that  Mr.  Isaacs  had  been  engaged  by 
Mr.  Villiers  ?— No,  I  did  not. 

1 899.  During  the  progress  of  the  work  of  building 
the  Pavilion,  did  you  then  acquire  that  knowledge  ? 
— No,  I  did  not  acquire  it. 

1900.  You  knew  nothing  about  it? — I  knew 
nothing  about  it.  I' have  no  recollection  of  any  con- ' 
versation  or  anything  which  would  lead  me  to  it. 

1901.  Did  you  have  any  conversation  with  Mr.  Isaacs 
about  it  ? — No. 

1902.  Never  ?— Not  that  I  know  of. 

1903.  You  would  know  if  you  had.  Were  there 
any  letters  passing  between  you  and  Mr.  Villiers  with 
reference  to  Mr.  Isaacs'  retamer  or  engagement  upon 
some  work  in  regard  to  the  Pavilion? — ^Not  that  I 
know  of.     I  have  never  seen  one. 

1904.  Did  you  know,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that 
Mr.  Isaacs  had  been  the  professional  adviser  of 
Mr.  Loible  in  the  arbitration  before  Sir  Henry  Hunt  ? 
— No,  I  did  not. 

1905.  You  knew  nothing  about  it?— I  did  not 
know  that. 

1906.  Is  it  the  fact  or  not  that  you  yourself  told 
Mr.  Villiers  unless  you  were  employed  as  the  architect 
the  plans  would  not  pass  through  the  Board  ? — I  am. 
quite  certain  I  never  said  that. 

1907.  Or  anything  like  it? — Or  anything  like  it. 

1908.  Do  you  know  of  your  own  knowledge  what 
was  the  amount  paid  by  Mr.  Villiers  on  this  occasion  ? 
— No,  I  do  not. 

1909.  Do  you  know  what  was  claimed  by 
Mr.  Isaacs? — You  have  told  me  this  morning;  I 
believe  Mr.  Villiers  mentioned  it.  It  was  100/.  or 
120/. 

1910.  Did  you  nay  that  directly  or  indirectly  your- 
self?—Which? 

1911.  The  100/.  ? — I  did  not  pay  it  in  any  form  or 
shape. 

1912.  Did  it  come  out  of  your  pocket? — No,  it  did 
not. 

1913.  {Chairman.)  Was  any  deduction  made  from 
your  charges  ? — ^Not  the  slightest  that  I  know  of. 

1914.  But  you  would  know.  Did  you  get  less  than 
the  5  per  cent  ? — ^No. 

1915.  On  the  cost  of  the  work  ?— No. 

*     1916.  {Mr.   Grain.)    Thirty  guineas  and  costs,  I 
understand,  you  did  pay  ?— Y'es. 

1917.  Did  you  pay  that  by  cheque  ? — ^No. 
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1918.  To  whom  did  70U  pay  that— to  Mr.  Villiers  ? 
— No ;  I  paid  that  to  Mr.  Goddard. 

1919.  What,  may  I  ask,  had  Mr.  Goddard  to  do 
vrith  this  action  of  Isaacs  v.  Villiers  ? — ^I  do  not  know, 
excepting  that  Mr.  Goddard  was  settling  that  action, 
so  I  understood,  for  Mr.  Villiers. 

1920.  {Chcnrman.)  Where  did  you  make  the  pay- 
ment ? — I  think  I  paid  it  one  day  when  I  attended  at 
the  Board.  Oh,  yes,  Mr.  Goddard  asked  me  whether 
it  was  not  worth  while,  as  a  matter  of  feeling  with 
Mr.  Isaacs,  to  pay  the  money,  and  so  I  did  it. 

1921.  Was  that  at  the  Board  that  Mr.  Goddard 
asked  you  that  ? — It  might  have  heen ;  that  I  cannot 
tell  yon  for  certain. 

1922.  Where  else  did  you  see  Mr.  Goddard?— I 
may  have  seen  him  outside ;  I  have  no  other  know- 
ledge of  seeing  him. 

1923.  Then  was  it  his  suggestion  that  you  should 
pay  this  sum  ? — It  was. 

1924.  You  did  not  pay  it  there  and  then,  I  suppose  ? 
— ^That  I  cannot  answer.  If  I  did  not  pay  it  there 
and  then  I  did  within  a  day  or  two. 

1925.  Why  did  you  yield  to  this  suggestion  of  Mr. 
Groddard  ? — My  feeling  about  it,  as  I  have  put  it  to 
your  Lordship,  was  that  it  was  a  pity  to  have  an  un- 
pleasantness with  a  brother  professional,  and  Mr. 
Groddard  pressed  it  rather. 

1926.  Did  you  ask  Mr.  Goddard  what  he  had  to  do 
with  it  ?— I  did  not. 

1927.  Did  it  seem  at  all  strange  to  you  that  a  person 
in  the  employ  of  the  Board  in  the  position  of  Mr. 
Groddard  should  make  such  a  snegestion  ? — It  hardly 
seemed  strange  to  me,  because  I  knew  Mr.  Isaacs  and 
Mr.  Goddard  were,  at  any  rate,  comparatively  friendly. 

1928.  Your  idea  is  that  Mr.  Goddard  made  the 
suggestion  as  a  friend  of  Mr.  Isaacs  ? — Either  a  friend 
of  myself  or  a  friend  of  Mr.  Isaacs. 

1^.  1  thought  you  said  a  little  while  ago  that  Mr. 
Goddard  was  settling  the  matter  for  Mr.  Villiers  ? — 
Well,  he  was  settling  it,  no  doubt,  for  Mr.  Villiers. 
He  did  not  tell  me  he  was  settling  it  for  Mr.  Villiers ; 
but  he  was  settling  it,  and  that  is  the  last  I  heard  of 
the  whole  thing. 

1930.  Do  you  know  of  his  settling  it  in  any  way 
except  by  his  suggestion  as  to  the  30/.  to  you  ? — ^No, 
I  know  of  nothing  else. 

1931.  Did  he  tell  you  that  he  was  settling  it  ?— Yes, 
as  far  as  I  can  remember. 

1932.  For  Mr.  Villiers  ?  — Well,  the  action  was 
against  Mr.  Villiers,  and,  therefore,  I  took  it  for 
granted  that  he  was  settling  it  for  him.  I  do  not 
know  that  he  put  it  in  so  many  words. 

1933.  {Mr,  Grain,)  Your  memory  is  not  at  fault, 
is  it  ?  You  are  quite  sure  that  neither  directly  nor 
indirectly  you  found  100/.  ? — I  am  quite  sure  of  it. 

1934.  Directly  or  indirectly  ?  —  Directly  or  in- 
directly, I  am  quite  sure. 

1935.  (Chairman,)  Did  you  draw  a  cheque  and 
cash  it  to  get  this  30/.  ? — No,  I  think  not.  I  believe 
I  had  the  cash. 

1936.  Did  you  happen  to  have  it  in  your  pocJcet^  or 
did  you  bring  it  to  the  Board  with  you  on  purpose  ? — 
I  should  think  I  brought  it  on  purpose,  but  I  am  not 
sure  of  that ;  if  I  had  it  I  paid  it  at  the  time. 

1937.  Did  he  name  the  30/.,  or  did  you  suggest  it  ? 
— ^No,  he  named  it. 

1938.  (Mr,  Grain.)  How  was  it  paid  ?  Was  it  in 
money  or  in  notes  ? — I  could  not  tell  you. 

1939.  You  have  no  recollection  ? — ^No,  I  have  not. 

1940.  It  would  be  a  very  unusual  thing,  would  it 
not,  with  a  man  in  your  very  large  practice,  not  to 
draw  cheques  for  payments  of  that  description  ? — ^No, 
not  the  slightest. 

1941.  Not  ?— Oh,  no. 

1942.  Do  I  understand  those  were  supposed  to  be 
the  costs  of  the  plaintiff  ? — I  believe  so. 

1943.  Did  Mr.  Isaacs  receive  any  money  to  your 
knowledge  ? — No,  I  have  no  knowledge  whatever. 

1944.  Do  not  you  know  that  he  was  paid  by  some- 
one the  amount  that  he  claimed — ^the  100/.  or  guineas  ? 

i    54US. 


— ^I  do  not  actually  know  it.    I  can  only  teU  you      FifdiDay. 
what  I  know.  — • 

1946.  You  heard  it,  or  did  it  come  out  in  the  course    ^®  ^^7  ^^^^' 
of  conversation  between  yourself  and  Mr.  Villiers,  or       if"^  r 
Mr.  Goddard,  or  anyone,  that  he  was  paying  Mr.  Isaacs      Smmdert', 
the  amount  he  claimed  ? — My  impression  is  and  was  ' 
from  that  day  that  he  was  paid  the  amount  of  the 

claim,  but  I  have  no  knowledge  of  it. 

,1946.  You  are  quite  certain  that  in  no  way,  as  put 
by  my  Lord,  was  it  stopped  out  of  your  commission  ? 
—Yes. 

1947.  In  no  way  ? — In  no  way. . 

1948.  (Chairman.)  Have  you  got  an  account  of 
your  final  settlement  ? — ^No  account. 

1949.  There  must  have  been  some  account  made 
out? — ^Nc;  there  was  no  account  made  out.  The 
last  account  was  a  cheque  for  whatever  it  was. 

1960.  Was  there  nothing  drawn  out  showing  the 
cost  of  the  building,  and  5  per  cent,  on  it  ? — ^No,  there 
W4XS  not. 

1951.  Is  not  that  a  very  curious  thing  ? — No. 

1952,  How  did  you  know  the  sum  spent  on  the 
building  ? — Because  Messrs.  Hunt  and  Steward  (the 
son  of  Sir  Henry  Hunt)  were  the  quantity  surveyors. 
That  is  the  measurement  of  the  surveyors.  They 
measured  it  up  irrespective  of  myself  entirely.  When 
the  building  was  at  an  end  I  went  through  the  ac« 
counts  with  them,  checked  them,  reduced  them  or 
plussed  them,  as  the  case  might  be,  they  reserving  a 
number  of  points  for  my  judgment,  and  then  they 
made  up  the  total  account,  which  total  account  I  sent 
in. 

1963.  Then  you  did  send  in  an  account? — ^No,  I 
mean  the  total  account  of  the  cost  of  the  building — an 
account  of  the  measurement  and  everything  connected 
with  the  building. 

1964.  That  you  sent  in  ? — That  I  sent  in. 

1955.  Did  you  on  that  make  out  your  charge  ?— 
No,  but  on  that  I  was  paid. 

1956.  Did  you  send  a  letter  ? — ^No,  that  account  I 
believe  was  taken,  as  far  as  I  know,  to  Mr.  Villiers. 

1957.  Who  made  out  the  calculation  of  5  per  cent, 
on  that  ? — I  did  in  my  own  mind,  and  he  did,  and  he 
paid  me  on  account.  He  was  some  time  paying  me 
the  balance. 

1968.  Did  he  pay  you  by  cheque? — ^By  cheque. 

1959.  What  was  the  total  amount?  — The  total 
amount,  I  think  I  am  right  in  saying,  was  40,000/., 
some  odd  figures. 

1960.  That  was  the  cost  of  the  building  ?— Yes. 

1961.  How  much  did  you  receive  by  way  of 
cheque  or  cash  ? — I  have  received  by  way  of  cheque 
or  cash  exactly  what  that  is  ;  whatever  it  was  at 
5  per  cent,  on  40,000/. 

1962.  I  should  like  you,  if  you  can,  to  give  us  the 
sum  ? — If  there  is  any  doubt  in  your  Lordship's  mind 
as  to  my  having  anything  deducted  for  that,  I  will 
put  it  at  rest  at  once  by  saying  I  never  heard  of  it.  , 

1963.  (Mr,  Gram,)  You  say  40,000/.  ?— Yes. 

1964.  You  t-old  us  on  the  last  sitting  that  what 
ycu  received  was  1,800/.? — I  told  you  to  the  best  of 
my  memory  at  the  time. 

1966.  (Chairman,)  This  is  a  matter  permitting  of 
absolute  certainty.  I  must  trouble  you  to  get  the 
account,  or  a  copy  of  it  if  an  account  can  be  got. 
Messrs.  Hunt  and  Steward  will  have  the  account  that 
they  made  out  of  their  measurements  ? — ^I  will. 

1966.  Will  you  get  that,  and  also  get  a  list  of  the 
cheques  that  you  received,  showing  the  exact  com- 
mission you  received  ? — I  will. 

1967.  (Mr.  Grain.)  You  are  connected  with  the 
National  Concert  Hall  Company,  I  think,  are  you 
not  ?  I  see  your  name,  *'  Consulting  Architect, 
J.  Ebenezer  Saunders,  Esq. "  ? — Yes  ;  I  have  not 
received  any  fees.     I  am  there  in  case  I  am  wanted. 

1968.  Is  that  a  living  company  ;  is  it  going  on  ? — 
I  do  not  think  it  is. 

1969.  (Chairman.)  It  has  not  done  anything? — 
No,  it  has  not. 

1970.  (Mr.  Grain.)  It  is  proposed  to  build,  I  be- 
lieve, on  a  portion  of  the  land  of  the  Board  for  which 
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a  license  was  obtained  on  the  31  st  December  1886 — (is 
that  correct  ?) — ^from  the  Board  to  the  Westminster 
Improvement  Commissioners  ? — ^Yes,  that  was  so. 

1971.  Were  you  to  receive  anything  for  that  ? — I 
have  not  received  anything. 

1972.  That  is  not  the  question.  Was  there  an 
arrangement  made  that  70a  would  receive  something 
as  consulting  architect? — ^No;  no  arrangement  was 
made  at  all. 

1973.  Did  you  give  any  opinion  as  you  did  in  the 
other  cases  ? — ^No.  What  I  did  in  that  case  was  to 
prepare  the  drawing  for  the  covering  of  that  sewer, 
and  send  it  in  in  the  usual  way  for  the  engineer's  ap- 
proval, and  I  believe  it  was  approved. 

1974.  What  did  you  get  for  that  ?— Nothing. 
(Chairman.)  I  think  this  is  rather  a  long  way  off, 

it  came  to  nothing. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  This  matter  is  new  to  me 
about  the  licenses. 

(Mr.  Grain.)  In  the  prospectus  it  is  a  license 
dated  the  3l8t  of  December  1886,  from  the  Metro- 
politan Board  of  Works  to  the  Westminster  Improve- 
ment Commissioners. 

1975.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Under  the  Act  of 
Parliament  the  Board  have  to  give  licenses  for  build- 
ing over  their  sewers,  and  this  seems  to  be  a  license 
given  ? — I  simply  prepared  the  plan ;  it  is  not  the 
Board's  land. 

1976.  (Mr,  Grain.)  Are  any  members  of  your 
funily  connected  with  any  Board's  sites  ? — I  do  nbt 
know  of  any. 

1977.  None  ?— Board's  sites  ? 

1978.  Well,  anything  to  do  with  any  Board's  sites; 
nave  thej  obtained  any  land,  or  built  upon  any  land, 
or  have  anj  negotiations  for  land  coming  through  the 
Board  ? — I  do  not  know  of  any.  The  only  person  in 
practice  is  my  son. 

1979.  Has  he  anything  to  do  with  it  ? — I  do  not 
know  that  he  has  ;  I  have  no  knowledge. 

1980.  Have  any  members  of  jour  familv  ? — Mj  son 
is  an  architect  and  surveyor. 

1981.  Is  he  in  partnership  with  you  ? — ^No^  he  is 
not. 

1982.  Would  70U  mind  giving  me  his  name.  Where 
does  he  practise  ? — He  practises  at  9,  Finsbury  Circus, 
in  my  office. 

1983.  He  is  not  a  partner  ? — He  is  not  a  partner. 

1984.  But  he  is  your  assistant  ? — ^No,  he  is  an  in- 
dependent surveyor. 

1985.  He  has  nothing  to  do  with  any  Board  sites 
at  all  ? — I  have  not  known  him  to  have  any.  If  he 
had  I  think  he  would  expect  to  act  on  his  own  account 
and  do  his  own  work. 


1986.  Did  you  see  Mr.  Robertson  at  all  in  reference 
to  this  action  of  Isaacs  v.  Villiers  ? — No. 

1987.  Not  at  all  ?— Not  at  all. 

1988.  Never  spoke  to  him  on  the  subject  ? — As  far 
as  I  know  I  never  spoke  to  him  about  it.  I  never 
thought  he  had  anjrthing  to  do  with  it. 

1989.  Did  you  see  Mr.  Robertson  at  all  before  you 
became  the  architect  as  to  your  becoming  the  archi- 
tect ? — I  have  no  knowledge  that  I  ever  saw  him  upon 
that  subject. 

1990.  You  would  recollect  it  if  you  had  seen  him 
on  that  subject  ? — I  should,  and  I  have  no  recollection 
of  it. 

1991.  You  have  not  ? — Not  the  slightest. 

1992.  Are  you  a  director  of  the  Land  Company, 
the  London  and  County  Land  and  Buildings  Com- 
pany ? — Yes. 

1993.  Have  they  acquired  Board  sites  ?— Never. 
That  is  entirely  my  own  private  business,  and  I  must 
really  ask  his  Lordship,  for  a  professional  man,  where 
you  have  an  extended  practice,  as  I  hope  I  have,  atid 
an  honourable  practice^  just  to  suppose  that  every 
private  client  I  had  is  connected  with  something. 

1994.  (Chairman.)  This  is  not  a  private  client.  I 
understood  it  was  a  company,  of  which  you  were  one 
of  the  directors  ? — Yes,  it  is. 

1995.  I  do  not  see  any  particular  harm  in  that 
question  ? — ^Your  Lordship  is  quite  riglit. 

1996.  (Mr,  Grain.)  Is  there  any  other  company 
with  which  you  are  connected,  are  you  a  director  of 
any  other  land  companies  ? — ^I  am  a  director  now  of 
the  Perpetual  Building  Society. 

1997.  Since  how  long,  you  say  now  ? — About  nine 
months,  or  a  twelvemonth. 

1998.  Have  they  acquired  any  Board  sites  ?— Never. 
They  have  not  a  company  to  build. 

1999.  The  London  and  Greneral  Building  Society ; 
are  you  iConnected  with  that  as  a  director  ? — No. 

2000.  The  London  and  General  Building  and  In- 
vestment Society  ? — No. 

2001.  Nothing  to  do  with  that  ?— No. 

20010.  Or  the  London  General  Building  Society  ? 

No. 

2002.  (Chairman.)  Did  you  ever  have  any  other 
pecuniary  transaction  with  Mr.  Goddard  except  that 
occasion  on  which  you  paid  him  the  30/.  ? — Not  any. 

2003.  That  is  all  I  have  to  ask  now.  You  must 
get  that  account  ? — I  will  send  it  to  the  Commission 
through  the  Secretary.  I  think  I  have  a  copy  of  the 
whole  account — a  duplicate — and  I  can  hand  it  in  to 
you  in  bulk. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  William  Pett  sworn  and  examined. '. 


Mr.  W.  VeU.  i"^^'  Pett.)  Will  your  Lordship  allow  me  to  hand 
.-..-. you  that  document,  not  that  1  wish  to  avoid  any  in- 
quiry ?  It  is  as  to  the  state  of  my  health*  I  leave 
myself  in  your  Lordship's  hands  (handing  letter  to  tJie 
Chairman). 

2004.  (Chairman.)  You  hfkve  been  employed  as  a 
builder  to  do  work  for  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works?— Yes. 

2006.  When  were  you  first  employed  by  them  ? — I 
think  in  1877. 

2006.  Do  you  know  how  you  came  to  be  first  em- 
ployed by  them  ? — ^I  do.  It  was  through  John  Driver. 
He  spoke  to  Mr.  Eobertson,  and  Mr.  Eobertson  sent 
to  me,  and  when  Mr.  Bobertson  sent  to  me  I  knew 
nothing  at  all  about  Mr.  Driver  speaking  to  Mr.  Ro- 
bertson about  me.  Mr.  Robertson  wrote  to  me,  and 
I  went  to  the  office  not  knowing  anything  about  it. 
John  Driver  never  spoke  to  me  first. 

2007.  Did  you  know  Mr.  Robertson  at  that  time  ? 
—No. 

2008.  You  went  to  the  office  and  saw  Mr.  Robert- 
son ? — Yes. 

2009.  What  passed?  What  did  Mr.  Robertson 
say  ? — I  cannot  tell  you  the  words.     He  wanted  me  to 


do  a  job  at  Smith's  Buildings— Appold  Street  Im- 
provement. 

2010.  And  you  were  employed  to  do  that  work  ? — I 
was. 

2011.  Did  you  see  anybody  else  but  Mr.  Robertson 
in  connexion  with  it,  or  did  you  get  the  order  from 
him  ? — Direct  from  Mr.  Robertson  ;  nobody  else. 

2012.  Then  you  were  employed  on  many  subsequent 
occasions  ? — I  was. 

2018.  Did  you  always  get  your  orders  from  Mr. 
Robertson  ? — At  that  time  up  to  about  a  twelvemonth, 
and  then  a  Mr.  Monksfield,  the  collector,  paid  me,  and 
after  that  there  was  a  letter  came  from  the  Board  that 
I  was  to  send  all  my  accounts  in  to  the  Board,  and  I 
did  so.  I  think  at  that  time  I  had  printed  orders 
direct  from  the  Board. 

2014.  Do  you  mean  down  to  that  time  you  had  sent 
the  accounts  in  to  Mr.  Robertson  ? — No,  Mr.  Monks- 
field,  the  collector,  took  them,  and  he  paid  me  for 
about,  I  should  think  12  months,  as  near  as  1  can  say. 
October  3rd,  1877,  was  the  first  payment  paid  me  by 
the  Board— 9th  November  1878. 

2015.  And  previous  to  that  Mr.  Monksfield  had 
paid  you  ? — ^Yes,  as  the  collector. 
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2016.  He  being  collector  for  the  Board?— Yea. 

2017.  You  continued  doing  work  for  the  Board 
down  to  the  present  time  ? — I  cannot  say  how  long 
ago,  I  should  think  prettj  well  a  twelvemonth ;  I  had 
had  orders  signed  by  Mr.  Eobertson  or  Mr.  YulUamy 
— sprinted  orders. 

2018.  We  have  learned  that  you  made  certain  pay- 
ments to  Mr.  Robertson.  What  sums  of  money  did 
you  pay  to  Mr.  Robertson  ? — Which  way  ? 

2019.  Well,  in  anyway? — I  have  <hrawn  biUs  on 
him,  and  ho  has  accepted  them,  and  I  have  got  them 
cashed  at  ray  bank,  and  he  has  had  the  money,  just 
for  accommodation,  and  I  have  lent  him  money  on 
I.O.U.'s,  and^  at  times  he  has  lent  me  money  when  I 
have  required  it.     Nq  other  payments. 

2020.  When  did  you  first  lend  him  money  on 
LO.U.'s  ? — I  cannot  tell  you,  because  the  money  was 
lent  on  the  I.O.U.'s,  and  I  never  took  any  account  of  it. 

2021.  Did  you  give  him  the  money  by  cheque  ? — 
By  cash,  as  a  rule — sometimes  by  cheque,  sometimes 
by  cash.  Of  course  the  I.O.U.'s  I  used .  to  keep  till 
he  paid  me  the  money  and  I  gave  him  the  l.O.U. 
back. 

2022.  How  much  did  you  lend  him  altogether? — I 
cannot  tell  you.  It  would  take  me  a  long  time  to  go 
through  all  the  books. 

2023.  What  sort  of  sums  did  you  lend  him  at  a 
time  ? — He  has  had  sometimes  as  much  as  500/.  by 
discounting  bills,  and  200/.  and  300/.  it  may  be  in 
I.O.U.'s. 

2024.  How  often  did  these  transactions  take  place  ? 
— ^Well,  I  can  hardly  say.  I  want  to  be  truthful  if  I 
can.  It  may  be  five  or  six  times  a  year  as  near  as  I 
can  tell. 

2025.  Over  how  many  years  ? — I  cannot  say. 

2026.  When  was  the  first  ? — I  cannot  say. 

2027.  About  when  ? — I  really  cannot  say. 

2028.  You  b^an  to  work  for  the  Board  in  1877. 
About  when  would  be  the  first  ? — I  should  thiiik  three 
or  four  years  afterwards. 

2029.  That  would  be  about  1880  or  1881  ?— I  am 
not  positive. 

2030.  When  was  the  last  ? — It  may  be  six  or  seven 
months  ago. 

2031.  What  was  the  transaction  six  or  seven  months 
ago  ? — I  cannot  say.  I  cannot  give  you  the  dates  at 
all  without  referring  back  to  the  cheque  book,  which 
will  tell  that.  1  should  have  to  go  through  all  the 
cheques.  I  am  willing  to  do  all  that  if  you  will  give 
me  time. 

2032.  Do  you  keep  your  cheques  ? — Yes,  all  of  them 
— ^all  the  cheques  are  kept. 

2033.  Do  you  remember  the  amount  of  that  last 
transaction  ? — No,  I  do  not 

2034.  Where  did  you  discount  the  bills  ? — ^At  my 
bank,  the  London  and  Coimty. 

2035.  Which  branch  ?— Shoreditch. 

2036.  Does  he*  owe  you  money  now  ?— There  is  an 
outstanding  account  for  5/.  7*.  or  5/.  8*.  for  Amherst 
Koad,  and  I  have  done  a  job  at  Long  Acre  for 
29/.  2x.  4^d. 

2037.  The  other  debts  have  been  paid  off. — ^Yes. 

2038.  Beyond  that  he  does  not  owe  you  anything  ? 
—No. 

2039.  When  did  he  make  the  last  payment  to  you  ? 
— I  cannot  tell  you. 

2040.  How  long  ago,  about? — ^I  could  not  tell 
you. 

2041.  Within  a  month  ? — ^I  cannot  tell  you. 

2042.  The  last  transaction  was  five  or  six  months 
1^0  ? — Do  you  mean  in  I.O.U.'s  ? 

2043.  In  any  way  ? — I  really  could  not  tell  you. 

2044.  Cannot  you  tell  me  approximately  when  the 
last  payment  was? — No,  I  really  cannot.  I  cannot 
tell  you.     It  is  not  that  I  will  not,  I  cannot. 

2045.  What  was  the  largest  sum  ? — ^That  ever  he 
has  paid  me  ? 

2046.  Yes  ?— I  did  some  work  for  him.  He  paid 
me  for  one  job  700/. 

2047.  What  was  that  ?— A  job  in  Amherst  Bead. 

2048.  At  his  houset  ^Q  ypu  mean  ?-N.Ajt.hi8  bouse. 


2019.  Did  you  build  something  for  him    in   the      ViftaDaj. 

Curtain   Road? — ^Yes,  I  built  it  in  Old  Street  or  

Curtain   Road— the  same  thmg ;    it   is    called   Old     W  May  1888. 
Street.    I  put  it  down  to  Old  Street.  j^  "kt^p  m 

2050.  What  did  you   build  for    Mm    there?— A         '     ' 
warehouse. 

2051.  When  was  that?— 1882;  I  can  give  you 
that. 

2052.  How  much  did  he  pay  you  for  that  ? — I 
think  it  is  between  1,700/.  and  1,800/. 

2053.  Those  were  for  work  done  ? — Yes. 

2054.  What  was  the  largest  sum  that  he  ever  had 
from  you,  either  in  die  way  of  accommodation  or  a 
direct  loan  ?— Under  600/. 

2055.  Did  he  have  as  much  as  that  several  times  ? 
— ^Yes,  bUls ;  they  have  been  accommodation  bills. 

2056.  Did  you  discount  them  ? — No,  the  bank  dis- 
counted them. 

2057.  You  discounted  them  with  the  bank  ?— With 
the  bank. 

2058.  You  took  them  to  the  bank  ? — I  did,  and  no 
profit  to  me  whatever. 

2059.  I  suppose  not? — ^It  was  only  accommoda- 
tion. 

2060.  Profit  to  him? — They  were  all  paid;  every- 
one was  paid. 

2061.  Did  you  ever  have  to  take  them  up  ? — ^No ; 
there  was  one  renewed  only  once. 

2062.  How  much  was  that  for  ? — ^I  think  it  was 
for  300/. ;  I  am  not  positive. 

2063.  Can  you  tell  me  when  that  was? — ^No,  I 
cannot  tell  you  ;  I  have  not  got  the  dates.  My 
memory  will  not  serve  me  to  go  back  to  dates  like 
that. 

2064.  Do  you  keep  your  cheques  filed  in  any  way 
together  year  by  year  ? — ^Yes. 

2065.  Have  you  had  pecuniary  transactions  with 
any  other  official  of  the  Board  ? — ^Never. 

2066.  You  knew  nothing  of  Mr.  Robertson  until 
you  were  employed  by  him  on  behalf  of  the  Board  ? — 
Nothing  whatever. 

2067.  He  was  not  a  personal  friend  at  all  ? — None 
whatever. 

2068.  How  came  you  to  enter  into  accommodation 
transactions  and  to  take  his  I.O.U.'s? — Well,  I 
cannot  exactly  tell  you ;  I  wanted  to  be  in  faith  with 
him,  and  I  wanted  to  obli^  him.  No  other  way 
whatever ;  not  the  slightest  any  other  way. 

2069.  During  these  several  year^  over  which  the 
transaction  extended,  was  he  generally  in  your  debt 
for  something  ? — ^No,  never. 

2070.  Oh,  yes,  when  you  say  "  never  *' ;  if  you 
gave  him  money  and  he  gave  you  I.O.U.'s,  he  was  in 
your  debt  ? — ^Yes ;  what  I  mean  is  they  were  all 
paid. 

2071.  Until  they  were  paid  he  owed  you  the 
money  ? — He  owed  me  the  money,  decidedly. 

2072.  Was  not  he  during  many  years  owing  you 
money  generally  ? — On  account  of  the  transactions  of 
the  I.O.U.'s  and  bills  I  know  he  was. 

2073.  What  was  the  work  that  you  did  for  the 
Board.  Take  the  last  year  or  two.  It  was  as  much 
as  4,000/.  or  5,000/.  a  year,  was  not  it  ? — ^It  was. 

2074.  Did  you  ever  pay  him  any  commission,  or 
anything  of  that  kind  ? — None  whatever. 

2075.  Your  pecuniary  transactions  were  limited  to 
accommodation  ? — ^They  were. 

2076.  Do  you  know  his  brother  who  passes  as 
William  Grey  ? — I  do. 

2077.  Did  you  know  him  before  you  knew  Mr. 
Robertson  ?— No,  I  did  not. 

2078.  How  came  you  to  know  him  ? — Mr.  Robert- 
son recommended  me  to  him  to  do  his  work. 

2079.  Where  was  that?— At  the  *' Black  Horse," 
Tichborne  Street. 

2080.  That  would  be  about  what  year — 1878  or 
1879  ? — It  would  be  before  the  restaurant  was  built  ; 
it  would  be  later  than  that. 

2081.  Did  you  know  John  Grey?— I  did. 

2082.  Did  you  do  any  work  for  him?— I  did,  the 
ftame. 
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2088.  Where  ?— I  did  work  for  him  at  the  *'  Swan,'* 
Beverley  Road,  and  the  Oporto  stores,  Wardour 
Street.    I  think  that  is  all. 

2084.  I  suppose  Robertson  introduced  you  to  him 
also  ? — He  did. 

2085.  When  did  you  last  see  Robertson  ?— The 
beginning  of  last  week.  I  met  him  at  the  station.  I 
got  out  at  Bishopsgate  Street ;  he^ot  out  at  the  same 
station,  and  I  have  not  seen  him  smce. 

2086.  Or  had  any  communication  with  him  ? — No, 
not  the  slightest. 

2087.  When  was  the  last  work  you  did  for  the 
Board,  do  you  say  ? — I  cannot  tell  you. 

2088.  Well,  about  ?— I  should  think  it  must  be  a 
twelvemonth. 

2089.  Tou  have  done  none  within  the  last  twelve 
months? — Not  since;  no.  There  are  plenty  in  the 
Board  here  who  will  tell  you. 

2090.  Was  that  about  the  time  when  the  questions 
arose  about  Mr.  Robertson's  action  r — It  was. 

2091c  Since  then  you  have  not  been  employed  ? — 
No,  I  have  not. 

2092.  What  was  about  the  amount  of  your  account 
during  the  last  two  years  that  you  were  employed  ?— 
I  suppose  about  7,000/. ;  it  might  be  8,000/. 

2093.  In  the  two  years  together  ? — I  think  the  last 
two  years  were  smaller. 

2094.  Then  the  work  you  did  had  been  going  on 
for  some  years  at  several  thousands  a  year,  had  it  ? — 
No,  I  should  think  about  four  years ;  it  might  be  five. 

2095.  In  1886  your  account  was  close  upon  5,0(X)/., 
was  not  it  ?— Yes.  1  cannot  tell  exactly  until  I  have 
the  books. 

2096.  Can  you  tell  us  what  your  last  bill  was  ? — 
No,  I  cannot.  I  think  it  is  under  4,000/.  I  know  it 
is  under  4,000/. ;  it  is  under  4,000/.  the  last  one. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White,)  I  think  I  can  furnish  your 
Lordship  with  the  figures.  The  accounts  are  all  passed 
through  the  accountant's  office. 

(Chairman.)  Have  you  got  them  here  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Yes  (handing  same  to  his 
Lordship). 

2097-8.  (Chairman.)  In  1878,  650/.;  in  1879, 
1,574/  ;  in  1880,  2,684/. ;  in  1881,  5,101/. ;  in  1882, 
3,940/.  ;  in  1883,  5,397/. ;  in  1884,  6,671/.  ;  in  1885, 
5,078/.;  in  1886,  4,330/.;  in  1887,  2,581/.,  with  an 
additional  sum  in  cash  of  315/.  You  had  no  contract 
in  any  of  those  cases  ? — ^No. 

2099.  It  was  by  quantities  ? — By  quantities. 

2100.  Who  checked  the  work  ?— Mr.  Walker;  Mr. 
Millwood  and  Mr.  Walker.  Mr.  Millwood  was  first, 
and  Mr.  Walker. 

2101.  They  checked  the  quantities? — No,  they 
went  round,  and  saw  all  the  work,  and  checked  every- 
thing. 

2102.  Who  fixed  the  price? — ^The  contractors 
always.  I  used  to  put  the  prices  down,  and  if  they 
were  wrong  they  would  alter  them. 

2103.  Were  your  prices  generally  allowed  ? — ^No  ; 
some  were  altered — ^altered  in  the  first  onset,  and  of 
course  I  went  by  them  after  that. 

2104.  You  do  not  know  who  was  the  particular  in- 
dividual who  did  that? — ^No,  I  do  not. 

2105.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  It  is  a  gentleman 
named  Campion  attached  to  the  accountant's  office  for 
this  very  purpose — to  check  all  this.  1  will  put  a  few 
questions  afterwards  to  show  what  the  work  was  ? — 
I  know  Mr.  Walker  went  out  along  with  me  ;  and  I 
had  to  furnish  him  with  the  dimensions  and  all  the 
materials,  such  as  wood-work,  and  brick-work,  and 
everything  like  that ;  and  if  he  could  not  see  them  I 
have  always  had  them  scratched  out. 

2106.  (Chairman)  You  say  Walker  went  round 
and  looked  at  the  work  to  see  it  was  done  ? — Walker, 
the  surveyor  of  the  Board.  He  went  to  every  place 
and  saw  everything ;  minutely  examined  it.  Some- 
times he  took  two  or  three  days  to  do  a  work — it  is  a 
long  way  round  ;  and  I  used  to  go  with  him  myseJf. 

2107.  You  signed  a  memorandum  of  association  for 
the  Piccadilly  I&staurant  Company? — I  did. 


2108.  At  whose  request  was  that } — Mr.  Robert- 
son's and  Mr.  Grey's.     They  owed  me  441/. 

2109.  Who  did?-— Mr.  William  Grey,  for.  the 
Piccadilly  Restaurant ;  and  he  told  me  that  he  could 
not  pay,  that  he  should  be  obb'ged  to  go  bankrupt  and 
call  his  creditors  together,  and  they  were  thinking  of 
making  it  an  association,  and  would  I  take  a  share. 
"  Well,"  I  said,  '<  I  will  take  one  share  on  purpose  to 
see  if  I  can  get  my  money."    That  is  why  1  did  it. 

2110.  You  said  "  they  "  owed  money  ? — Mr.  Grey, 
Mr,  Robertson,  and  Mr.  Grey  together  advised  me  to 
sign  my  name  to  it.  At  least,  I  do  not  think  the 
name  was  ever  signed. 

2111.  Do  you  know  what  connexion  Mr.  Robertson 
had  with  it  ? — No,  none  whatever.    I  do  not  know. 

2112.  He  came  with  Mr.  Grey  to  you  about  it  ? — 
He  did,  and  there  the  mjEttter  stands.  They  owe  me 
about  430/.  out  of  it  now,  and  are  likely  to,  or  else  I 
should  not  have  signed  the  memorandum  of  association, 
only  to  try  and  get  my  money.    I  paid  nothing. 

2113.  I  must  ask  you  to  look  for  the  cheques,  and 
any  other  documents  you  have  got  relating  to  the 
pecuniary  transactions  between  you  and  Robertson  ?— 
Yes. 

2114.  You  will  have  notice  when  your  attendance 
will  be  required  to  produce  them,  but  in  the  meantime 
you  must  get  them  together,  and  also  your  pass  book, 
and  all  entries  or  documents  relating  to  pecuniary 
transactions  between  you  and  Robertson  ? — I  wDl. 

2115.  (Mr.  Winch.)  When  you  had  money  to 
receive  from  the  Board,  how  did  you  get  it,  by  (ho 
Board's  cheque  ? — ^By  the  Board's  cheque. 

2116.  In  every  instance? — In  every  instance. 

2117.  Who  handed  it  to  you?— Well,  Sir  James 
McGarel  Hogg,  now  Lord  Maghermome,  and  once,  I 
think,  Mr.  Gunn.     He  paid  once. 

2118.  Who  is  Mr.  Gunn  ?— The  accountant. 

2119.  As  a  rule  how  did  you  get  your  cheques. 
Did  Robertson  hand  them  to  you  ? — Never. 

2120.  Did  Monksfield?— Never. 

2121.  You  had  them  in  the  Board  room  ? — ^Yes. 

2122.  You  paid  them  into  your  own  account.^ — 
Yes. 

2123.  Where  did  Robertson  bank — at  the  same 
bank  that  you  did  ? — No. 

2124.  Where  did  he  bank  ? — His  cheques  were  on 
the  "  Union,"  Charing  Cross. 

2125.  When  he  accepted  these  bills  where  were  the 
bills  made  payable  r — ^At  the  "  Union,"  Charing  Cross. 

21 26.  At  his  own  bankers  ? — ^Yes. 

2127.  They  were  taken  up  by  his  own  bankers  ; 
they  were  presented  at  his  own  bankers  and  paid  at 
his  own  bankers  ? — ^They  were. 

2128..  Did  you  charge  him  the  discount  ? — He 
always  paid  me  that. 

2129.  You  handed  him  the  monev  less  the  dis- 
count?— Or  else  he  gave  me  the  cash  for  the  discount 
afterwards. 

2130.  Then  the  I  O  U  transactions  are  distinct  from 
the  bills  ? — Decidedly. 

2131.  When  you  lent  him  these  moneys  did  he  pay 
interest  for  them  ? — Never. 

2132.  No  interest  ? — Never  one  farthing. 

2133.  What  was  the  average  balance  he  would  owe 
you  during  the  year,  500/.,  or  600/.,  or  1,000/.? — 
Nothing  at  all,  only  as  these  became  due. 

2134.  (Chairman.)  How  many  I  O  U's  would  be 
due  at  once  ? — Only  one. 

2135.  What  was  the  biggest  amount  ? — 300/.  at  the 
outside. 

2136.  (Mr.  Winch.)  You  had  let  him  have  money 
on  I  O  U's  and  charg^  him  nothing  for  it? — Y^. 

2137.  With  regard  to  this  work  which  you  did  for 
the  Board,  who  had  the  checking  of  your  bill ;  did  it 
go  through  Robertson's  hands  at  all  ? — I  cannot  say. 

2138.  Yes,  you  can,  surely? — No,  I  cannot.  My 
accounts  were  sent  in  to  Mr.  Gunn,  the  accountant, 
and  I  have  done  with  them. 

2139.  That  is  accountants'  work.  The  accountant 
would  only  see  whether  the  amounts  of  the  items  had 
been  run  out  correctly.    Who  would  have  the  checking 
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to  see  that  the  proper  prices  had  been  charged  and 
the  real  woi'k  done ;  would  not  that  rest  with 
Robertson  ? — No. 

2140.  With  whom  would  it  i*est  ? — Mr.  Campion. 

2141.  He  was  in  Robertson's  office,  was  he  not  ? — 
No. 

{Chairman.)  He  was  in  the  accountant's  office, 
I  understand. 

2142.  {Mr.  Winch.)  Did  Mr.  Robertson  have 
nothing  whatever  to  do  with  it  ? — ^Not  that  I  am  aware 
of;  I  really  do  not  know. 

2143.  Have  you  got  the  books  showing  all  the 
transactions  that  passed  between  you  and  Robertson  ; 
will  your  books  show  it  ? — Yes. 

2144.  And  the  I  O  U's  and  everything  ? — No,  not 
the  I  O  U's,  because  when  the  1  O  U's  were  given  to 
me  I  put  them  away,  and  when  he  paid  me  I  gave 
them  to  him  back  and  they  were  torn  up. 

2145.  {Chairman,)  Whenever  you  gave  him  money 
by  cheque  it  will  appear  ? — It  will  appear  in  the  bank 
book. 

2146.  {Mr.  Winch.)  Supposing  you  lent  him  money 
by  cheque  on  an  I  O  U,  600/.,  we  will  say,  would  not 
you  enter  that  in  the  book,  that  you  had  lent  him 
500/.  ? — No.     About  the  bills,  do  you  mean  ? 

2147.  No  ?— On  the  I  O  U's,  no. 

2148.  Nothing  at  all  ?— No. 

2149.  That  never  appears? — No. 

2150.  Then  you  cannot  say  when  it  was  repaid  ? — 
No. 

2151.  {Chairman,)  He  repaid  you  by  cheque 
generally  ? — Sometimes,  and  sometimes  by  cash. 

2152.  {Mr.  Winch.)  When  you  got  it  by  cheque 
or  cash  I  suppose  you  always  paid  the  money  into 
your  bankers  ? — ^No. 

2153.  What  did  you  do  ? — I  kept  it  at  home,  in  my 
box  at  home. 

2154.  Have  you  a  wages  book  ? — ^No. 

2155.  You  do  not  keep  any  account  ? — ^No. 

2156.  So  that  if  you  got  200/.  at  the  end  of  the 
week,  your  books  might  not  be  able  to  show  where  it 
went  to  ? — ^No,  it  would  not. 

2157.  Are  you  sure  of  that  ?— I  am  positive  of  it. 

2158.  How  many  books  have  you  got? — Cash 
books? 

2159.  Yes  ?— One. 

2160.  You  keep  a  cash  book  ? — 1  do  not  always 
put  things  in  the  cash  book.    Most  of  them  are  in. 

2161.  It  is  not  of  much  value  then? — You  must 
bear  in  mind  I  have  always  done  my  own  books. 

2162.  Doing  your  own  books,  sometimes  you  put 
an  account  down  and  sometimes  you  would  not?— 
Quite  so. 

2163.  {Chairman.)  Did  you  enter  any  of  these 
payments  to  Robertson  in  your  cash  book? — No, 
never.  I  have  only  got  in  the  cash  book  the  Old 
Street  building. 

2164.  {Mr,  Winch.)  That  was  a  building  you  built 
for  him  ? — Yes. 

2165.  And  therefore  you  charged  him  with  the 
amount  of  the  building  ? — ^Yes. 

2166.  What  my  Lord  is  asking  is,  when  you  lent 
him  100/.  or  200/.  did  you  never  make  any  entry 
anywhere  of  it  ? — No,  I  have  not. 

2167.  All  other  moneys  which  you  paid  to  people  I 
suppose  you  make  entries  of.  In  any  other  transac- 
tion, if  there  are  moneys  paid  th?it  would  appear  in 
the  books  ? — Only  the  bills  would  appear  in  the 
books. 

2168.  But  with  other  people  ;  all  your  money  trans- 
actions with  otlier  people  would  appear  in  the 
books? — In  my  ledger  they  would  certainly. 

2169.  But  these  with  Robertson  do  not  appear? — 
They  appear  in  the  ledger ;  the  buildings.  I  have 
no  cash  transactions  whatever. 

2170.  {Chairman.)  These  transactions  with  Robert- 
son were  quite  exceptional  ? — Quite  exceptionaL 

2171.  {Mr.  Winch.)  They  do*  not  appear  in  any 
book  ?— Only  the  bills ;  the  I  O  U's  do  not. 

2172.  You  knew  Grey?— -I  did. 


2173.  Did  you  ever  know  that  he  was  the  brother 
of  Robertson  ? — I  did  know  it. 

2174.  Was  he  introduced  as  the  brother  of  Robert- 
son ? — No. 

2175.  When  he  was  first  introduced  it  was  only  as 
Mr.  Grey  ? — As  Mr.  Grey. 

2176.  When  did  you  first  ascertain  that  he  was 
Robertson's  brother  ? — Monksfield  told  me. 

2177.  How  long  after  was  that? — 9  or  10  montlis. 
.2178.  Did  that  surprise  you  ? — Well,  of  course,  it 

did. 

2179.  Did  you  say  anything  to  Robertson  about  it  ? 
— No,  I  would  not  say  anything  to  him  about  it. 

2180.  Why  not  ?»  Because  it  did  not  concern  me. 

2181.  You  were  doing  work  for  the  Greys  as  well 
as  for  Mr.  Robertson  ? — I  was. 

2182.  Did  you  do  any  work  for  the  "Black 
Horse  "  ?— In  Tichborne  Street  ? 

2183.  Yes?— Yes,  I  did. 

2184.  How  early  did  you  begin  to  do  work  there — 
from  the  very  beginning,  when  Grey  was  there  ? — I 
did. 

2185.  Do  you  remember  Foster  ? — ^I  do. 

2186.  Was  he  there  before  Grey  at  the  <<  Black 
Horse  "  ? — I  cannot  say ;  not  while  I  was  there. 

2187.  The  only  person  you  ever  knew  at  the 
<^ Black  Horse"  was  Grey?— That  is  all,  William 
Grey. 

2188.  I  should  like  to  get  that  date.  Can  you  go 
back  as  far  as  1879  for  Grey  ? — I  will  give  you  all 
the  account  of  Grey. 

2189.  You  will  have  that  ?— Yes,  every  date. 

2190.  Who  paid  you  when  you  did  the  repairs  to 
the  «  Black  Horse  "  ?— Grey. 

2191.  Are  you  sure  of  that  ? — I  am  positive* 

2192.  How  much  did  Grey  pay  you  for  the  repairs 
of  the  "  Black  Horse  ? — ^I  cannot  tell  you. 

2193.  Will  the  books  show  that  ?— Decidedly  they 
will. 

2194.  We  shall  get  that  from  the  books  ?— Yes, 
you  can,  and  all  Grey's  accounts,  both  William  and 
John. 

2195.  As  to  this  warehouse  that  you  built,  were 
you  paid  for  it  as  your  bills  were  sent  in  ? — Old 
Street? 

2196.  Yes  ?— I  was. 

2197.  1,700/.  ?— Somewhere  thereabouts. 

2198.  He  paid  you  ?— He  did. 

2199.  Did  he  pay  you  that  by  bill? — ^By  cheques. 

2200.  (  Chairman.)  Do  you  know  what  it  was  for  ; 
what  kind  of  warehouse  it  was? — ^No,  it  was  more 
like  for  the  cabinet  line. 

2201.  Have  you  ever  been  there  since  it  was 
finished  ? — Yes. 

2202.  What  is  it  used  for  ?— Nothing' at  all.  It 
is  shut  up. 

22m.  {Mr.  Winch.)  It  was  let  three  ot  four 
months,  was  it  not  ? — Longer  than  that. 

2204.  How  long  ? — Moore  had  it,  I  should  think — 

The  pianoforte  maker  ?— No. 

How  long  did  he  have  it  ? — Over  a  twelve- 
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month. 
2207. 


What  did  it  let  for  when  he  had  it  ? — ^I  will 
not  be  positive. 

2208.  About?— I  should  think  it  was  200/.  the 
first  year,  250/.  the  second  year,  and  300/.  the  third 
year  ;  .1  think  so. 

2209.  Has  it  been  let  since  he  left  it  ?— No. 

2210.  It  has  been  unlet,  so  that  Mr.  Robertson 
has  had  no  source  of  income  from  that  ? — ^No,  it  is 
sold. 

2211.  When  did  he  sell  it.^— I  cannot  tell  you;  I 
know  it  is  sold. 

2212.  Do  you  know  how  long  ago  he  sold  it  ? — No, 
it  is  nothing  to  do  with  me. 

2213.  Y'ou  might  have  heard  it;  how  long  ago 
was  it  ? — ^It  was  sold  just  beibre  Moore  left. 

2214.  While  he  was  tenant  ?— Yes. 

2215.  What  did  he  get  for  it?— I  do  not  know. 

2216.  Was  that  built  on  a  piece  of  the  Board's 
land  ?— No. 
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2217.  No  land  of  the  Boawl's  at  all  ?— No,  none 
whatever  ;  it  is  Old  Street ;  it  is  not  the  Board's  land 
at  all. 

2218.  Have  you  a  brother,  Daniel  Pett  ? — I  have. 

2219.  Has  he  been  employed  by  the  Board? — 
He  is. 

2220.  Where  is  he  employed  ?  Is  he  employed  by 
the  Board  ? — I  cannot  tell  you  ;  under  the  architect, 
I  Believe. 

2221.  Under  Mr.  Robertson  ?— Yes. 

2222.  What  would  he  have  to  do  ? — I  do  not  know. 

2223.  Do  not  you  ever  see  your  brother  ? — Yos. 
2224..  Do  not  you  have  a  little  chat  with  hira  as  to 

what  he  is  doing  ? — I  do  not  know  what  he  is  doing ; 
I  know  he  looks  after  the  improved  dwellings,  I  think 
it  is. 

2225.  Under  the  Board  ? — Under  the  Board. 

2226.  Did  you  have  any  repairs  to  do  to  those  ? 
—No. 

2227.  Your  brother  and  you  would  not  come  at  all 
together?— 'No. 

2228.  He  could  not  put  anything  in  your  way  at 
all  ? — No  ;  these  are  new  buildings. 

2229.  You  have  notlung  to  do  with  new  buildings  ? 
—No. 

2230.  You  only  patched  up  the  old  ones  ? — That  is 
all  ;  and  when  I  found  they  really  were  not  worth 
patching  up,  I  used  to  go  back  and  tell  the  Board  Df 
it,  and  they  used  to  close  them. 

2231.  How  long  has  he  been  in  the  employ  of  the 
Board  ? — As  near  as  I  could  judge,  I  should  think 
about  two  years ;  I  mi'ght  be  mistaken. 

2232.  Did  you  recommend  him  ? — ^No. 

2233.  You  had  nothing  to  do  with  it  ?— No ;  Mr. 
Robertson  spoke  to  me.  He  said  he  wanted  a  man 
to  look  after  these  model  dwellings.  Then  I  says,  *'  If 
**  you  like  to  have  my  brother,  I  do  not  want  him  if 
*'  he  will  suit ;  he  is  a  very  good  man." 

2234.  He  was  no  use  to  you,  so  you  recommended 
him  to  the  Board  ? — He  was  of  no  use  to  me  I  ♦  I  did 
not  say  so. 

2235.  {Chairman,)  What  is  the  name  of  the  people 
who  took  the  warehouse  in  Curtain  Road  ? — Moore. 

2236.  Are  they  the  tea  i>eople  ? — No,  in  the  cabinet 
way. 

2237.  {Mr,  Meadows  White.)  What  were  you 
before  you  were  employed  by  the  Board  ? — Just  the 
same  as  I  was  when  they  employed  me  ;  I  have  been 
bo  for  years. 

2238.  Wore  you  employed  on  the  estate  where  the 
Board  bought  some  houses? — I  lived  close  by— close 
to  Appold  Street. 

2239.  How  were  you  introduced  to  ihe  Board  ? — 
By  Mr.  Driver. 

2240.  What  was  this  work  which  you  did  ? — The 
first  job  ? 

2241.  {Chairman,)  No,  the  general  nature •f  your 
work? — To  cleanse  drains  and  attend  to  all  the 
small-pox  cases  and  fevers ;  to  disinfect,  and  to  repair 
roofs,  and  make  good  the  gable  ends  of  houses,  and 
cement  them  down. 

2242.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  Board  have  a 
large  extent  of  land  covered  with  small  houses,  have 
they  not  ? — Yes,  they  have. 

2243.  Buying  them  for  the  artizans'  dwellings  ? — 
Yes. 

2244.  And  for  the  street  improvements  ? — Yes. 

2245.  Those  small  houses  are  left  in  their  hands 
until  they  can  be  pulled  down  ? — That  is  so. 

2246.  In  the  meantime  you  have  to  look  after  the 
sanitary  arrangements  ? — I  do.  I  have  a  letter  in  my 
pocket  firom  the  Board  giving  me  authority. 

2247.  You  have  to  patch  it  up,  and  to  see  that 
the  sanitary  inspectors,  and  so  on,  arc  satisfied  ? — I 
have. 

2248.  How  many  houses  had  you  at  that  time 
under  your  charge  in  this  way  ? — Some  hundreds. 

2249.  In  different  parts  of  London  ? — In  difierent 
parts. 

2250.  How  do  you  get  ycur  plant  to  your  work  ? 
— By  a  horse  and  man.     I  take  it  down  by  a  van. 


2251.  Who  directs  you  a^  to  what  you  have  to  do; 

do  you  exercise  your  own  judgment,  or  how  is  it? 

Latterly  Mr.  Maddox  has  done  so,  the  inspector  of 
the  Qpard. 

2252.  You  have  these  hundreds  of  houses,  and  that 
is  what  your  business  is,  just  patching  them  up  and 
seeing  that  the  drains  are  right  ? — That  is  right. 

2253.  Disinfecting  them  if  necessary  ? — Yes, 

2254.  And,  in  fact,  seeing  that  the  Sanitary  Acts 
are  complied  with  ? — ^That  is  quite  right. 

2255.  How  do  you  send  in  your  accounts  ?  — 
Monthly. 

2256.  Is  all  this  work  done  upon  a  scale  of  prices, 
or  how  ? — I  suppose  it  is,  by  the  Board. 

2257.  You  send  in  the  accounts  and  they  are  checked 
in  the  office.  You  have  notics,  I  suppose,  when  the 
cheque  is  ready  for  you  ? — They  send  me  notice  to 
come  and  call  for  the  cheque. 

2258.  Then  in  the  usual  way  you  go  up  with  the 
other  persons  to  whom  the  Board  owes  money? — 
I  do. 

2259.  By  notice  to  come  up  to  Spring  Gardens  ? — 
I  do  so. 

2260.  And  the  cheque  is  handed  you  by  the  Chair- 
man ? — It  is. 

2261.  I  think  on  one  occasion  Mr.  Gunn  banded 
you  the  cheque  ? — He  did. 

2262.  The  Chairman  was  absent  on  that  occasion  ? 
— It  was  in  that  room  upstairs  on  the  lirst  floor. 

2263.  You  had  to  go  up  to  Mr.  Gunn's  for  it  ? — 
Yes,  I  think  it  was  only  once. 

2264.  That  is  the  usual  way.  You  meet  the  per- 
sons waiting  for  their  mon^  there  ? — It  is  so. 

2265.  And  they  ^et  the  cheque  which  is  indicated 
on  the  paper  ? — Yes. 

2266.  Over  how  many  areas  had  the  Board  these 
houses — I  cannot  call  them  estates  exactly — but  how 
many  areas  or  spaces  had  they? — There  are  a  lot. 
There  is  Wapping,  there  is  Limehouse,  and  there  is 
Deptford. 

2267.  These  were  all  the  sites  where  the  Artizans 
Dwellings  Act  was  put  in  force  ? — And  the  street  im- 
provents.  Piccadilly,  again,  and  Charing  Cross.  It 
goes  up  as  far  as  Kentish  Town  and  Paddington  and 
Hampstead. 

2268.  Were  those  houses  inhabited  or  uninhabited  ? 
— They  were  always  inhabited,  and  pretty  scenes  I 
have  seen  there. 

2269.  You  had  to  see  that  these  houses  in  the  occu- 
pation of  the  Board,  for  which  the  Board  was  respon- 
sible, were  put  into  proper  sanitary  condition  according 
to  the  requisition  of  the  sanitary  inspectors? — It  was 
so,  and  at  the  legist  possible  expense. 

2270.  When  you  sent  in  your  accounts  did  they 
come  back  always  the  same  amount  or  were  they 
checked  ? — I  have  once  had  more  than  the  amount,  but 
as  a  rule  they  are  a  shade  under,  but  very  little 
under.     They  are  under  sometimes. 

2271.  What  were  the  charges  that  you  made,  were 
they  high  or  low,  or  what? — That  is  hardly  a  fair 
question  to  ask  me.     I  consider  they  were  low. 

2272.  They  were  the  same  as  you  charge  other 
people  ? — Just  the  same. 

2273.  {Mr,  Winch,)  Less  ?— No,  I  do  not  say  so. 

2274.  ( Chairman.)  You  will  get  these  documents 
together,  and  the  Commission  will  let  you  know  when 
to  attend  ? — What  do  you  want,  any  cheques  ? 

2275.  Your  pass  book  and  the  cheques,  and  any 
book  or  any  document  which  contains  any  entry  show- 
ing the  pecuniary  transactions  between  you  and 
Robertson  ? — Yes ;  you  do  not  want  any  big  books, 
like  ledgers  and  that,  as  regards  the  work  done  ? 

2276.  No,  not  as  regards  the  work  done  for  the 
Board  ? — All  relating  to  money  transactions  ? 

2277.  All  relating  to  money  transactions,  and  I 
should  like  just  the  end  of  the  ledger  account  which 
will  show  the  pecuniary  amount  of  the  work  done  for 
Robertson  at  the  buildings.  I  do  not  want  the  details 
of  it,  but  the  fin^^  account  which  would  show  the 
total  ? — Yes ;  do  you  want  Grey's  as  well  ? 

2278.  And  Grey's  as  well?— Both  Greys  ? 
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2279.  Both  Ore js — all  of  them  ? — You  shall  have 
them  if  you  give  time,  because  it  will  take  me  a  long 
time  to  do  it. 

2280.  Had  you  any  general  account — an^  final 
account — ^that  you  sent  into  the  Greys  and  Robertson 
for  the  work.  Did  you  make  up  a  sum  total? — I 
sent  a  bill  in  for  the  work  done. 

2281.  Would  the  bill  contain  all  the  items  in  detail  ? 
— Everything. 

2282.  Then  the  detail  would  appear  in  your  ledger, 
I  suppose? — Yes;  every  bill  is  sent  in  by  itself; 
everytime  I  did  the  work  the  bill  was  sent  in  by 
itself. 

2283.  As  regards  the  work  done  for  Robeitson  and 
the  Greys  it  will  be  enough  if  you  give  us  the  total* 
We  do  not  care  about  the  items  of  that  work  ? — I 
should  have  to  take  it  out  of  the  l>ook.  It  did  not  go 
to  one  place. 

2284.  Give  us  each  total?— Shall  I  bring  it  on 
paper  ? 


2285.  Yes ;  we  do  not  want  to  see  all  the  items 
that  lead  up  to  the  total? — You  want  each  bill  as 
delivered  and  the  full  amount  at  the  bottom  ? 

2286.  Yes;  but  as  to  the  pecnniary  transactions 
between  you  and  Robertson  of  an^  kind  except  the 
work  done,  wc  want  to  see  every  entry  and  every 
document  that  you  have  in  your  possession  ?— Yes. 

2287.  (Mr.  flinch.)  Did  you  ever  do  any  work  for 
Mr.  Brown  on  the  Lisson  Road  property  ? — ^I  do  not 
know  his  name. 

2288.  Lisson  Road  ? — I  do  not  know  where  Lisson 
Road  is. 

2289.  {Chairman.)  The  Secretary  will  let  you 
know  in  writing  exactly  what  we  want? — That  would 
be  the  best  plan. 

2290.  Mr.  -Monksfield  was  the  landlord  of  the 
house  in  which  Robertson  lodged  at  one  time,  was  he 
not  ? — He  was ;  that  was  before  I  knew  him. 

229L  Robertson  was  not  living  there  when  you 
knew  him  ? — No,  he  was  not. 


JfifthDay. 
Id  May  1888. 
Mr.  W.  PetL 


The  witness  withdi-ew. 


Mr.  Mabk  Beazlet  sworn  and  examined. 


2292.  {Chairman.)  You  are  a  clerk  in  the  employ 
of  Mr.  Robertson  and  Mr.  Putley  ? — ^Yes* 

2293.  How  long  have  you  been  in  their  employ  ? — 
Two  months. 

2294.  When  did  you  last  see  Mr.  Robertson  at  the 
office  ? — On  Monday  about  20  minutes  past  6. 

2296.  Were  you  there  at  the  time  he  left  the 
office  ? — ^Yes ;  I  was  in  the  office.  He  generally  went 
away  at  6  when  the  office  hours  elapse.  I  went  into 
his  private  office  and  he  was  dozing  in  the  chair.  I 
said,  <*  Shall  we  shut  up,  Sir?  " 

2296.  Was  that  the  last  time  you  saw  him  ? — ^The 
last. 

2297.  Were  you  at  his  house  at  all  ?-*-!  went  up  on 
the  Tuesday,  thinking  it  strange  that  he  had  not  come 
up  to  business,  to  see  if  I  could  get  any  yiformation, 
but  I  could  get  none. 

2298.  Were  you  at  his  father's  house.  No.  71,  Am- 
herst Road? — I  went  from  his  own  house  to  his 
father's  to  obtain  some  information,  but  I  got  none. 

2299.  What  time  was  that  ? — ^It  would  be  Tuesday 
night  about  9  o'clock,  and  they  knew  nothing — at 
least  if  they  did  they  did  not  tell  me. 

2300.  Did  you  leave  the  house  that  Tuesday  night 
with  a  portmanteau  ?— I  did. 

2301.  What  portmanteau  was  that? — ^I  had  to 
leave  it  at  my  own  place.  I  had  to  leave  it  at  the 
station. 

2302.  You  had  to  leave  it  for  whom  ?— For  Mrs. 
Robertson. 

2303.  Where  did  you  get  the  portmanteau  ? — The 
servant  gave  it  to  me. 

2304.  Where  ?— At  192. 

2305.  What  time  did  you  go  to  192  ?— It  was  all 
on  the  one  journey. 

2306.  But  what  time  at  night  ?— About  9  o'clock. 

2307.  It  was  not  in  the  day-time;  it  was  in  the 
evening  ? — ^In  the  evening. 

2308.  Had  you  received  any  message  or  letter  ? — 
No ;  I  was  asked  to  take  charge  of  it. 

2309.  What  led  to  your  going? — Simply  because 
Mr.  Robertson  had  not  turned  up  on  the  Tuesday, 
and  I  was  anxious  to  know  how  things  stood. 

2310.  So  you  went  to  his  house  about  9  o'clock  on 
the  Tuesday  evening  ? — On  the  Tuesday  evening. 

2311.  Whom  did  you  see  there? — I  saw  the 
servant. 

2312.  You  went  there  from  curiosity  to  find  out 
about  Mr.  Robertson  ? — Quite  so. 

2313.  You  saw  the  servant? — Yes. 

2314.  Did  the  servant  ask  you  to  see  Mrs.  Robert- 
son?— She  did  not  know.  She  said  two  or  three 
people  had  called,  and  she  was  very  cautious  indeed. 
I  suppose  she  had  been  bothered.  She  was  very 
cautious.  She  said,  "Two  or  three  people  have 
been." 


2315.  What  happened?  —  The  portmanteau  was 
there,  and  she  said,  **  Will  you  take  charge  of  this,  and 
**  leave  it  at  Charing  Cross  Station,"  and  I  said, 
"  Yes." 

2316.  Th?  servant  said  so? — The  servant  said  so. 

2317.  Was  the  portmanteau  in  the  room  at  that 
time  ;  in  the  hall  ? — I  do  not  know  where  she  obtained 
it  from,  but  she  handed  it  to  me. 

2318.  Did  you  see  anybody  there  except  the 
servant? — ^No  one,  except  the  servant.  She  said 
nobody  was  in. 

2319.  Was  a  cab  called  ? — No ;  I  went  th^n  down 
to  his  father's  place. 

2320.  71  ? — 71 ;  and  I  saw  Mr.  Robertson,  senior. 
He  knew  nothing. 

2321.  Was  the  portmanteau  left  at*  192?— That  is 
where  I  got  it  from. 

2322.  Did  you  leave  the  portmanteau  at  192  while 
you  went  to  the  father's? — No;  I  brought  it  with 
me. 

2323.  In  your  hand  ? — In  my  hand. 

2324.  From  there  to  71  ?— To  71. 

2325.  You  took  it  with  you  to  71  ?— I  took  it  with 
me  to  71. 

2326.  Did  you  know  before  that  Mr.  Robertson's 
father  lived  there  ?  —  I  got  the  address  from  the 
servant.  ' 

2327.  How  came  you  to  get  the  address  frt>m  the 
servant  ? — I  asked.  I  was  anxious  to  obtain  as  much 
information  as  I  could.  I  said  I  knew  "  that  Mr. 
"  Thomas  Robertson,  senior,  lives  up  this  vray  some- 
"  where."  I  said,  <*  Where  does  he  live  ?  "  She  did 
not  know  the  exact  number ;  but  she  described  the 
position  of  the  house,  and  I  found  it. 

2328.  Taking  the  portmanteau  with  you  ? — Taking 
the  portmanteau  with  me. 

2329.  Did  you  carry  it  yourself  ? — I  took  it  in  my 
hand. 

2330.  You  went  to  the  father's,  and  saw  Mr. 
Robertson  ? — Mr.  Robertson,  senior ;  yes. 

2331.  Did  you  learn  from  him  anything  about  Mr. 
Robertson  ? — No.  He  seemed  to  be  just  as  much  in 
ignorance  as  myself;  at  least,  so  I  imagined ;  whether 
he  did  not  care  to  give  me  information  of  course,  I 
cannot  tell. 

2332.  Then  you  left  with  the  portmanteau  ? — I  left 
with  the  portmanteau. 

2333.  Taking  a  cab  then,  did  you  ? — ^No ;  I  did  not 
take  a  cab. 

2334.  You  took  it  in  your  hand? — I  took  the 
train. 

2335.  Where  did  you  take  the  trwn  to  ? — ^To  Liver- 
pool Street. 

2336.  Were  did  you  go  from  Liverpool  Street  ? — I 
went  home. 

I  4 


Mr. 
M.  Beazlcy. 
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Fifth  Dmy.  2387.  What  did  you  do  with  the  portmanteau  ?^  I 

still  retained  it. 

18  May  1888.        2388.  You  took  it  home  with  you  ?— Yes.    There 
j^^^  was  nothing  in  it.    I  may  say  there  was  not  anything 

3f.  Beatle^.    ^  i^*    ^^  struck  me  as  being  strange  that  it  should  ))e 
_ empty. 

2339.  Where  were  you  to  take  it  ?— To  leave  it  at 
Charing  Cross — the  booking  office  at  Charing  Cross. 

2340.  Did  you  do  so  ? — I  did  not  myself.  I  gave 
it  to  a  commissionaire. 

2341.  When  ? — On  the  Wednesday  morning. 

2342.  Why  did  you  keep  it  with  you  all  night  ? — 
Because  when  I  got  home  from  Hackney  it  was  too 
late  for  me  to  take  it  then.  In  fact,  I  was  undecided 
in  my  mind  as  to  how  to  act. 

2343.  In  whose  name  was  it  to  be  left  at  Charing 
Cross  Station  ? — ^Mr.  Bobertson.  There  were  no  in- 
structions given  to  me  as  regards  that,  so  I  naturally 
left  it  for  Mr.  Robertson,  and  I  gave  the  commis- 
sionaire 6d.  to  take  it  down. 

2344.  Did  the  servant  tell  you  to  leave  it  there  for 
Mr.  Robertson  ? — She  did  not  mention  hiR  name,  but 
I  took  it  fer  granted  that  it  was  for  Mr.  Robertson. 

2346.  An  empty  portmanteau  was  it? — Well,  it 
was  very  light ;  I  took  it  that  it  was  empty.  I  did 
not  open  it. 

2346.  You  judged  from  it  being  light  ?— Yes  ;  I 
am  almost  certain  there  was  nothmg  in  it,  it  struck 
me  at  the  time  that  probably  there  was  some  other 
luggage  about,  of  which  I  knew  nothing. 

2347.  Was  it  locked  ?— Yes,  it  was  locked. 

2348.  Are  you  sure  that  nobody  told  you  to  go,  or 
suggested  vour  going  up  to  92  on  that  Tuesday  ? — I 
am  perfectly  certain ;  in  fact,  it  was  only  on  my  way 
home,  and  I  thought  I  would  walk  up  in  the  evening. 

2349.  Can  you  tell  whether  on  the  Monday  even- 
ing Mr.  Robertson  took  away  any  papers  with  him 
from  the  office  in  Long  Acre  ? — That  I  could  not  say. 
Mr.  Robertson  did  not  go  away  with  me.  I  said, 
^'  Shall  we  shut  up  "  at  about  20  minutes  past  6,  and 
he  said,  "  Yes,* all  right  Beazley,  you  may  go.*' 


2350.  Then  you  left  him  there  ?— Then  I  left.  I 
may  say  that  he  has  a  key,  as  also  has  Mr.  Putley  and 
myself.  There  are  three  keys  to  the  office,  so  he  may 
have  ^een  back  for  all  I  know. 

2351.  (Mr.  Winch.)  What  part  of  Charing  Cross 
station  did  you  tell  the  commissionaire  to  take  it  to  ? 
—I  told  him  to  take  it  to  the  booking  office. 

2352.  Did  you  see  him  again  afterwards.  You  do 
not  know  whether  he  did  ?  —  No  ;  I  paid  him  in 
advance. 

2353.  And  he  was  to  leave  it  in  the  name  of  Robert- 
son ? — res ;  I  told  him. 

2354.  {Chairman.)  Was  the  name  Robertson  on 
it  ? — No ;  there  was  no  label.  It  was  a  new  port- 
manteau.    I  should  say  very  recently  purchased. 

2355.  {Mr.  Winch.)  Did  you  hear  whether  there 
was  anything  in  it.  Might  there  have  been  papers  in 
it  ? — I  do  not  think  there  was  anything  in  it. 

2356.  Papers  ? — There  may  have  been  papers. 

2357.  You  did  not  take  the  commissionaire's  num- 
ber ? — No. 

2358.  lily  Lord  asked  you  how  it  was  you  came  to 
go  up,  you  said  you  were  going  home.  Was  Mr. 
Robert8on!s  home  on  your  way  home  ? — ^Not  exactly. 

2359.  Then  you  went  out  of  your  way  ? 

{Chairman.)  What  he  said  was  that  on  his  way 

home  it  occurred  to  him  to  go  up. 

2360.  (Mr,  Winch.)  How  far  had  you  gone  out  of 
your  way  ? — I  live  in  the  Tottenham  Court  Road,  so 
that  by  cutting  across  I  might  have  gone,  but  as  a 
matter  of  fact  I  took  the  'bus  from  the  bottom  of  the 
Tottenham  Court  Road  to  Liverpool  Street. 

2361.  Went  round  ? — ^No,  not  went  round. 

2362.  What  tim^  in  the  morning  was  it  you  sent 
the  bag  olf  ? — It  would  be  about  8  o'clock. 

2363-4.  Had  you  any  communication  that  morning 
from  Robertson  ? — I  had  ho  communication.  I  have 
neither  seen  nor  heard  anything  of  Mr.  Robertson 
since  Monday  night  about  20  minutes  past  six.  Mr. 
Putley  will  be  able  to  tell  you.  He  has  a  letter  from 
him,  1  think. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


(Chairman.)  Is  there  any  material  variation,  Mr. 
White,  between  these  minutes  and  the  previous 
ones  with  reference  to  the  Avenue  Theatre  ? 


(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  will  hand  the  additions  to 
your  Lordship;  there  are  one  or  two  minutes  which 
escaped  attention ;  nothing  more. 


Mr.  William  Robins  Selwat  recalled,  further  examined; 


Mr.  2365.  (Chairman.)  Plots  30  and  31  on  the  plan 

W.  R.  Seiwojf^  ^hich  has  been  handed  in  form  the  site  of  what  is 
now  the  Avenue  Theatre,  do  they  not? — Plots  30 
and  31  are  now  the  Avenue  Theatre. 

2366.  The  first  negotiations  with  regard  to  the 
sale  or  letting  of  those  plotff  took  place  in  1876  ? — 
Yes,  on  the  12th  June. 

2367.  That  was  an  application  made  through 
Messrs.  Ashurst,  Morris,  and  Co.  ? — Just  so  ;  785/.  was 
offered  and  it  was  refused.  Further  advertisements 
were  inserted,  and  on  July  10th  a  further  proposal 
came  in  from  Ashurst,  Morris,  and  Co.,  offering 
1,099/. 

2368.  What  came  of  that?— Then  on  July  20th 
they  wrote  an  offer  of  2*.  6d.  per  foot,  stating  that 
they  might  possibly  make  it  3s.  per  foot.  They  seem 
to  have  been  under  the  impression  that  their  letter  of 
the  10th  July  had  been  rejected. 

2369.  The  negotiations  ultimately  came  to  nothing  ? 
—They  ultimately  came  to  nothing. 

2370.  There  was  some  correspondence  with  the 
South  Eastern  Railway  with  a  view  of  inducing  them 
to  take  the  land  ? — ^They  began  it  themselves  ;  that 
also  came  to  nothing. 

2371.  In  1878  there  was  an  offer  made  by  a  Mr. 
Sang,  which  came  to  nothing  ? — Yes. 

2372.  That  seems  to  have  been  declined  in  1879  ? 
— That  was  declined  on  February  2nd,  1880.  An 
amended  offer  came  in  on  the  16ih  February  1880. 

2373.  Then  there  was  n  tender  on  the  11th  Feb- 
ruary 1880  presented  by  Mr.   Goddard,  from  Mr. 


Sefton  H.  Parry,  at  a  rent  of  700/.  ?— Yes ;  and  1 
believe  the  committee  ultimately  agreed  to  offer  it  to 
him  at  750/. 

2374.  That  is  the  same  minute? — Yes;  it  was 
offered  to  him  at  750/.,  to  which  he  agreed.  On  the 
23rd  February  the  Committee  confirmed  that  on  the 
receipt  of  his  letter  subject  to  the  usual  inquiries. 

2375.  Tlien  inquiries  were  made,  and  on  the  22nd 
iMarch  it  was  resolved  that  the  acceptance  of  his 
tender  be  confirmed  ? — Yes,  the  inquiries  were  satis- 
factory. 

2376.  Then  there  was  considerable  correspondence 
with  reference  to  the  elevation  ? — Yes,  as  in  so  many 
other  cases. 

2377.  There  was  a  good  deal  of  correspondence 
with  reference  to  the  foundations  of  the  building  ? — 
Yes. 

2378.  And  the  character  of  the  soil  ?— Yes. 

2379.  Mr.  Sefton  Parry  represented  that  it  was  not 
of  the  character  anticipated,  and  that  some  considera- 
tion ought  to  be  allowed  him  in  consequence  ? — Yes. 
In  consequence  of  the  great  depth  to  which  he  had  to 
go.  It  was  not  until  the  15th  November  1880  that  the 
agreement  was  finally  reported  as  having  been  com- 
pleted, and  the  deposit  paid.  In  December  the  plans 
were  approved  by  the  Board. 

2380.  On  the  15th.  December  he  was  informed 
that  on  the  completion  of  the  building  in  accordance 
with  the  regulations  of  the  Board,  and  the  plnns 
deposited^  the  Board  would  be  prepared  to  issue  a 
certificate   under  the    Metropolis  Management   and 
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Building  Act,  1 878,  in  respect  to  such  building  ? — 
Yes. 

2381.  Was  that  as  to  theatres  ? — That  is  the  clause 
in  the  Act  relating  to  theatres  specially.  • 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  It  is  the  12th  section  of 
the  Act  01  1878. 

2382.  {Chairman.)  Then  the  plan  went  to  the 
Institute  of  British  Architects  ? — Yes,  and  they  sent 
it  back  with  some  remarks  in  July  1881. 

2383.  Then  there  was  some  application  about  alter- 
".ering  the  orchestra  ? — Yes. 

2384.  That  was  withdrawn  ?— That  wag  with- 
drawn. 

2385.  On  the  20th  November  there  was  a  report 
from  the  district  surveyor  to  the  superintending 
architect  that  the  works  had  been  carried  out  in  a 
first-rate  manner,  and  that  the  district  surveyor  had 
nothing  to  object  to  ? — Yes,  which  report,  if  I  may 
venture  to  say  so,  was  a  work  of  supererogation.  He 
was  not  called  upon  to  report  that  fact,  but  he  did  it 
at  the  instance  of  Mr.  Parry. 

2386.  Then  on  the  1st  December  1881  there  was  a 
letter  from  Mr.  VuUiamy  to  Mr.  Parry  ? — Yes,  upon 
some  alleged  defects  in  the  construction. 

2387.  He  alleged  that  "the  joists  <jf  the  floor  in 
"  the  rear  of  the  dress  circle  were  only  3  inches  by 
"  2\  inches,  with  a  bearing  of  about  5  feet  6  inches. 
*'  This  scantling  I  consider  to  be  insufficient.  The 
"  ends  of  these  joists  are  supported  upon  wood  fillets 
"  2J  inches  by  2\  inches,  spiked  to  the  side  of  a 
"  bearer  6  inches  by  3  inches,  so  that  the  whole  of 
'*  this  flooring  depends  upon  the  nails."  And  some 
other  objections  ? — Yeo,  that  was  afterwards  modified. 

2388.  On  the  9th  December  Mi^  Walker,  the.  dis- 
trict surveyor,  sent  to  the  Board  a  letter  which  he 
had  that  day  written  to  the  superintending  architect  ? 
— Yes,  that  was  so.  That  letter  was  referred  by  the 
Board  to  the  Building  Act  Committee  for  their  con- 
sideration and  report. 

2389.  Then  the  statement  made  in  Mr.  Walker's 
letter  is  this.  He  quotes  the  passage  which  I  have 
just  read  aboiit  the  joists,  and  he  replies  to  it.  He 
says  :  "  This  statement  is  untrue ;  none  of  these  joists 
"  have  a  bearing  of  more  than  2  feet  6  inches,  many 
"  of  them  ai*e  less,  and  they  are  carried  out  as  shown 
"  on  Drawing  C,  which  is  a  correct  representation  of 
"  the  joists  and  their  supports,  which  are  framed  in 
**  the  best  manner."  Then  as  to  the  other  passage, 
"  The  ends  of  the  joists  are  supported  on  wood  fillets 
*'  2\  inches  by  2^  inches,  spiked  to  the  side  of  a 
"  bearer  6  inches  by  3  inches."  He  says :  "  This  is 
**  not  true;  all  the  joists  (with  the  exception  hore- 
**  after  mentioned)  are  carried,  as  shown  by  Drawing  C, 
**  on  solid  bearings,  the  only  exception  is  a  small  piece 
"  of  flooring  on  the  west  side  of  the  dress  circle  about 
"  10  feet  long  by  3  feet  wide.  This  was  altered  at 
*^  Mr.  Parry's  request  to  meet  some  alteration  in  the 
**  fittings,  and  at  this  spot  only  do  the  joists  rest  on 
"  fillets  which  are  larger  than  shown  in  Mr.  Vulliamy's 
"  sketch."  Then  with  regard  to  the  statement,  "  So 
"  that  the  whole  of  the  floorings  depend  on  the  nails," 
he  says,  *'  this  for  reasons  above  given  is  untrue ;  no 
"  flooiing  throughout  the  whole  theatre  depends  on 
**  the  nails."  Then  he  quotes  what  Mr.  Vulliamy  had 
said :  "  The  manner  in  which  the  iron  columns  sup- 
"  porting  the  tiers  are  tied  to  the  walls  appears  to  me 
"  to  be  insufficient.  This  is  of  serious  consequence 
**  as  the  cantilevera  carrying  the  dress  circle  exercised 
"  a  considerable  leverage,  and  in  the  event  of  the  floors 
"  being  unequally  weighted  or  of  the  audience  moving 
**  suddenly  the  bearers  might  be  displaced,"  and  he 
says  on  that,  '*  It  is  impossible  that  the  writer  of  this 
**  remark  could  have  seen  the  construction.  The  iron 
**  columns  are  not  only  tied  to  the  main  walls  but 
"  firmly  fixed  to  them  by  solid,  built-up,  and  riveted 
"  wrought-iron  girders  (not  rolled  joists,  as  is  usually 
*'  the  case).  Strictly  speaking,  .there  are  no  canti- 
"  levers  in  the  building."  Then  he  says  further, 
**  It  has  on  several  occasions  fallen  to  my  lot  (from 
"  the  unfortunate  position  of  my  district)  to  report 
**  adversely  to  you  on  buildings  where  the  safety  of 
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'^  the  public  in  my  judgment  has  not  been  sufficiently 
**  considered  (both  as  regards  fire  and  otherwise)  and 
"  in  everyone  of  these  cases  both  yoiu*self  and  your 
"  staff  when  visiting  such  edifices  (as  in  the  present 
"  instance)  have  never  asked  me  to  accompany  them, 
"  and  the  knowledge  and  accumulated  experience 
*'  that  I  have  obtained  of  the  buildings  in  question 
"  has  been  ignored  as  it  has  been  with  respect  to  his 
"  theatre.  In  this  case  a  building  which  I  reported 
'^  perfectly  safe  and  satisfactory  has  been  attacked 
'^  by  a  series  of  mis-statements,  but  in  other  cases 
'<  which  I  can  mention  where  I  have  been  before 
"  your  Board  with  respect  to  buildings  which  in  my 
**  judgment  (founded  on  a  knowledge  of  facts)  were 
"  unsatisfactory,  I  unhesitatingly  assert  that  either 
**  from  ignorance,  carelessness,  or  other  causes,  both 
"  you  and  your  Board  have  been  as  much  and  even 
"  more  deceived  in  the  opposite  direction ;  and  that 
*'  the  buildings  are  still  being  used  without  a  sufficient 
"  margin  for  the  safety  of  the  public.  And  1  think 
'*  both  yourself  and  the  Board  must  see  that  still 
'^  greater  accuracy  and  care  are  taken  by  those  who 
"  report  in  those  cases,  speculators  who  'run  up 
"  cheap  buildings  are  only  encouraged  in  their 
**  attempts  to  set  the  laws  made  for  the  safety  of  the 
*«  public  at  defiance."  That  letter  of  the  9th  was 
followed  by  another  of  the  15th,  which  seems  to  be 
the  next  letter  from  Mr.  Vulliamy  to  Mr.  Parry.  He 
says :  **  Referring  to  my  letter  to  you  of  the  Ist 
"  instant,  I  have  again  surveyed  the  theatre  and  find 
**  that  the  construction  of  the  floor  in  the  rear  of  the 
"  dress  circle  to  which  I  took  exception  does  not 
"  extend  all  round  the  circle,  but  it  is  confined  to  one 
*'  portion  where,  as  I  understand,  an  alteration  has 
**  been  made  during  the  progress  of  the  works."  That 
is  apparently  admitting  that  the  first  statement  was  in- 
correct ? — Not  that  it  was  incorrect  in  its  entirety. 
If  your  Lordship  will  turn  to  the  Report  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  20th  December  which  investigated  the 
matter,  you  will  see  how  it  stands. 

2390.  I  will  come  to  that  presently,  but  at  all 
events  Mr.  Vulliamy's  report  having  represented  that, 
as  applying  to  the  whole  of  the  floor,  Mr.  Walker  said 
it  only  applied  to  a  small  portion  of  it,  and  that  I 
understand  is  practically  admitted  by  that  first  para- 
graph ? — ^That  would  seem  to  be  so. 

2391.  Then  he  says,  "I  also  find  that  there  is  an 
**  intermediate  bearer  supporting  the  floor  in  the  rear 
"  of  the  dress  circle  which  diminishes  the  bearing  of 
**  the  joists  in  this  part  of  the  theatre  from  5  feet 
*'  6  inches  to  3  feet,  and  that  the  fillets  supporting 
*'  the  joists  are  now  attached  to  the  wood  truss  by 
**  iron  bolts."  That  seems  to  withdraw  the  state- 
ment that  it  all  depended  on  the  nails  ? — Scarcely 
that,  I  think,  does  it  ?  It  rather  refers  to  the  bearing 
to  which  the  superintending  architect  called  attention ; 
at  any  rate,  it  is  admitting  that  his  statement  was  not 
strictly  accurate  there. 

2392.  There  is  a  good  deal  of  difference  between 
5  feet  6  inches  and  3  feet  ? — Certainly. 

2393.  Do  you  know  if  those  statements  of  Mr.  Vul- 
liamy were  the  result  of  personal  inspection,  or  would 
he  sometimes  take  them  from  some  other  person  inspect- 
ing for  him  ? — I  should  imagine  that  they  would  be 
taken  from  an  assistant  who  would  be  sent  to  see 
the  building. 

2394.  Supposing  an  assistant  went,  who  would  be 
the  assistant  ? — I  should  think  in  this  case  it  would 
have  beeii  Mr.  Hebb,  as  he  was  at  that  time  much 
engaged  in  theatre  work. 

2395.  He  goes  on,  **I  see  no  reason,  upon  a  review 
"  of  these  circumstances,  to  alter  the  opinion  I 
**  formed  and  communicated  to  you  in  my  letter  of 
**  the  1st  December,  that  the  construction  of  this 
"  truss  and  the  mode  of  carrying  the  joists  referred  to 
"  are  unsatisfactory,  and  I  am  still  of  opinion  that  the 
"  manner  in  which  the  iron  columns  supporting  the 
"  tiers  are  tied  to  the  walls  is  insufficient.  I  would 
"  particularly  refer  to  the  iron  tiers  at  the  sides  of 
'^  the  box  tier  and  the  whole  of  the  pitching  pieces  or 
"  supports  carrying  the  gallery.    The  ends  of  these 
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"  last  ore  not  built  into  the  walls,  but  are  partly 
**  supported  upon  a  plate,  9  incbos  by  4  inches,  carried 
"  upon  very  slight  cast-iron  corbies,  pinned  into  the 
"  back  wall  in  a  manner  which  I  clo  not  consider 
"  satisfactory.  Three  of  these  pieces  rest  upon 
"  trimmers  nailed  to  this  plate  and  the  cross  girder  at 
«*  the  level  of  the  galiei7  floor.  This  is,  I  consider, 
**  improper  construction."  Then  on  the  16th  De- 
cember Mr.  Parry  replied,  "The  joist  under  the 
"  weak  part  has  been  placed.  Four  strap  bnlts 
«*  through  the  wall  into  the  carriages  of  the  gallery 
"  and  the  two  IJ-inch  tie  rods  are  fixed.  As  they 
"  are  all  left  open  for  your  inspection,  I  shall  esteeni 
"  it  a  personal  favour  if  you  will  make  it  convenient 
<*  to  call  as  soon  as  possible.'*  On  the  16th  Decem- 
ber the  clerk  presented  Mr.  Walker's  letter  to  the 
Board,  and  it  was  resolved  that  the  letter  be  referred 
to  the  Building  Act  Committee  for  consideration  and 
report  ? — ^That  was  so. 

2396.  On  the  20th  December  the  Committee  con- 
sidered the  letter  from  Mr.  Walker,  and  it  was 
resolved  that  Mr.  Walker  be  called  in,  and  he  was 
called  in  accordingly,  and  a  report  was  read  from 
Mr.  Vulliamy  ?— Yes. 

2397.  In  which  ho  says,  "I  shall  endeavour  to 
"  confine  myself  solely  to  the  facts,  and  must  liiave 
"  it  to  the  Committee  to  determine  whether,  suppos- 
**  ing  the  grievances  recounted  by  Mr.  Walker  were 
**  i-eal  rather  than  imaginary,  he  would  be  justified  in 
'<  using  the  strong  and  offensive  language  in  which 
"  he  has  indulged.  As  to  the  Comedy  Theatre,  it 
"  will  be  in  the  recollection  of  the  Committee  it  was 
**  deemed  advisable  that  the  questions  raised  by  Mr. 
"  Walker  with  reference  to  the  consti-uction  of  this 
"  theatre  should  be  dealt  with  by  him  under  the 
"  Building  Act  of  1855,  and  that  the  application  by 
**  the  owner  for  the  requisite  certificate  under  the  Act 
**  of  1878  should  be  treated  separately.  After  this 
"  understanding  had  been  arrived  at  1  was  instructed 
**  by  the  Committee  to  inspect  the  building  and  repoit 
<*  whether  or  not  it  had  been  erected  and  finished 
**  according  to  the  plans  submitted  and  to  the  regula- 
*<  tions  made  by  the  Board.  These  being  the  only 
"  points  on  which  I  had  to  advise  the  Committee,  I 
"  did  not  then,  nor  can  I  now,  see  that  there  was  any 
"  reason  why  Mr.  Walker  should  have  accompanied 
"  me  on  my  visit  to  the  theatre,  as  had  he  been  there 
"  he  might,  perhaps,  have  wished  to  bring  other 
**  matters  under  discussion  which  the  Committee  had 
''  decided  should  be  excluded,  and  I  can  only  assume 
<<  that  Mr.  Walker,  in  making  this  a  ground  of  com- 
**  plaint  must  be  under  the  impression  that  I  visited 
**  the  theatre  for  some  other  purpose  than  to  comply 
*'  with  the  direction  of  the  Committee.  As  to  the 
'*  Avenue  Theatre  on  the  22nd  November  last,  I 
"  received  a  letter  from  Mr.  Sefton  Parry,  informing 
"  me  that  the  theatre  was  completely  roofed  in,  and 
^^  asking  for  a  certificate  in  order  that  he  inight  obtain 
'^  a  lease.  About  the  same  time  a  communication  was 
^*  addressed  to  me  by  Mr.  Walker,  stating  that  he  had, 
"  on  the  20th  November,  carefully  inspected  the 
**  building,  and  that  as  regarded  it  generally  the 
"  whole  of  the  works  had  been  carried  out  *  in  a  first- 
"  rate  manner.'  In  accordance  with  the  usual  prac- 
"  tice,  I  handed  these  two  letters  to  Mr.  Hebb  with  a 
"  request  that  he  would  survey  the  building  as  soon 
"  as  possible  and  report  to  me.  I  am  informed  by 
«  Mr.  Hebb  that  he  surveyed  the  building  on  the 
**  afternoon  of  Saturday  the  26th  of  November,  after 
*^  the  men  had  left,  and  in  the  absence  of  the  clerk  of 
"  works,  Mr.  Hebb's  only  object  being  to  see  as  to 
"  the  progress  of  the  building,  and  not  so  minutely 
"  examine  the  construction.  The  result  of  this  survey 
"  was  embodied  in  a  report  which  I  presented  to  the 
"  Works  Committee,  who  agreed  to  grant  the  lease. 
"  Apart  from  the  question  as  to  the  lease,  Mr.  Hebb 
*^  observed  on  his  visit  that  the  construction  of  parts 
'*  of  the  theatre  was  open  to  objection,  and  after  con- 
*^  sultation  with  me  a  letter  was  addressed  to  Mr. 
<'  Parry,  pointing  out  that  the  construction  of  the 
**  framework  of  the  tiers  was  unsatisfactory,  and  re- 


"  questing  him  to  leave  the  timbers  exposed  for  a 
"  short  time  iu  order  that  I  might  satisfy  myself  as 
"  to  the  security  of  the  tiers.  It  is  to  this  comm  uni- 
"  cation  that  Mr.  Walker  takes  exception,  and  he 
"  appears  to  consider  it  an  attack  upon  his  profes- 
"  sional  reputation.  With  the  following  qualifications 
"  I  adhere  to  the  statements  contained  in  my  letter  to 
"  Mr.  Parry,  dated  the  Ist  of  December,  and  reaffirm 
"  that  the  construction  of  those  portions  of  the  frame- 
"  Work  of  the  tiers  referred  to  in  such  letter  vas 
"  insufficient.  Since  that  letter  was  written  I  have 
"  made  a  personal  survey  and  careful  examination  of 
"  the  working  drawings  which  had  not  been  pre- 
"  viously  seen,  and  find  :  That  the  joists  of  the  floor 
**  in  the  rear  of  the  dress  circle  have  a  shorter  bearing 
**  than  I  had  at  first  supposed,  there  being  an  inter- 
"  mediate  bearer,  which  was  covered  by  the  floor,  and 
*'  also  that  the  defective  construction  of  the  flooring 
"  was  confined  to  a  single  bay  of  the  box  tier  on  the 
**  west  side  of  the  theatre,  and  did  not  extend  all 
"  round."  Those  seem  rather  important  modifica- 
tions?— I  apprehend  that  they,  to  a  great  extent, 
must  have  been  covered  up.  Of  course,  I  cannot  tell ; 
I  was  not  there. 

2398.  Do^  not  it  strike  you  as  rather  a  strong 
thing  if  no  such  sufficient  examination  had  been  made 
as  would  justify  an  accurate  statement  to  write  a 
letter  to  Mr.  Parry,  signed  by  the  superintending 
architect,  in  which  these  specific  allegations  are  made. 
It  does  not  profess  to  be  a  mere  general  idea  of  the 
condition  of  the  theatre,  but  very  specific  statements 
of  defects.  **  The  joists  of  the  floor  in  the  rear  of  the 
"  dress  circle  are  only  3  inches  by  2^  inches,  with  a 
"  bearing  of  5  feet  6  inches.  This  scantling,  I  con- 
"  sider,  is  insufficient.  The  ends  of  the  joists  are 
"  supported  on  wood  fillets,"  and  so  on,  "  so  that  the 
"  whole  of  the  flooring  depends  on  the  nails."  Would 
not  it  be  something  out  of  the  ordinarj'  course  for  an 
inspection  of  that  kind  to  be  made  ? — It  is  not  for  me 
to  say.  Mr.  Vulliamy  is  dead.  I  cannot  say  what 
was  in  his  mind,  nor  can  I  defend  what  he  did  at  that 
time.  I  think  there  ought  to  have  been  in  the  first 
instance  a  more  complete  examination  made ;  but  I 
can  only  imagine  that  it  was,  perhaps,  either  covered 
up  by  flooring  or  by  plastering.  I  cannot  t^ll  what 
the  condition  of  the  building  was  at  that  time. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White,)  Since  his  visit  the  screw 
bolts  have  been  placed  there. 

2399.  {Chairman,)  That  only  applies  to  one  thing. 
I  was  alluding  to  this  :  "The  defective  construction  of 
"  the  flooring  was  confined  to  a  single  ky  of  the  box 
"  tier  on  the  west  side  of  the  theatre."  That  is  an 
extremely  different  thing  to  applying  the  defect  to 
the  whole  of  the  floor  ? — One  can  only  suppose  that 
this  particular  bay  was  exposed  to  view  and  the  others 
were  not,  and  he  came  to  the  conclusion  that  they 
were  all  alike ;  but  I  cannot  tell. 

2399a.  {Chairman,)  We  will  see  what  is  eaid  by 
Mr.  Hebb  about  it — **  and  that  the  wood  fillets  sup- 
"  porting  the  joists  in  this  bay  have  been  since  my 
"  complaint  secured  by  iron  screw  bolts,  and  at  my 
**  request  an  additionid  bearer  has  been  pjaced  under 
"  the  end  of  the  joists."  Then,  "  Mr.  Walher  made  a 
"  statement  to  the  Committee,  and  was  examined  by 
"  them.  Mr.  John  Groodinge,  olerk  of  the  works  at 
*'  the  Avenue  Theatre  was  also  called  in  and  examined 
"  by  the  Committee.  The  superintending  ^chitect 
"  and  the  assistant  architect  also  replied  to  various 
"  questions  of  the  Committee.  The  Chairmai\  of  the 
*^  Committee  having  vacated  the  chair,  it  was\  taken 
"  by  the  Chairman  of  the  Board.  Resolved,  dn  the 
"  motion  of  Mr.  Selway,  seconded  by  Mr,  She[\herd, 
"  That  it  be  reported  to  the  Board  that  the  Com- 
"  mittee  regret  that  the  examination  of  the  Av\enue 
"  Theatre  by  the  assistant  architect  on  behalf  ojf  the 
"  superintending  architect  on  the  26th  Koveuttber 
"  last  was  not  more  carefully  made,  and  under  njiore 
"  favourable  circumstances ;  and  the  Committee  Also 
"  regret  to  find  that  in  some  few  particulars  Uhe 
"  statements  contained  in  the  letter  of  the  supeil' 
*'  tending  architect  to  the  lessee  of  the  theatre  diited 
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'^  1st  December  instant  have  required  modification. 
"  llesolved,  on  the  motion  of  Mr.  Selway,  seconded  by 
*'  Mr,  Furniss,  That  it  be  reported  to  the  Board,  that, 
**  in  the  opinion  of  the  Committee,  the  district  sur- 
"  veyor  committed  an  indiscretion  in  writing  to  the 
"  superintending  arcliitect  the  letter  dated  the  20th 
'•  November  last,  and  that  the  district  surveyor  ought 
"  not  to  interfere  between  lessor  and  lessee  in  any 
'<  case  in  the  manner  in  which  he  did.**  What  was 
the  impropriety  of  the  district  surveyor  ?  —  When 
Mr.  Parry  asKed  for  the  lease  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
superintending  architect,  as  representing  the  landlord, 
to  see  that  the  building  was  properly  finished,  whereas 
Mr.  Parry  called  in  Mr.  Walker,  or  Mr.  Walker 
volunteered,  I  do  not  know  which,  to  send  his  opinion 
that  the  work  was  properly  and  well  done. 

2400.  Has  the  district  surveyor  anything  to  do 
with  buildings  erected  in  his  district  ? — Certainly  ;  of 
course  he  has. 

2401.  Was  it  proper  that  he  should  make  an 
examination  of  the  building  ? — Clearly,  from  time  to 
time,  under  the  Building  Act;  certainly. 

2402.  What  was  wrong  was  his  writing  a  letter 
saying  he  was  satisfied  ? — Yes,  we  thought  that  it  was 
an  undue  interference  and  sroing  beyond  his  duty. 

2403.  He  wrote  a  letter  to  the  superintending 
architect  ? — ^Yes,  I  think  that  is  so. 

2404.  Then  the  further  resolution  is  :  "  The  Com- 
"  mittee  regret  the  publication  by  the  district  sur- 
"  veyor  of  his  letter  of  the  9th  December  instant, 
"  addressed  to  the  superintending  architect  before 
*'  the  Board  had  an  opportunity  of  inquiring  into  the 
"  facts ;  and  are  of  opinion  that  this  was  a  great  im- 
"  propriety  on  the  part  of  the  district  surveyor.*' 
Then  there  was  a  report  made  on  the  23rd  December. 
The  assistant  architect  referred  to  is  Mr.  Hebb,  I 
suppose  ? — Yes. 

2105.  The  report  of  the  Committee  was  approved 
by  the  Bo^rd  ? — Yes. 

2406.  In  January  1882  Mr.  Jt'arry  asked  for  a 
survey  by  Mr.  Vulliamy  ? — Yes,  that  be  may  have  his 
certificate. » 

2407.  He  says,  "  Mr.  Fowler  desires  me  to  say  he 
*^  will  be  happy  with  myself  to  meet  you  at  any  time 
^'  you  may  be  please  to  name."  Mr.  Fowler  was  the 
architect  of  the  theatre  ? — I  believe  that  was  so.  The 
plans  are  here.     His  name  doea  not  appeal*. 

2408.  Let  me  see  the  plans.  ( Thei/  are  handed  in.) 
Dees  any  name  appear  on  the  plan  ? — No. 

2409.  Mr.  Fowler  is  a  member  of  the  Board? — 
Yes. 

2410.  Is  he  upon  the  Theatre  Committee  ? — Yes. 

2411.  That  application  for  a  certificate  was  referred 
10  the  Building  Act  Committee? — ^Yes. 

2412.  Was  Mr.  Fowler  on  the  Building  Act  Com- 
mittee ? — Yes.  The  Theatre  Committee  is  a  sub- 
committee of  the  Building  Act  Committee.  The 
Committee  required  certain  things  to  be  done,  jind 
ultimately  the  certificate  was  given. 

2413.  The  Committee  required  that  oue  of  two 
do6rways  should  be  closed  up  with  brickwork  ? — 
Yes. 

2114.  Then  Mr.  Parry's  application  was  further 
considered  by  the  Building  Act  Committee  on  the  7th 
March  ? — Yes. 

2415.  And  it  was  resolved  that  the  certificate  be 
granted  ? — Yes. 

2416.  On  the  10th  of  March  it  was  confirmed  by 
the  Board  ? — It  was. 

Adjourned  for  a  short  time. 

2417.  {Chairman.)  There  was  then  some  corre- 
spondence with  the  Lord  Chamberlain's  Department 
about  this  and  other  theatres  ? — Yes,  there  was. 

2418.  {Mr.  GrenfelL)  Does  the  Lord  Chamberlain's 
Depaitment  interfere  with  the  structures  at  all ? — 
That  I  am  not  prepared  to  say.  They  have  power  to 
do  so,  I  believe,  if  they  think  fit. 

{Mr,  Meadows  JVhite.)  The  Lord  Chamberlain  has 
the  power  in  liis  absolute  discretion  of  withholding 
licenses. 


2418a.  {Chairman.}  Th^re  was  then  a  corre- 
spondence with  reference  to  a  covered  way  to  the 
theatre,  and  the  question  whether  it  shoold  be 
approved  by  the  Board  ? — ^Yes,  and  it  was  ultimately 
approved. 

2419.  Then  there  are  some  minutes  relating  to  the 
requirements  of  alterations  to  increase  the  safety  of 
the  theatre  in  case  of  fire  or  alarm  of  fire  ? — ^That  is 
quite  lately. 

2420.  That  is  last  year?— That  is  this  year,  I 
thmk. 

2421.  On  the  20th  December  1887,  "  Sub-com- 
<'  mittee  on  theatres  and  music  halls.  The  sub-com- 
'^  mittee  further  considered  the  report  enclosed  in  the 
*'  Lord  Chamberlain's  letter  dated  19th  September 
"  1887  upon  the  Avenue  Theatre.  Read  a  report  by 
**  the  superintending  architect  statinsj  that  he  had 
"  prepared  a  draft  notice  under  the  Boards  Various 
"  Powers  Act,  1882,  and  setting  out  proposed  require- 
^*  ments  for  improving  the  means  of  exit  for  the 
"  theatre.  Resolved  that  the  superintending  archi- 
"  tect  be  instructed  to  revise  such  requirements  and 
"  to  report  further  to  the  sub-committee  on  the  sub- 
*^  ject." — ^Ycs,  that  is  so,  and  in  February  of  this 
year  that  was  done. 

2422.  {Mr.  Winch.)  I  should  like  to  ask  one 
general  question  with  reference  to  the  presence  of 
Mr.  Saunders  and  also  of  Mr.  Fowler.  Were  you 
aware  when  they  attended  these  board  meetings  that 
they  were  interested  as  architects  in  the  different 
buildings  ? — I  knew  that  Mr.  Fowler  was  architect 
for  the  Avenue  Theatre,  the  new  theatre,  but  I  was 
not  aware  that  Mr.  Saunders  was  connected  with  any 
theatres. 

2423.  Then,  as  I  understand,  you  were  aware  that 
Mr.  Fowler  was  a  memher  of  the  Building  Committee  ? 
—Yes. 

2424.  And  therefore  every  plan  of  his  would  come 
before  that  Committee  ? — Yes. 

2425.  So  that  he  would  be  in  a  sense  voting  on  his 
own  plans  ? — He  would  have  been  if  he  had  voted. 

2426.  Was  any  notice  taken  by  the  Board  of  it 
when  it  was  known  that  Mr.  Fowler  was  architect  for 
the  Avenue  Theatre  ? — No. 

2427.  Nobody  made  any  motion  or  took  any  step  ? 
— I  do  not  know  what  motion  we  could  make. 

2428.  And  as  to  Mr.  Saunders  in  the  same  way  ? — 
I  knew  nothing  of  Mr.  Saunders,  and,  as  I  just  said 
to  you,  I  was  not  aware  till  I  heard  him  give  the 
evidence  here  that  he  was  connected  with  any  theatres 
or  music  halls. 

2429.  Or  any  plan  or  scheme  that  came  before  the 
Building  Committee  upon  which  if  he  had  chosen  he 
could  have  voted  ? — I  think,  if  you  will  excuse  me 
for  saying  so,  you  are  mixing  the  two  things.  If  you 
are  referring  to  the  plans  of  the  Grand  Hotel  they 
would  have  gone  before  the  Works  and  General 
Purposes  Committee. 

2430.  Was  he  a  member  of  that  ? — ^Yes,  that  was 
the  whole  Board. 

2431.  Would  not  that  also  have  gone  before  the 
Building  Committee  ? — No,  not  in  that  case. 

2432.  ( Chairman.)  There  was  not  a  Building  Com- 
mittee, but  a  Building  Act  Committee  ? — Yes.  There 
would  be  no  occasion  to  send  those  plans  to  the 
Building  Act  Committee.  The  Board  would  have 
approved  them. 

2433.  {Mr.  Winch.)  I  understand  you  to  say  you 
did  not  know  that  Mr.  Saunders  was  architect  ? — No, 
I  had  no  idea  that  he  was  architect  for  any  theatre. 

2434.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  1  suppose  the  pro- 
fessional knowledge  of  architects  was  of  great  value 
to  the  Committee  in  considering  these  questions  as  to 
the  theatres  ? — No  doubt  very  great. 

2435.  The  questions  the  Committee  have  to  decide 
under  the  Act  of  Parliament  are  what  structural 
alterations  can  be  made  at  a  moderate  expense  in 
order  to  avoid  risk  of  fire  or  of  panic  ? — That  was  so. 

2436.  And  all  these  matters  that  were  brought  up 
by  your  superintending  architect  might  be  criticised 
to  great  advantage  by  professional  architects? — Yes; 

E2 


Fifth  Day. 
18  May  1888. 

W.  R.  Sdway. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


76 


METROPOLITAN  BOARD   OP  WORKS    INQUIRY   COMMISSION  : 


n  M  ay  M 

Mr. 

W.  E.  Selway. 


and  the  Committee  visited  the  theatres  if  yon  are 
speaking  now  of  old  theatres,  and  made  up  their  own 
minds  as  to  the  requirements  that  were  needed.  I 
have  myself  visited,  I  think,  nearly  every  theatre  in 
the  metropolis. 

2437.  That  does  not  touch  the  question  of  the  im- 
propriety of  the  individual  architect  or  member  acting 
in  these  matters  under  certain  circumstances,  bat  the 
architects  would  be  naturally  appointed  on  the  Build- 
ing Act  Committee  or  the  Theatres  Committee,  or 
committee  requiring  special  knowledge  ? — Certainlv. 

2438.  As  to  this  letter  of  November  20th,  1881, 
from  Mr.  Walker  that  came  in  the  first  instance.  I 
see  it  was  not  at  all  in  the  course  of  his  duty  as  dis- 
trict surveyor,  which  is  fixed  by  the  Act  of  Parlia- 


ment. It  was  referred  to  afterwards  in  the  report  of 
the  Committee  ? — No.  I  think,  certainly,  as  an  indi- 
vidual, it  was  no  part  of  his  duty  to  interfere  between 
lessor  and  lessee. 

2439.  He  begins,  "  Mr.  Sefton  Parry  informs  me 
'*  that  he  is  about  to  apply  to  your  Board  for  his 
"  lease  of  this  theatre,  and  at  his  request  I  have 
'^  to-day  carefully  inspected  the  building.  I  am 
"  pleased  to  say  that  the  method  which  was  adopted 
"  in  putting  in  the  foundations  has  been  thoroughly 
**  successful"? — Yes. 

2440.  That  was  his  letter  and  not  at  all  in  dis- 
charge of  his  duty  as  district  surveyor  ? — Not  at  all. 

2441.  It  is  a  letter  written,  as  appears  on  the  face 
of  it^  at  the  request  of  Mr.  Sefton  Parry  ? — Yes. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  With  regard  to  this  matter 
as  to  which  Mr.  Pett  was  examined,  I  should  like 
your  Lordship  to  be  fully  in  possession  of  the  circum- 


stances under  which  such  work  is  done,  and  I  should 
like  to  call  Mr.  Blashill  before  your  Lordship  on  that 
point. 


Mr.  Francis  Hayman  Fowler  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr.  2442.  {Chairman.)  You    are    in    practice    as    an 

F.H.FowUr.    architect? — I  am  the  senior  partner  of  the  firm  of 

Fowler  and  Hill,  architects. 

2443.  And  you  have  for  many  years  practised  as 
an  architect  ? — I  have  practised  as  an  architect  for 
nearly  40  years. 

2444*  How  long  have  you  been  a  member  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ? — Twenty  years. 

2445.  You  were  a  member  of  the  Theatres  Com- 
mittee and  of  the  Building  Act  Committee  we  have 
been  informed  ? — I  was. 

2446.  You  were  the  architect  of  the  Avenue 
Theatre  ? — ^Yes ;  that  is,  my  firm  were  architects. 

2447.  When  were  you  first  instructed  on  behalf  of 
Mr.  Sefton  Parry  ? — About  August  I  think  it  was, 
but  I  think  I  have  got  the  exact  date.  (After  refer- 
ring  to  a  document!)   It  is  the  end  of  February,  1880. 

2448.  Can  you  give  the  exact  date  in  February  ? — 
I  cannot ;  I  have  no  minute  of  it  at  all. 

2449.  His  tender  appears  to  have  been  accepted, 
subject  to  the  usual  inquiries  as  to  his  capacity  to 
carry  out  that  engagement  on  23rd  February  1880  ? — 
It  was  just  after  that  he  came  to  me. 

2460.  Before,  therefore,  his  final  acceptance  by  the 
Board  ?— Yes. 

2451.  **  Francis  Fowler,  Architect,  Sergeant's  Inn, 
Fleet  Street" — was  that  youself? — That  is  my- 
self. 

2452.  He  is  one  of  the  references  given  on  the 
6th  March  1880,  so  that  you  were  one  of  the  refer- 
ences ? — I  was  not  aware  of  that  fact,  but  he  has 
been  a  client  of  mine  for  20  years. 

2463.  Had  you  built  other  theatres  for  him  ? — Yes ; 
I  always  aiivised  him  in  all  he  did.  ^ 

2454.  Was  anyone  else  associated  with  you  in  the 
work  of  architect  for  the  theatre  ? — My  partner  only, 
Mr.  Hill ;  Fowler  and  Hill  is  the  firm. 

2456.  No  name  appears  to  have  been  put  upon  the 
plan  that  was  sent  in.  Is  not  that  rather  unusual  ? — 
Very  unusual ;  I  cannot  understand  it  at  all.  I  was 
surprised  to  see  it. 

2466.  Just  look  at  the  plans  {same  shown  to 
witness)  ? — ^These  are  tracings.  They  do  not  seem  to 
have  been  traced  with  any  name  on.  It  was  perfectly 
well  known  in  the  office,  because  I  took  these  tracings 
myself  to  Mr.  Vulliamy  and  handed  them  over  in  the 
presence  of  Mr.  Hebb,  and  at  that  time  stated : 
"  Mr.  Parry  has  appointed  me  architect  to  his 
"  theatre.  Mind  you  give  me  no  favour  of  any  sort 
**  or  kind  in  consequence  of  my  position  at  the 
*«  Board." 

2457.  {Mr.  GrenfelL)  Do  I  understand  you  to  say 
you  had  been  architect  to  Mr.  Parry  before  you  were 
a  member  of  the  Board  of  Works  ? — Yes,  many,  many 
years.  I  built  a  theatre  in  the  Strand  for  him  and 
advised  him  as  to  the  Hoi  bom  Theatre. 


2458.  ( Chairman.)  Was  that  more  than  20  years 
ago  ?—  About  that,  and  before  that.  The  Strand  was 
the  first  thing  I  did  for  him. 

2459.  To  whom  was  it  you  made  your  statement 
about  not  showing  you  any  favour;  was  it  Mr. 
Vulliamy  ? — I  said  to  Mr.  Vulliamy  in  the  presence 
of  Mr.  Hebb,  "  I  have  brought  these  drawings  ;  I  am 
"  appointed  architect,  but  show  me  no  fiivour  ;  but,  on 
**  the  contrary,  be  strict  with  me." 

2460.  Who  principally  dealt  with  you,  Mr.  Ilebb 
and  Mr.  Vulliamy  ? — 1  had  very  little  occasion  to 
have  any  interviews  with  him.  Mr.  Parry  was  a 
man  who  was  very  much  up  in  this  sort  of  work  and 
acted  quite  for  himself.  I  was  the  architect,  and  ho 
used  to  come  to  the  office  and  make  his  own  arrange- 
ments, and  I  hardly  ever  interfered. 

2461.  Had  you  any  interest  in  the  theatre  beside 
that  of  being  architect  ? — No,  nothing  at  all. 

2462.  Did  you  receive  the  usual  professional  remu- 
neration ? — I  received  5  per  cent. 

2463.  That  is  the  usual  professional  remuneration  ? 
— Yes ;  and  there  were  a  few  fees  paid  for  a  Chancery 
suit  connected  with  the  South-eastern  Railway  which 
he  got  into,  and  in  which  I  had  to  appear  as  a  witness 
before  the  court. 

2464.  Have  you  acted  as  architect  with  reference 
to  any  other  sites  which  the  Board  have  sold  ? — Yes. 

2465.  Which  of  them  ?— I  have  a  list  of  them  here. 

2466.  Will  you  be  good  enough  to  tell  us  F—I  acted 
as  architect  first  of  all  for  a  building  that  was  a  failure, 
namely,  the  National  Opera  House,  on  the  Embank- 
ment.' The  land  was  put  up  by  tender,  I  think,  as  long 
as  12  years  ago,  a  few  years  after  I  joined  the  Board, 
and  it  was  taken  by  somebody,  and  then  it  Wius  sold, 
as  I  understood,  to  Mr.  Mai>leson,  the  opera  manager. 
Mr.  Mapleson  formed  a  committee — I  had  nothing  to 
do  with  it — and  then  he  sent  round  to  six  of  the 
theatre  architects  to  compete,  three  in  the  country 
and  three  in  London,  and  my  firm  was  one.  The 
drawings  were  sent  in  without  names  and  thej  were 
adjudicated  upon.  Two  designs  were  chosen  out  of 
the  number,  mine  and  that  of  a  gentleman  of  the  name 
of  Phipps,  and  finally  the  committee  gave  the  awai'd  on 
the  drawings  in  my  favour.  That  building,  as  you 
know,  was  on  the  Embankment  for  a  long  time.  It 
was  on  the  Board's  land,  and  therefbre  I  mention  it 
first.  I  made  a  very  severe  loss,  for  all  the  money 
was  lost  in  the  foundations,  and  so  I  did  not  get  my 
professional  fees ;  but  it  is  a  fact,  nevertheless,  that  I 
dfd  act  as  architect  in  that  respect,  and  I  think,  there- 
fore, I  had  better  clear  that  away. 

2467.  What  was  the  next !»— Then  the  next  thing 
that  T  did  was  thi.s  :  there  was  a  client  of  mine  of  the 
name  of  Sir  Peter  Tait,  and  I  built  a  warehouse  for 
him  on  some  land  he  bought  of  the  Board.  His 
brother  was  a  fellow  officer  of  mine  in  the  London 
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Irish  YolunteerSy  and  he  asked  me  whether  [  would 
make  a  design  for  this,  and  1  did  make  a  design,  and 
that  building  was  carried  out  for  Sir  Peter  Tait  &  Co., 
in  Southwark  Street.  That  was  in  the  year  1873. 
It  was  not  a  very  large  affair,  but  still  I  did  it.  Then 
in  the  year  1877  Mr.  Kemp  bought,  I  think  by  public 
auction  or  somehow,  it  did  not  come  before  my  cog- 
nisance at  that  period,  a  site  in  Shoreditch,  and  he 
built  a  large  public-house.  He  bought  a  public-house 
and  rebuilt  it.  I  was  laying  out  an  estate  at  Brixton 
for  him  near  where  I  live,  and  onr  firm  acted  for  him 
there.  I  seldom  went  near  the  place,  but  we  did  act 
for  him,  and  he  paid  our  commission.  The  con- 
sequence of  that  was  that  on  the  next  plots  of  land 
that  were  taken  by  a  Mr.  Wells,  some  warehouses 
were  built,  and  they  were  done  by  my  firm.  That 
is  ally  I  think.  There  was  the  Northumberland 
Avenue,  which  you  have,  and  some  shops  at  Peck- 
ham  built  for  Mr.  Bird.  Mr.  Bird  is  an  old  client 
of  our  office,  and  has  been  for  20  years.  I  have  done 
a  great  deal  for  him  and  am  doing  work  for  him 
now.  He  is  always  building.  He  took  some  plots 
of  land  on  this  improvement  at  Peckham,  and  he  came 
to  us  and  asked  us  to  make  the  designs,  and  we  made 
the  designs  for  that.  It  was  not  a  very  large  matter, 
but  there  were  three  or  four  shops.  Those  are  the 
whole  matters  I  have  had  to  do  with. 

2468.  Have  you  had  any  pecuniary  connexion  with 
any  of  the  Board's  sites  beyond  acting  as  architect  ? — 
I  never  had  any  connexion  with  them  at  all. 

2469.  Have  you  advised  at  all  beyond  those  cases 
that  you  have  given  us  where  you  acted  as  ar<;hitect  ? 
— ^No ;  I  never  interfered  with  the  prices  or  any- 
thing else  of  the  Board's  land.  In  none  of  these 
eases  did  I  adviso  the  price  to  bo  given.  In  fact,  in 
most  of  the  cases  the  land  had  been  taken  a  long  time 
before  I  was  applied  to. 

2470.  Have  you  received  any  payment  in  respect 
of  works  done  upon  land  or  by  boards  of  which  you 
were  a  member  ? — Never. 

2471.  Have  you  a  son  in  practice  as  an  architect? — 
Yes. 

2472.  Where  does  he  carry  on  his  business  ? — He 
is  with  me. 

2473.  By  himself  or  under  the  firm  ? — He  acts  as 
my  clerk. 

2474.  Has  he  made  claims  or  received  moneys  in 
respect  of  work  done  upon  property  taken  by  the 
board  ? — Never. 

2475.  Do  you  know  the  site  where  the  Bank  of 
England  is  building  or  have  built  a  branch  bank 
near  Temple  Bar?— Yes. 

2476.  Had  you  anything  to  do  with  that  ? — I  was  a 
member  of  the  Strand  District  Board,  but  I  had 
nothing  to  do  with  it. 

2477.  Do  you  know  whether  your  son  made  a  claim 
in  respect  of  that  work  ? — I  know  that  one  of  my  sons, 
not  that  one,  who  is  a  building  surveyor,  or  what  they 
call  a  quantity  surveyor,  was  called  upon  to  make  a 
valuation  for  us  of  what  ought  to  be  paid  for  the  land. 

2478.  Who  is  *'  us  "  ?— The  Committee  of  the 
Strand  District  Board,  in  respect  of  which  he  had  a 
claim  against  us.  We  gave  him  the  order  to  make  it, 
but  he  was  never  paid. 

2479.  Who  had  given  him  the  order,  the  District 
Board  ? — ^The  Committee  of  the  District  Board.  We 
thought  at  the  time  that  the  District  Board  were  to 
have  these  improvements  made  for  nothing,  that  is 
to  say,  they  were  to  allow  them  to  use  the  Act 
of  Parliament  which  empowers  them  to  take  it 
compulsonly.  It  was  to  be  used  for  the  purpose  of 
acquiring  this  property. 

2480.  And  widening  the  entrauce  to  Bell  Yard? — 
Widening  the  entrance  to  Bell  Yard.  Then  the 
Committee  said,  "  We  will  not  allow  these  people  to 
'*  put  this  Act  into  force  so  as  to  injure  the  people 
*'•  that  are  there ;  we  will  see  that  they  have  a  fair  price 
**  for  what  they  are  to  bo  paid  for  " ;  "  it  is  best  to  have 
*'  it  done  by  a  professional  surveyor,"  a  professional 
surveyor  was  called  in,  and  that  was  my  son. 


2481.  How  long  has  he  been  in  practice  ? — He  has 
been  in  practice  for  10  years. 

2482.  Was  he  called  in  in  other  instances  by  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ? — Never. 

2483.  Or  the  Strand  District  Board  ?— No,  never. 

2484.  That  was  the  only  instance  ? — That  was  the 
only  instance. 

2485.  That  you  are  sure  of? — I  am  perfectly  cer- 
tain. 

2486.  Had  you  any  pecuniary  interest  in  any  of  the 
sites  in  Northumberland  Avenue  ? — Not  the  slightest. 

2486a.  No  share  in  any  syndicate  to  buy  them  up  ? 
— Oh,  dear  no ! 

2487.  Have  you  ever  been  employed  by  any  of  the 
theatres  with  reference  to  alterations  ? — No. 

2488.  In  theatres  I  include  music  halls,  or  any  of 
the  buildings  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Board  ? — I 
was  concerned  for  the  beneficiaries  under  a  will 
admiDistered  under  the  Court  of  Chancery  with 
reference  to  the  Oxford  Music  Hall,  and  when  the 
requisitions  were  served  upon  them  they  were  sent  to 
me  to  look  at,  that  is  to  say,  the  requisitions  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works.  I  told  them  that  the 
requisitions  must  be  complied  with,  and  had  the 
necessary  plans  made  to  show  them  what  was  to  be 
done;  but  having  had  such  unpleasantness  with 
Mr.  Hebb,  as  we  have  heard  to-day,  as  to  the  Avenue 
Theatre  and  the  quarrel  between  Mr.  Hebb  and  the 
district  surveyor,  and  the  exceedingly  uncomfortable 
position  I  felt  in  as  a  member  of  the  Board,  having 
my  mouth  shut  and  my  hands  tied,  and  to  go  daily 
through  the  unpleasantness  of  meeting  Mr.  Hebb,  I 
determined  that  under  no  circumstances  would  I  per- 
sonally have  anything  further  to  do  with  the  Board  to 
bring  me  into  connexion  with  the  architect's  office, 
and  I  therefore  handed  over  all  the  papers  to  Mr. 
Street,  formerly  ray  clerk,  and  now  a  district  surveyor 
and  suiTeyor  to  the  Law  Fire  Office,  and  told  hira  to 
carry  it  through. 

2489.  You  made  the  plans  and  left  him  to  carry 
them  out  ? — ^I  made  the  whole  of  the  plans  so  as  to 
advise  the  beneficiaries,  but  I  would  have  nothing  to 
do  that  brought  me  into  contact  with  the  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works. 

2490.  Who  received  the  remuneration  ? — Of  course, 
I  received  all  my  fees  for  making  the  plans,  and  Mr. 
Street  got  his  proportion  for  superintending,  I  never 
went  near  the  place.  When  I  say  I  myself  I  mean 
my  firm. 

2491.  ITien  you  made  out  the  plans  and  the  superin- 
tendence of  -them  was  left  to  another  person  ? — And 
making  the  affidavits  necessary  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  and  getting  the  estimate  in  and  giving  all 
the  certificates,  all  that  particular  part  of  it;  but 
really  all  that  the  Board  ordered  was  done.  There 
was  nothing  whereby  any  exception  could  be  taken  to 
what  the  Board  ordered,  because  I  thought  it  the 
proper  thing  to  do. 

2492.  Was  it  known  at  the  Board  that  you  had 
drawn  the  plan  ? — No.  I  did  not  want  to  be  brought 
into  connexion  with  Mr.  Hebb. 

2493.  Why  did  not  you  want  to  be  brought  into 
connexion  with  Mr.  Hebb  ? — After  we  had  the  Avenue 
Theatre.  My  client  Mr.  Parry  was  so  annoyed  at  the 
way  he  was  treated,  and  Mr.  Hebb  was  so  disagreeable 
in  the  way  in  which  he  carried  out  the  supervision 
that,  as  an  architect,  as  I  said  just  now,  I  did  not 
choose  to  have  anything  to  do  that  could  raise  a  ques- 
tion in  which  Mr.  Hebb  himself  could  be  brought  in. 

2494.  Did  you  think  that  Mr.  Hebb's  action  was 
the  subject  of  just  complaint  ? — I  think  it  would  per- 
haps be  very  unkind  of  me  to  give  an  opinion  that 
would  prejudice  any  one  against  Mr.  Hebb,  but  I  think 
at  all  events  he  was  unduly  severe,  and  a  little  careless 
perhaps  in  what  he  did. 

2495.  Were  there  any  other  theatres  or  music  halls 
beyond  the  Oxford  you  were  concerned  with  ? — No, 
unless  as  an  expert  or  witness. 

2496.  (Mr.  Winch.)  With  regard  to  the  plan  for 
the  Avenue  as  you  have  told  us  your  name  is  not  on  it. 

K  3 


Fifth  Day. 
18  May  1888. 

F,  H.  Fowler. 
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METROPOLITAN    BOAED  OF   WORKS   INQUIRY  COMMISSION  : 


Fifth  Day.      With  regard  to  the  plan  for  the.  Oxford  Music  Hall 

would  your  uarae  be  on  it  ? — No. 

18  May  1888.        2497.  On  any  plan  may  I  take  it  with  which  you 
•"Tj—  were  connected  as  architect  in  respect  of  sites  of  the 

F  H  Fowler    ^^^^^  ^^  J^"^  name  always  kept  off  ? — I  never  kept 
[ '  '    off  anything. 

2498.  I  will  not  use  the  expression  "  kept  off,"  but 
it  did  not,  in  fact,  appear  on  it  ? — I  think  with  the 
others  it  did.  I  was  very  much  surprised  to  find  it 
was  not  on  this. 

2499.  You  have  misunderstood  my  question.  You 
said  the  Oxford  Music  Hall  was  similar  ? — There  I 
handed  over  the  drawing  to  the  people  themselves 
to  do. 

2500.  Still  you  p;ot  the  emolument  from  it  alto- 
gether ? — Some  of  it. 

( Chairman.)  Not  altogether.  He  got  the  plan  and 
Mr.  Street  got  the  superintendence. 

2501.  {Mr.  Winch.)  What  was  the  division  of 
profit  there  ?  5  per  cent,  was  the  total  ? — The  gentle- 
man that  did  it  for  me,  Mr.  Street,  was  a  gentleman 
who  had  been  brought  up  in  my  office  for  many  years 
and  also  had  the  use  of  my  place  and  we  had  an 
arrangement  that  he  did  work  for  me  whenever  I 
wanted  it.     He  did  work  for  mc. 

2502.  Would  you  mind  telling  us  what  you  paid 
him.  It  is  not  a  delicate  question  ? — I  suppose  he  got 
about  half  the  commission. 

2503.  Is  it  not  really  beyond  supposition.  Do  not 
you  know  how  much  he  had  ? — I  really  am  not  fenc- 
ing with  the  question.  He  had  the  use  of  my  offices 
for  his  business  for  the  whole  year,  and  then  for  that 
arrangement  he  attended  to  such  work  as  I  could  not 
do.     I  had  a  great  deal  of  work  I  could  not  do. 

2504.  (  Chairman.)  Did  he  get  any  specific  payment 
for  superintending  this  Oxford  Music  Hall  business  ? 
— Not  in  money. 

2505.  {Mr.  Winch.)  How  much  did  the  building 
cost,  about  ? — I  should  think  the  building  cost  about 
2,348/. 

2506.  Then  all  you  got  was  117/.  for  that  ?— That 
is  all. 

2507.  For  the  Oxford  Music  Hall  ?— Yes,  it  was 
not  built,  it  was  only  an  alteration. 

2508.  And  Mr.  Street  got  nothing  but  the  use  of 
the  rooms  ? — He  got  something,  but  he  got  it  in  the 
shape  of  salary  and  in  the  use  of  the  rooms.  The 
actual  amount  he  had  in  money  was  40/.,  and  use  of 
oflice  20/. ;  in  all  60/. 

2509.  Was  he  doing  other  work  besides  for  you  for 
salary  ? — ^Not  at  that  time. 

2510.  How  many  weeks  was  he  employed  on  this  ? 
'                — He  took  it  with  his  other  work. 

2511.  What  was  there  different  in  this  transaction 
that  he  got  out  of  it  more  than  any  other  transaction 
in  which  you  were  engaged.  What  was  the  difference 
as  far  as  he  was  concerned  ? — He  got  it  under  our 
general  arrangement.  Whatever  I  wanted  him  to  do 
he  did.  He  had  not  much  business  to  do  at  that 
time. 

2512.  I  hope  the  Commission  understand  you,  but 
you  can  give  me  nothing  nearer  as  to  how  this  gentle- 
man got  anything  more  out  of  the  Oxford  Music  Hall 
than  he  got  out  of  anything  else  in  which  he  was 
engaged  in  your  office  ? — No. 

2513.  I  want  to  ask  you  about  this  Oxford  Music 
Hall  as  to  the  proscenium  wall.  Has  the  Oxford 
Music  Hall  got  a  proscenium  wall  ? — It  has  not. 

2514.  Is  not  that  a  violation  of  the  rule  that  in  any 
theatre  or  other  place  of  public  resort  for  the  public 
performance  of  stage  plays,  or  where  a  proscenium  wall 
should  be  erected,  a  proscenium  wall  shall  be  of  brick, 
and  carried  up  to  a  height  of  8  ft.  and  so  on  ?  How  was 
it  it  was  left  oat  there  ? — First  of  all  the  Board  never 
made  any  requisition  for  a  proscenium  wall  in  a  music 
hall  where  stage  plays  are  not  caiiied  on,  and  the 
Board  did  not  make  any  requisition  in  that  case,  nor 
do  they  ever  make  any  requisition. 

2515.  Then  there  was  nothing  unusual  in  that  you 
mean  to  say  ? — Certainly  not. 


{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  There  is  a  difference  between 
theatres  and  musi«  halls. 

2516.  {Mr.  Winch.)  In  the  Avenue  Theatre  there 
are  dressing-rooms  under  the  auditorium  ? — ^Yes. 

2517.  Is  that  a  violation  of  the  rules  ? — No. 

2518.  The  rule  I  am  referring  to  says  that  "  no 
"  workshop,  painting-room,  or  dressing-room  shall  be 
*'  formed  or  constructed  over  the  auditorium,  or  in  the 
"  space  under  the  same  "  ?— Yes,  that  is  so ;  but  in 
this  case  the  whole  of  the  lower  part  was  made  of  fire- 
proof construction  all  through,  and  there  was  a 
horizontal  party  wall,  and  therefore  it  was  a  separate 
buildmg  under  the  Act.  What  is  intended  by  the 
regulation  and  what  is  always  acted  upon  is  this  : 
Under  the  auditorium  they  used  to  put  their  dressing, 
rooms,  but  that  is  not  permitted  now  because  in  case 
of  fire  the  fire  would  come  through  and  destroy  the 
rooms  ;  but  when  you  put  the  whole  of  the  basement 
in  a  separate-  building  with  a  horizontal  fire-proof 
party  wall,  then  it  is  a  separate  building,  and  the 
Board  have  dispensing  powers  under  their  Act  with 
regard  to  it 

2519.  No  objection  was  raised  by  the  Board  to 
this  ?-^None  at  all. 

2520.  You  had  no  difficulty  in  getting  the  plans 
through  at  all  in  respect  of  it  ? — I  gave  the  plans  to 
the  architect  in  the  way  I  told  you,  and  they  were 
duly  considered  and  reported  upon  by  the  Building 
Act  Committee  and  passed  ;  but  of  coui*se  the  super- 
intending aixhitect  had  very  properly  called  attention 
to  the  fact  of  this  bemg  a  separate  building,  and 
pointed  out  the  reason  to  them  why  they  should  give 
a  dispensation. 

2521.  Was  that  Mr.  Robertson  ?— No,  not  Mr. 
Robertson. 

2522.  Then  it  would  be  Mr.  Vulliamy  ? — ^Ycf. 

2523.  Mr.  Robertson  would  not  have  the  slighest 
voice  in  that  ? — Not  the  slightest. 

2524.  You  were  on  very  intimate  terms  with  Mr. 
Robertson  ?~Certainly  not. 

2525.  My  reason  for  asking  you  that  is  this  :  You 
recollect  the  Robertson  inquiry  at  the  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works  ?— I  do. 

2526.  You  recollect  when  he  was  being  examined 
rather  closely  about  his  private  affairs  ho  said  he  would 
not  make  a  disclosure  of  them,  and  mentioned  your 
name  as  one  of  those  to  whom  he  would  make  the 
disclosure  ? — Yes. 

2527.  Was  not  that  because  you  were  on  very 
intimate  terms  with  him?— Certainly  not. 

2528.  How  was  that  ?— When  the  matter  w;is 
before  the  Committee  Mr.  Robertson  was  very  much 
pressed  to  disclose  his  means  of  income  at  that  time, 
and  I  said  to  Mr.  Robertson  when  he  told  the  Com- 
mittee that  they  had  no  right  to  ask  him,  that  having 
heard  what  the  Committee  had  said  I  thought  it  was 
his  duty  to  make  a  full  disclosure ;  and  on  that  he 
said  he  would  consider  it,  and  the  next  time  he  came 
he  put  down  my  name  and  some  other  gentleman's 
name  and  Lord  Magheramorne  as  the  persons  he  was 
willing  to  make  a  disclosure  to,  but  it  was  not  that  I 
had  any  intimacy  with  or  knowledge  of  him. 

.  2529.  With  regard  to  these  committees  to  which 
these  plans  would  be  sent,  did  you  attend  these  com- 
mittees at  all  ? — I  was  pretty  regular  in  my  attendance 
on  the  committees.  Of  coui-se  where  there  was  any- 
thing brought  forward  as  to  which  I  was  acting  as 
architect  I  did  not  take  any  part  in  it. 

2530.  Did  you  attend  the  committees  ? I  always 

attended  the  committees;  I  did  my  duty  to  the 
Board.  ^ 

2531.  Did  you  vote  on  any  of  the  questions  ?— Cer- 
tainly not. 

2532.  But  you  were  present  at  the  committee  ?— 
Yes. 

2533.  You  did  not  leave  the  room  when  a  dis- 
cussion with  reference  to  the  Avenue  Theatre,  for 
instance,  came  on  ?— There  never  was  any  discussion 
as  to  that  that  I  am  aware  of. 

2534.  Was  there  at  any  meeting  of  any  committee 
a  discussion  in  respect  of  land  as  to  which  you  were 
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engaged  as  architect,  or  when  you  attended  meetings 
of  the  Board  was  there  any  discussion  with  reorard  to 
it  ? — There  was  a  discussion,  perhaps,  in.  the  sense  of 
the  chairman  bringing  up  the  report  of  the  committee, 
or  a  discussion  in  the  sense  of  the  architect's  report 
being  read  and  approved,  but  there  was  nothing  of  a 
character  that  requh-ed  me  to  leave  the  room,  and  I 
did  not  leave  the  room. 

2535.  You  told  me,  with  regard  to  the  A.venue 
Theatre  plan,  you  took  it  yourself  to  Mr.  Vulliamy  ? 
_I  did. 

2536.  Did  you  tell  the  members  of  the  committee 
before  whom  that  would  come  that  you  were  architect 
for  it  ? — I  think  I  did. 

2537.  You  can  only  say  you  think  ? — I  know  I  did, 
because  it  came  before  the  Board,  and  it  was  known 
1  was  architect. 

2538.  It  did  not  strike  you  that  from  that  moment 
it  would  have  been  prudent  to  have  taken  your  name 
off  the  committee  ? — ^The  committee  had  nothing  to 
do  with  it. 

2539.  Surely,  with  regard  to  this  plan,  they  would 
have  something  to  say  to  it  ? — The  plans  were  brought 
up  and  report^  upon  by  the  architect  and  approved. 

2540.  By  the  committee  ? — ^By  the  committee.  If 
there  had  been  any  question  raised,  and  if  he  had  dis- 
approved of  the  plans  or  made  any  objection,  then,  of 
course,  I  should  have  retired  right  out  of  it  and  let  it 
be  fought  out. 

2541.  The  object  of  the  committee  to  consider  in 
the  public  interest  was  whether  those  plans  ought  to 
be  approved.     Am  I  right  in  that  ? — Yes. 

2542.  Yon  would  be  there  in  your  private  interest 
to  advance  the  interest  of  your  client  all  you  could  ? — 
I  should  not  care.  If  the  committee  thought  the 
plan  ought  to  be  put  in  another  way,  or  that  the  rooms 
or  the  disposition  of  the  building  should  be  otheiwise 
arranged,  it  would  be  nothing  to  me,  because  I  was 
only  paid  professionally ;  I  had  no  interest  in  it  at  all. 
Of  course  I  should  much  sooner  see  the  thing  go 
clearly  through. 

2543.  I  quite  agree  ? — But  I  should  not  have  taken 
any  part  at  all  if  there  had  been  anything  like  a  dis- 
cussion upon  it. 

2544.  But  otherwise  arranged.  If  it  had  been 
arranged  by  another  person  you  would  not  have  had 
the  fees  ? 

{Chairman,)  That  is  really  rather  matter  of  argu- 
ment. 

2544a.  {Mr,  Winch,)  Then  I  will  leave  that  at  once. 
Did  you  know  that  Mr.  Saunders  was  interested  in  the 
Pavilion  as  architect  to  the  Pavilion  site  ? — I  knew 
it  in  common  with  the  re?t  of  the  Board  when  the 
drawings  came  up.     I  did  not  know  it  before. 

2545.  On  that  committee  you  would  attend  and 
vote  and  express  your  opiniou  ? — I  did. 

2546.  Did  Mr.  Saunders  attend  and  vote  on  those 
matters  in  which  you  were  interested? — I  had  no 
idea.  I  never  saw  him  vote  specially  upon  my 
mattein^.  He  was  a  veiy  bad  attendant  at  any  of  the 
committees. 

2547.  He  did  not  attend  on  those  things  in  which 
ho  was  interested,  as  far  as  you  recollect? — No,  I 
do  not. 

2548.  His  attendance  was  good  then  ? — I  cannot 
carry  in  my  mind  with  the  large  number  of  things 
brought  before  the  committee  when  Mr.  Saunders 
was  present  and  when  he  was  not. 

2549.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  think  these  matters 
about  which  you  have  been  a.sked,  namely,  the  Oxford 
Music  Hall  and  the  Avenue  Theatre,  were  the  subject 
of  a  special  report  of  the  Buildings  Act  Committee  ? 
—Yes. 

2550.  That  is  on  page  192a  of  the  minutes.  It  is 
the  report  to  the  Board  of  the  Building  Act  Com- 
mittee, which  says,  "  Your  committee  have  to  report 
<<  that  their  attention  has  been  called  to  certain  public 
"  statements  of  recent  date  with  respect  to  the  Avenue 
**  Theatre  and  the  Oxford  Music  Hall,  to  the  effect 
"  that  in  each  of  those  cases  the  Board's  regulations 
"  for  the  construction  of  places  of  public  entertain- 


''  ment  have  been  infringed  with  the  connivancy  of      Fifth  Day. 

**  the  Board.     Having  regard  to  the  serious  charac-  

"  ter  of  the  chai-ges,  your  committee  have  thought    *® May! 881. 
"  it  fit  to  inquire  into  the  facts  connected  with  the  "^7 

"  buildings   referred   to,   and   they  now  i-eport   the    F.^ff.  Fowler. 

**  result  of  their  investigation  for  the  information  of       1 

•*  the  Board."  Then  they  give  an  acconnt  of  the 
Avenue  Theatre,  and  cite  the  11th  regulation,  that  is, 
the  11th  regulation  with  reference  to  new  theatres 
made  under  the  Act  of  1878  ? — Yes. 

2551.  It  enacts  that  ^'  no  workshop,  painting- room, 
"  or  dressing-room  shall  be  formed  or  constructed 
"  over  the  auditorium,  or  in  the  space  under  the 
"  same."  Then  it  says,  "  The  specific  charge  made 
"  against  the  Board  is  that  a  suite  of  dressing-rooms 
**  has  been  permitted  to  be  constructed  under  the 
"  auditorium  contrary  to  such  1 1th  regulation.  Your 
**  committee  find  that  there  are  dressing-rooms  under 
**  the  au<litorium,  and  that  they  were  aware  of  the 
"  fact  when  they  recommended  the  drawings  for 
"  approval,  as  they  mentioned  it  in  their  report  to 
^*  the  Board.  But  they  also  mentioned  in  the  same 
"  report  an  important  fact  which  the  public  state- 
*'  ments  on  the  subject  have  suppressed,  namely,  the 
"  dressing-rooms  (each  of  which  is  shown  upon  the 
"  plan  to  be  lighted  and  ventilated  from  the  external 
"  air,  and  is  surrounded  by  a  brick  wall)  are  sepa- 
**  rated  from  the  auditorium  above  by  brick  arches 
**  nine  inches  thick  at  the  crown,  the  haunches  being 
**  filled  in  with  concrete.  Under  these  circumstances 
*'  your  committee  recommended  the  Board  to  exercise 
'*  the  power  conferred  upon  them  by  the  12th  section 
"  of  the  above-named  Act,  and  to  dispense  with  the 
'*  regulation  as  to  dressing-rooms,  which  was  done 
'*  accordingly."  Do  you  remember  with  regard  to 
concreting  the  haunches,  whether  that  was  a*  sugges- 
tion made  by  the  committee,  or  was  that  put  in  by 
yourself  ? — I  am  not  quite  sura  about  that.  I  know 
it  was  put  in  in  cement. 

2552.  Then  it  says,  **  The  second  instance  referred 
'<  to  in  the  public  statements,  namely,  that  of  the 
**  Oxford  Music  Hall,  in  Oxford  Street,  is  of  a  totally 
-*  different  character.  That  comes  under  the  category 
"  of  an  old  building.'*  That  was  in  existence  before 
the  Building  Act  of  1878  passed?— Yes;  I  did  not 
consthict  it. 

2553.  "And.  could,  therefore,  only  be  dealt  with 
"  under  the  11th  section  of  that  Act,  which  empowers 
**  the  Board  to  require  alterations  to  be  made  for 
"  remedying  the  structural  defects  of  the  building. 
"  The  Act,  it  may  be  mentioned,  limits  the  alterations 
"  to  those  which  can  be  efiected  at  a  moderate  ex- 
'*  penditure,  and  gives  the  owner  the  right  of  appeal 
"  to  an  arbitrator  against  the  Board's  requirements. 
"  The  Board's  sealed  notice  containing  11  requisi- 
"  tions  as  to  structural  defects  was  served  upon  the 
'*  owners  on  the  5th  Aujgfust  1884.  The  works  were 
"  duly  carried  out,  and  the  Board,  on  the  6th  March 
**  1885,  directed  that  their  completion  should  be 
'*  notified  to  the  justices  of  Middlesex.  The  charge 
**  made  against  the  Board  is  that  the  hall  was  re- 
"  built,  but  that  it  has  no  proscenium  wall,  aw  re- 
**  quired  by  the  fourth  regulation."  That  fourth 
regulation  is  one  of  the  regulations  as  to  new  theatres  ? 
— It  is  as  to  new  theatres. 

2554.  "  This  statement  is  incorrect  in  more  than 
**  one  particular.  The  hall  was  not  rebuilt,  but 
"  merely  had  such  alterations  made  to  it  as  were 
"  specined  in  the  Board's  notice.  The  idea  that  the 
"  Board's  regulations  apply  in  any  way  to  old  b^jild- 
"  ings  is  based  upon  a  misapprehension  of  the  Act  of 
*'  1878,  which,  in  its  12th  section,  expressly  limits 
"  those  regulations  to  new  theatres  and  music  halls. 
"  The  Board  did  not  consider  it  necessary  to  order  a 
"  proscenium  wall  to  be  erected,  and  such  a  require- 
"  ment  would  have  been  contrary  to  their  usual 
**  practice  with  regard  to  music  halls.''  Is  that 
within  your  knowledge  ? — That  is  so. 

2555.  It  is  contrary  to  the  usual  practice  ? — Yes. 

2556.  The  arrangements  as  to  music  halls  do  not 
require  such  a  protection  ? — ^There  is  no  scenery,  and 
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they  are  not  used  for  stage  plays,  and  therefore  the 
proscenium  wall  which  is  to  stop  the  fire  does  not 
apply. 

2557.  The  proscenium  wall  is  a  brick  wall  built  up 
where  the  opening  for  the  stage  is  ? — Going  right 
through  the  roof. 


2658.  (Mr.  Winch.)  There  is  one  question  which  I 
omitted  to  ask.  Did  you  ever  advise  anyone  as  to  the 
price  to  be  sent  in  for  a  site  ? — Never. 

2559.  Not  in  any  way? — No.  I  always  declined 
when  asked  to  give  any  opinion. 

2560.  Did  you  ever  advise  other  architects  as  to  the 
plans  they  should  send  in  to  the  Board  ? — Never. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


{Chairman    to    Mr,    Meadmos     White.)  If    you 
desire  now  to  examine  Mr.  Blashill  with  reference  to 


Ihe  matter  you  mentioned  now  would  be  a  oonvenient 
opportunity. 


Mr.  Thomas  Blasiull  recalled,  further  examined. 


Mr. 

T.  Blashai. 


2561 .  (Mr,  Meadows  White.)  You  have  given  it 
us  already,  but  just  to  refresh  our  memory,  when 
did  you  become  superintending  architect  ? — I  was 
appointed,  I  think,  on  the  28th  January  of  last  year, 
and  entered  upon  my  duties  a  month  afterwards. 

2562.  Amongst  other  things  which  came  under 
your  superintendence,  did  you  find  that  the  Board 
were  in  possession  of  a  lot  of  houses  on  various  sites  ? 
— Yes,  a  large  number  of  old  houses  of  which  they 
were  compelled  to  retain  possession. 

2563.  Were  those  upon  sites  of  nrtizans  dwellings 
improvements  that  had  taken  place  or  were  about  to 
take  place,  and  also  of  street  improvements  ? — Yes, 
upon  sites  of  both  those  natures. 

2564.  The  Board  were  prevented  from  pulling 
down  more  than  a  certain  number  of  houses  at  a  time, 
and  therefore  these  houses  when  they  are  purchased 
are  left  upon  theii*  hands  ? — ^Yes. 

2565.  Are  they  empty  or  in  occupation  still? — 
They  must  be  in  occupation,  the  greater  portion 
of  them.  They  must  be  kept  in  occupation,  and 
therefore  must  be  kept  in  proper  structural  and  sani- 
tary condition. 

2566.  These  houses,  as  a  rule,  are  veiy  old  houses 
which  have  to  be  cleared  away  under  these  Acts  of 
Parliament  ? — Yes,  they  are  worse  than  old  ;  they  are 
filthy  and  dilapidated  to  a  large  extent. 

2567.  The  people  that  are  in  them,  I  suppose,  pay 
rent  as  far  as  you  can  collect  it  ? — Yes. 

2568.  But  you  have  to  keep  them  i  i  order  with 
reference  to  sanitary  matters? — Yes,  ihe  Board  is 
compelled  to  keep  them  in  order. 

2569.  Is  there  any  other  work  which  has  to  be  done 
on  such  sites  ? — Yes,  a  very  large  quantity  of  work 
has  to  be  done  on  every  site.  When  the  site  has  been 
cleared,  care  has  to  be  taken  that  the  property  adjoin- 
ing is  left  in  a  proper  structural  condition,  so  far  as 
the  power  of  the  Board  extends — the  party  walls  and 
foundations  of  the  adjoining  property. 

2570.  Did  you  find  that  this  work  was  done  or  had 
been  done  by  Mr.  Pett? — It  was  at  that  time  being 
done  by  Mr.  Pett. 

2571.  Amongst  other  things  when  you  came  into 
your  office,  did  you  take  care  to  see  how  the  work 
was  being  done  ? — I  did ;  I  inspected  a  large  number 
of  the  sites  with  the  view,  amongst  others,  of  seeing 
how  this  work  was  done,  and  the  nature  of  it,  and  the 
way  it  was  being  done. 

2572.  About  how  many  houses  did  you  find, 
roughly  ? — In  the  two  years — I  have  had  it  taken  out 
— preceding  my  coming  in  (that  is,  1885  and  1886), 
there  were  from  about  1,600  to  2,000  houses  dealt 
with.  There  would  be  at  all  times  about  500  houses 
in  hand. 

2573.  But  those  two  years  there  were  more  than 
the  average  ? — I  think  the  average  was  large  then. 

2574.  Were  the  houses  all  of  this  character  ? — A 
very  large  proportion  of  them.  Some  required 
nothing  doing  to,  but  others  required  on  several  occa- 
sions a  repetition  of  the  work  which  had  been  done, 
chiefly  on  account  of  the  habits  of  the  people  living  in 
the  houses. 

2575.  What  was  Mr.  Pett's  business  with  reference 
to  these  houses  ? — He  had  to  keep  them  in  order 
according  to  the  instructions  he  received. 


2576.  What  sort  of  work  was  it.  Was  it  difficult 
work  to  get  done  ? — Very  difficult  work  to  get  done ; 
a  kind  of  work  which  builders  do  not  care  to  do.  I 
have  had  difficulties  since,  by  resolution  of  the  Board, 
I  ceased  to  employ  Mr.  Pett,  in  getting  the  work 
done. 

2577.  Under  what  circumstances  did  Mr.  Pett 
cease  to  be  employed  ? — There  was  a  resolution  of  the 
Board  in  consequence  of  matters  of  which  the  Com- 
mission is  aware. 

2578.  (Cliairtnan.)  What  was  the  date  of  that. 
We  have  not  had  that  resolution  ? — ^I  do  not  know 
the  date,  but  I  see  the  date  of  his  last  bill  is  about 
March  1887. 

2579.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Have  you  one  of 
his  bills  there  ? — I  have  several  bills  here. 

2580.  And  my  Ix)rd  can  see  them  ? — Yes. 

2581.  However,  that  is  the  date  of  his  last  bill  ? — 
Yes. 

2582.  How  did  you  find  the  work  was  being  done  ? 
— The  work  was  very  well  done  which  I  could  then 
inspect,  the  work  which  was  visible  to  the  eye.  It 
was  sound  brickwork ;  good  bricks  and  good  cement. 
Cement  was  used  to  a  large  extent  because  it  is  neces- 
sary to  keep  the  weather  out  of  the  adjoining  houses 
when  the  Board  have  pulled  down  adjoining  property 
and  cleared  the  site  and  left  the  neighbours'  houses 
standing. 

2583.  How  was  the  matter  of  checking  managed  ? 
— The  habit  had  been  for  Mr.  Walker  in  my  depart- 
ment to  visit  the  whole  of  these  at  intervals,  and 
measure  the  work  so  far  as  it  was  possible  to  measure 
it,  and  investigate  it  so  far  as  it  could  be  investigated 
after  it  was  done. 

2584.  When  you  came  in  you  found  Mr.  Walker 
engaged  on  this  work.  Did  you  yourself  go  round 
with  Mr.  Walker  to  the  various  sites  ? — No,  I  did  not 
go  round  with  Mr.  Walker.  I  saw  them  indepen- 
dently, and  afterwards  I  conversed  with  him  about 
them. 

2585.  Did  you  find  that  he  had  knowledge  of  the 
work,  and  had  been  superintending  the  work,  and 
was  superintending  it  efficiently  ? — Yes,  perfectly. 
He  gave  me  a  straightforward  account  of  each  point 
that  it  was  possible  to  find  the  account  of,  and  with 
his  account  I  agreed,  having  independently  examined 
it. 

2586.  You  independently  examined  it,  and  found 
Mr.  Walker's  account  to  you  was  trustworthy  ? — Yes, 
it  was  trustworthy. 

2587.  I  believe  that  since  Mr.  Walker  has  received 
a  higher  position  in  the  office  ? — Yes,  after  a  certain 
time,  after  having  Mr.  Walker  under  me  for  several 
months  I  considered  it  was  unfit  he  should  hold  the 
position  of  a  temporary  clerk  under  the  Board  with 
such  important  duties  to  perform,  and  being  conxinced 
of  his  capabilities  and  usefulness  I  advised  the  Board 
to  take  him  on  the  permanent  staff*,  which  they  did. 

2588.  You  found  him  an  efficient  man  ? — I  have  in 
every  respect. 

•2589.  With  regard  to  the  mode  in  which  the 
accounts  were  passed,  the  bills  were  sent  in,  I  believe, 
to  the  accountant's  office? — Yes,  they  go  direct  to 
the  accountant's  office.  That  is  the  routine  of  the 
office. 
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2690.  Have  you  any  of  the  bills  there  ?— I  have. 

2591.  They  are  passed  in  the  accountant's  office, 
and,  I  believe,  a  gentleAnan  of  the  name  of  Campion 
has  to  do  with  that  ? — The  accountant  forwards  ac- 
counts belonging  to  my  department  to  me,  and  I  have 
to  check  them  as  regards  the  quantities  and  the  labour 
done,  to  see  the  things  charged  for  tally  with  the 
facts. 

2592.  {Chairman.)  Who  would  do  that  before  you 
were  there  ? — Mr.  Walker  for  some  long  time  before 
I  was  there  did  that,  and,  indeed,  does  it  now,  but  he 
did  it  to  the  end  of  Mr.  Pett's  services  continuously 
with  assistance. 

2593.  {Mr.  Meadows  White,)  That  being  done, 
does  Mr.  Campion  see  the  prices  are  properly  charged  ? 
—Yes. 

2594.  Is  there  a  scale  of  prices  ? — ^Yes.  Wherever 
there  are  scales  of  prices  Mr.  Campion  is  the  officer 
in  the  Accountant's  Department  who  knows  those 
scales,  and  he  is  familiar  with  them. 

2595.  {Chairman.)  There  were  no  scales  of  prices 
in  this  case? — No,  but  there  were  building  prices; 
such  things  as  the  prices  of  bricks. 

2596.  Who  would  know  that  ? — Mr.  Campion  would 
know  that  perfectly.  It  is  a  matter  of  common 
knowledge  amongst  surveyors. 

2597.  {Mr.  Meadows  White,)  Is  Mr.  Campion  a 
competent  man  for  that  purpose  ? — ^I  have  no  doubt 
of  that  whatever.  I  am  in  constant  communicatiori 
with  him  on  these  things,  and  he  brings  any  case  to 
me  of  doubt,  and  if  anything  is  charged  beyond  his 
scale.     He  is  not  a  surveyor. 

2598.  {Chairman.)  Is  a  knowledge  of  the  price  of 
bricks  an  ordinary  part  of  the  business  of  an  accoun- 
tant?— I  believe  that  it  is,  from  an  accountant's 
point  of  view.  The  business  of  an  accountant  has 
increased  very  rapidly  of  late  years. 

2599.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Mr.  Campion  was 
originally  in  the  Engineers'  Department,  and  I  find, 
acting  on  the  suggestion  which  my  Lord  has  thrown 
out,  he  was  specially  taken  from  that  department  to 
the  Accountants'  Department  ? — I  did  not  know  that 


till  this  moment,  but  that  tallies  with  what  I  should 
suppose  from  his  perfect  knowledge  of  the  business. 

2600.  Then  the  accounts  having  been  settled  the 
usual  course  as  in  the  case  of  Mr.  Pett  is  that  notice 
is  sent  to  him  with  the  amount  he  is  to  receive  on  the 
notice,  and  he  attends? — Of  that  I  know  nothinijf. 
My  business  is  to  sign  these  accounts  when  I  am 
satisfied  with  them,  and  in  this  case  I  had  to  make  a 
memorandum  upon  the  accounts  which  I  made  and 
signed. 

{Chairman.)  1  should  like  to  look  at  the  accounts. 
{Same  handed  to  his  Lordship.) 

2601.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Who  signed  the  accounts 
previously  to  you  ? — I  cannot  say.  I  should  assume 
the  superintending  architect  so  long  as  he  was  there. 

2602.  These  accounts  which  you  handed  us  are  all 
in  your  time  ? — Yes,  they  are  all  checked  in  my  time. 

2603.  {Mr.  Meadows  White,)  If  the  Commbsion 
would  like  to  see  the  accounts  in  Mr.  Vulliamy's  time 
they  can  be  produced.  {To  the  Witness.)  You  do 
not  know  how  long  it  was  before  Mr.  Vulliamy's 
death  that  he  was  absent  from  his  office  ? — No,  I  can- 
not say  that.     It  was  a  great  part  of  the  year,  I  think. 

2604.  {Mr.  Bosanquet,)  Was  there  an  interval 
between  Mr.  Vulliamy's  attendance  at  the  office  and 
your  appointment  ? — Yes  ;  he  was  absent  a  good  deal 
the  previous  year.  1  know  that  from  the  ordinary 
sources  of  information  and  from  what  I  heard  in  the 
office.  He  came  during  the  middle  of  the  year  1886 
for  some  time,  but  ultimately  he  resigned,  and  before 
his  resignation  had  been  accepted  he  died. 

2605.  You  do  not  know  how  far  his  work  was  done 
for  him  during  the  latter  part  of  his  term  ? — During 
that  part  of  the  time  it  is  quite  ceiiain  that  a  great 
portion  of  his  work  must  have  been  done  for  him, 
and,  in  fact,  Mr.  Hebb,  the  assistant  architect,  had 
the  title  of  acting  superintending  architect  or  some 
such  title  given  him  in  order  that  he  might  execute 
Mr.  Vulliamy's  functions  during  his  inability  to  do 
them. 

2606.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  1  believe  this  par- 
ticular work  Mr.  Goddard  signed  for  ? — Mr.  Goddard 
was  the  valuei*. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Adjourned  till  Friday,  June  Ist,  at  11  o'clock* 
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bevobb: 


Lord  Herschbll, 


I 


Mr.  Grbnfbll. 
Lord  HERSOHELL  in  thf  Chair. 


Mr.  Bosanquet,  Q.C., 


{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  With  reference  to  the  matter 
which  was  inquired  into,  I  think,  on  the  last  occasion, 
as  to  the  signature  of  the  cheques  handed  to  Mr. 
Pett,  and  the  handing  of  the  cheques  to  Mr.  Pett,  I 
forgot  to  refer  your  Lordship  to  the  byelaw  of  the 
Board  which  regulates  how  that  is  done.    It  is  in  the 


little  book  your  Lordship  has,  at  page  35.     The 
lations  as  to  cheques  are  all  set  out. 

{Chairman,)  Payment  for  the  work  he  did  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Yes.  The  chairman  handed 
the  cheques  to  him,  and  in  his  absence  Mr.  Ganu, 
the  accountant,  gave  them  to  him. 


regu-       Sixth  Day. 


1  June  1S88. 


Mr.  Jamss  Ebenezer  Saunders  i-ecalled  and  further  examined. 


2607.  {Chairman.)  I  shall  only  trouble  you  with 
two  or  three  questions  this  morning,  as  I  understand 
you  are  not  welL  There  are  some  corrections  which 
you  have  made  in  your  evidence  which  are  more  than 
mere  clerical  corrections,  which  are  statements  of 
substantive  facts  which  we  must  have  from  you 
directly.    You  produce  the  measurement  of  works  at 

i     5il42. 


the  Pavilion,  certified  by  Mr.  Hunt,  the  total  being 
41,754/.  Is.  2d.  ? — ^Including  Mr.  Hunt's  charges  ? 

2608.  40,736/.  without  his  charges  ?— Yes. 

2609.  I  understand  that  you  received  2,000/.  in 
payment  of  your  charges  as  architect  ? — That  is  so. 
I  have  given  you  the  dates. 

L 


Mr,  J.  K 
Saunders, 
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2610.  You  did  not  i-eceive  the  6  per  cent,  on  the 
odd  sum  of  736/.  ? — I  did  not.  As  I  suggested  to 
your  Lordship  last  time,  the  odd  figures  were  not 
dealt  with. 

2611.  I  understand  you  received  a  cheque  from  Mr. 
Yilliers  on  July  18th,  1885  for  300/.,  on  June  30th, 
1886  for  500/.,  on  February  2l8t,  1887  for  700/.,  and 
on  July  6th,  1887  for  500/.'?— Within  a  day  or  two  of 
those  datei>. 

2612.  Making  in  all  2,000/.  ?— Yes. 

2613.  That  is  all  I  need  trouble  you  with  at 
present.  The  Commission  may  have  to  require  your 
attendance  at  a  future  date.  You  have  no  alteration 
to  make  with  regard  to  any  payments  you  have  made 
out  of  the  2,000/.  ? — No.  T  have  given  you,  I  think, 
the  three  amounts. 

2614.  What  I  mean  is,  that  in  the  first  instance, 
when  you  told  us  the  payments  you  had  made  out, 
your  impression  was  that  they  had  been  made  out  at 
1,800/.  It  now  appears  that  you  i*eceived  2,000/.  ? — 
I  was  speaking  perfectly  on  the  spur  of  the  moment. 

2615.  You  have  no  correction  to  make  with  regard 
o  your  payments  made  ? — No,  I  have  not. 

2616.  You  received  the  sum  of  30  guineas  in 
respect  of  Humphreys'  Hall  ? — I  did. 

2617.  What  did  you  do  for  Mr.  Humphreys  ? — I 
attended  at  his  architect's  offices  and  went  through  the 
whole  of  the  plans,  designing  alterations  which  would 
be  the  best  for  the  public  purposes  as  complying  with 
whatever  might  be  needed  to  alter  them  for  public 
safety.  * 

2618.  He  had  a  separate  architect  independently  of 
you  ? — I  said  so,  Mr.  Spencer  Chadwick. 

2619.  (Mr,  Grain.)  That  was  after  the  fire,  was  it 
not? — I  do  not  remember.     I  said  so  last  time. 

2620.  I  asked  you  before  whether  it  was  after  the 
serious  fire  thnt  took  place,  and  there  was  a  very  great 
difficulty  about  passing  plans  for  the  amended 
Humphreys'  Hall  ? — I  think  not. 

2621.  I  do  not  want  to  pursue  it  unless  you  have 
satisfied  your  mind  upon  the  matter? — No,  I  have 
not. 

2622.  1  make  this  suggestion  to  you,  for  your 
information.  There  was  a  very  serious  fire  there, 
which  burnt  down  the  flats,  as  they  were  called  ? — 
That  I  remember. 

2623.  And  after  that  there  were  proceedings  by  the 
Board  against  Mr.  Humphreys,  the  nominal  proprietor 
of  Humphreys'  Hall  ? 

(Chairman.)  I  have  been  through  all  the  minutes. 
I  have  a  note  of  all  the  minutes  relating  to  Humphreys' 
Hall. 

(Mr.  Grain,)  After  that  I  suggest  only — ^I  do. not 
know  that  I  am  right — that  there  was  some  difficulty 
about  the  plans,  and  I  wanted  to  ask  Mr.  Saunders 
whether  he  was  professionally  engaged  in  passing 
those  new  plans  ? 


(fFitness.)  I  do  not  think  they  were  the  new 
plans. 

2624.  I  think  the  fire  must  have  been  about  1885 
or  1886? 

(Chairman.)  1  think  September  1886  was  the  date 
of  the  receipt  of  the  money  by  Mr.  Saunders. 

(Pf'itness.)  If  that  were  so,  then  my  professional 
engagement  there  was  a  long  while  ahead  of  that, 
earlier. 

2625.  Do  you  mean  earlier  than  the  time  when  you 
received  the  payment  ? — Oh,  yes. 

2626.  (Mr.  Grain.)  It  was  after  the  fire.  You  know 
that  ?— No,  I  do  not.  That  is  just  the  point;  I  am 
not  at  all  sure  it  was  after  the  fire. 

2627.  Do  you  recollect  when  Mr.  Humphreys  was 
prosecuted  by  the  Board  for  an  infringement  of  the 
Building  Acts  ? — I  do  not  rememl>er. 

2628.  You  know  he  was  prosecuted? — You  are 
telling  me  so.     I  do  not  remember  it. 

2629.  On  the  last  occasion  but  one  Mr.  Saundei-s, 
at  the  request  of  your  Lordship  I  think,  was  to  produce 
a  list  of  the  sites  of  the  theatres  in  which  he  had  been 
engaged  as  an  architect  after  requisitions,  if  I  may  use 
that  term,  had  been  made  by  the  Board.  I  do  not 
know  whether  Mr.  Saunders  has  posted  up  his  memory 
upon  that  matter.  If  not,  I  would  respectfully  ask 
hi«  Lordship  on  some  future  occasion  to  ask  some 
questions  on  that  ? — I  should  be  very  happy  if  I  have 
it,  but  what  I  understood  his  Lordship  a^ed  for,  and 
what  I  had  with  me  on  the  last  occasion,  was  a  list  of 
the  Board  sites,  that  is  to  say,  the  land  which  had 
once  been  in  the  Board's  keeping,  and  which  I  had 
built  buildings  upon.  I  think  that  was  what  his 
Lordship  asked  me. 

2680.  (Chairman.)  Yes.  I  understood  you  to  have 
said  that  the  only  theatres  with  which  you  had  to  do 
professionally  were  the  Adelphi,  the  Criterion,  and 
Humphreys'  Hall  ? — Those  are  all  that  I  remember. 

2631.  (Mr.  Grenfsll.)  And  the  National  Concer 
Hall? — No,  the  National  Concert  Hall  is  no  part 
of  it. 

2631.  (Mr.  Grain,)  1  think  if  Mr.  Saunders  will 
kindly  look  through  some  memorand.i  that  he  may 
have,  or  books  or  whatever  they  may  be  which  he 
keeps,  he  will  find  there  were  other  places  of  public 
entertainment,  I  put  it  in  that  way,  without  alluding 
to  theatres,  in  which  he  was  engaged ;  I  am  so  in- 
.•:tructed ;  if  I  am  wrong  of  course  I  do  not  wish  to 
ask  the  question. 

(Witness.)  I  do  not  know  of  any;  if  I  find  them 
your  Lordship  shall  have  them. 

2633.  (Chairman.)  It  is  important  that  you  shoiild 
^ive  us  all.  Of  course  if  we  got  the  information  that 
there  are  others  it  would  be  rather  a  serious  matter  ? 
— I  can  quite  understand  your  Lordship.  All  that  I 
know  of  you  shall  have. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  William  Pett  recalled,  further  examined. 


3/r.  W.  Pdt         2634.  (Chairman,)  Have  you  now  made  out  from 

J. [ your  bank  book  or  other   do^umentA  an  account  of 

payments  that  you  made  to  Mr.  Robertson  ? — Well, 
partly.  I  have  not  been  very  well  lately,  but  I  have 
tried  to  do  it  myself,  and  I  find  it  a  rather  difficult 
thing.  You  must  pardon  me,  because  my  memory 
will  not  serve  me  to  tell  it  verbally.  I  have  asked  for 
some  additional  time  to  give  the  statement  of  account 
between  myself  and  Mr.  Robertson,  which  is  exceed- 
ingly complicated,  and  I  find  I  cannot  unassisted  make 
it  out.  I  am  able  of  course  to  debit  him  with  the 
amounts  paid  by  me  to  him  by  cheque,  but  I  have 
great  difficulty  in  finding  out  what  I  have  paid  him 
in  cash,  and  any  repayments  made  by  him  to  me, 
although  I  am  satisfied  he  has  paid  me  everything  I 
tdvunced  to  him.  I  have  airanged  for  an  accountant 
to  go  into  my  books  for  the  purpose.  If  you  will 
grant  me  that  I  shall  feel  obliged. 


2635.  Certainly  ? — There  are  one  or  two  corrections 
I  wish  to  make  which  I  coidd  not  make  in  the  printed 
form.  I  want  to  connect  my  evidence  in  certain  par- 
ticulars which  appear  to  me  to  be  inaccurate.  First, 
I  was  asked  if  I  kept  a  wages  book.  Believing  that 
the  inquiry  was  in  reference  to  the  cash  paid  to  me 
by  Mr.  Robertson,  I  said  no,  but,  as  I  have  thought 
since,  the  inquiry  referred  to  my  business,  1  wish  to 
say  that  I  do  keep  wages'  books  in  my  business,  and 
am  wilhng  to  produoe  them.  I  stated  also  that  there 
were  no  contracts  between  the  Board  and  myself,  but 
I  find  that  there  are  a  few,  but  not  many,  very  small 
contracts,  very  small  contracts  indeed.  The  bill  I 
Rtated  I  had  renewed  to  Mr.  Robertson  was  not  his 
bill,  but  Mr.  William  Grey's. 

2636.  Which  bill  is  that  you  are  alluding  to  ?-i-I 
said  Mr.  Robertson  had  one  bill  renewed.  He  had 
none  at  all  renewed.     It  was  Mr.  Grey's  bill.    I  said 
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albo  that  there  were  no  other  payments  to  Mr.  Robert- 
son than  the  I.O.U's  and  bills.  I  did  not  at  the  time 
understand  that  the  question  referred  to  anything  el8e> 
but,  as  a  fact,  I  hare  made  other  payments  to  Mr. 
Robertson,  and  those  will  appear  in  my  accounts. 

2637.  What  were  the  other  payments  for?— I  will 
tell  yon.  One  was  for  a  building  I  built  for  him, 
9  and  10,  York  Street,  Shoreditch.  I  have  been  the 
purchaser  since  of  the  freehold. 

2638.  Purchased  it  from  whom  ? — (Mr.  RobetUon.) 
I  can  produce  all  my  accounts.  I  wish  to  have  every- 
thing clear.     I  want  everything  to  come  in. 

2^9.  When  did  you  make  that  purchase  of  him  ? 
—I  can  tell  you  that.     The  18th  November  1885.. 

2640.  How  much  did  you  pay  for  it  ?-— 600/. 
o66/.  6s,  in  cheque  and  the  rest  in  cash.  I  say  in  cash 
because  there  were  other  payinents  to  settle  the 
account. 

2641.  You  had  built  the  house  for  him  ? — I  had 
built  the  house. 

2642.  Was  that  on  the  site  belonging  to  the  Board, 
do  you  know  ?— Well,  I  should  say  it  was  because  it 
joined  the  "  Swan  "  tavern. 

2643.  What  was  the  exact  address  of  it  ?— I  will 
give  you  the  address  as  it  was  then,  9  and  10,  York 
Street. 

2644.  Shoreditch? — ^Yes,  it  is  now  called  Ebor 
Street. 

2645.  You  did  not  build  the*' Swan"?— No.  There 
is  only  one  other  aud  that  is  90,  Worship  Street ;  that 
was  purchased  by  myself. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White,)  I  fancy  that  which  the 
witness  first  referred  to  was  part  of  the  site  which  was 
sold  to  Grey  for  the  "  Swan." 

2646.  {Chairman.)  Was  it  part  of  the  site  which 
John  Grey  had  bought  ? — It  is  John  Grey  according 
to  the  documents,  which  I  can  produce. 

2647.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  John  Grey's  name 
appears  on  the  documents  ? — Yes ;  you  must  under- 
stand the  reason  1  gave  600/.  for  it,  was  because  there 
was  a  heavy  mortgage  on  it. 

2648.  (  Chairman,)  You  took  it  subject  to  the  mort- 
gage ? — ^Yes.  I  took  the  mortgage  over,  but  I  will 
give  you  all  my  accounts. 

2649.  The  other  transaction  was  Worship  Street  ? 
—Yes. 

2650.  What  was  that  ? — I  purchased  the  agreement 
from  Mr.  Wells  and  took  it  from  the  Board.  Mr. 
Wells  first  had  the  agreement  and  I  bought  it  from 
Mr.  Wells.  I  bought  the  freehold  of  the  Board. 
Mr.  Robertson  advised  me  to  take  it  and  he  would  get 
me  the  money  from  other  resources  so  as  to  finance 
me  to  build  it,  and  he  was  to  share  the  profits,  but 
that  will  all  come  out  in  my  accounts. 

{Mr.  Meadows  IVhite.)  This  is  the  plan  on  the 
conveyance  to  Grey.  Perhaps  the  witness  Kill  be 
able  to  point  out  the  site  upon  that.  That^is  the 
attested  copy  of  the  conveyance  to  Grey. 

2651.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  You  say  Robertson  was  to 
share  the  profits? — ^Yes,  but  he  did  not  share  the 
profits.     I  paid  him  out. 

2652.  He  was  to  do  so  ? — ^Yes.  I  will  find  you  all 
the  documents. 

( Chairman.)  I  thought  it  was  John  Grey  in  con- 
nexion with  the  "  Swan  "  and  not  William. 


{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  John  Grey  was  the  lessee, 
and. by  his  direction  the  conveyance  of  the  freehold 
was  made  out  to  William. 

2653.  {Chairman.)  What  was  the  amount  of  the 
mortgage  on  9  and  10,  York  Street? — 1,800/. 

2654.  What  did  the  building  cofct? — I  will  give 
you  it  as  near  as  I  possibly  can,  I  think  between 
1,300/.  and  1,400/. 

2655.  You  say  in  the  Worship  Street  case,  Mr. 
Wells  had  got  the  agreement  from  the  Board  for  the 
site  ? — Yes. 

2556.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Can  you  give  the 
number  in  Worship  Street  ? — 90,  that  is  what  it  is  num- 
bered now.  I  am  not  sure  that  it  was  not  numbered, 
"  Appold  Street,"  but  it  was  numbered  by  the  Board, 
90,  Worship  Street.  It  is  the  comer  of  Appold 
Street  and  Worship  Street.  It  is  the  Appold  Street 
improvement. 

2657.  What  date  is  it  ?— In  1883. 

2658  ( Chairman.)  Then  you  will  be  good  enough 
to  furnish  the  Commission,  as  soon  as  it  is  ready,  with 
the  statement  ? — I  will. 

2659.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  You  say  there  was  a 
mortgage  of  1,800/.  upon  this  property  in  York  Street. 
Who  had  got  that  mortgage,  do  you  knov^,? — I  did. 

2660.  Who  was  the  mortgagee  ? — I  can  hardly  tell 
you.  I  can  tell  you  to  whom  it  was  paid  ;  Lindon, 
Sons,  and  Lindon,  Budge  Row.  They  advanced  the 
money  from  one  of  their  clients. 

2661.  {Chairman.)  You  did  not  know  the  name  of 
the  mortgagee  ? — I  did  not. 

2662.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  That  money  remained  on 
mortgage  ? — That  money  remained  on  mortgage. 

2663.  The  same  mortgagee  ?  —  The  same  mort- 
gagee. 

2664.  You  said  with  regard  to  90,  Worship  Street, 
that  Robertson  was  to  find  the  money  from  other 
resources  ? — Yes,  he  was  to  find  me  the  money  from 
other  resources  to  build  it. 

2665.  Did  you  learn  from  him  what  the  other  re- 
sources were  ?  —  Yes,  Monksfield.  He  found  the 
money. 

2666.  Nobody  else  that  you  heard  of  ? — No,  there 
was  nobody  else. 

2667.  {Mr.  Winch.)  When  did  you  buy  this,  and 
give  600/.  for  it  ?— On  the  18th  of  November  1885. 

2668.  Is  it  let.  What  is  it  let  for?— 110/.  the 
upper  part  from  the  top  to  the  basement,  and  the 
basement  is  let  as  cellars  of  the  "  Swan." 

2669.  How  much  do  they  let  for  ?— 30/. 

2670.  That  is  140/.  ?— Yes. 

2671.  Do  9  and  10  only  fetch  140/.?— Yes,  that  is 
all.  It  is  one  premir,es  now.  It  is  called  9  aud  10,  it 
is  one  premises.  How  long  does  your  Lordship  give 
me  ♦/>  produce  the  accounts.  I  did  not  know  whether 
you  were  going  to  give  me  a  stated  time.  It  is  a  groat 
expense  to  me. 

2672.  {Chairman.)  How  long  will  it  take? — A 
fortnight,  or  three  weeks. 

2673.  Very  well  ? — Shall  I  drop  you  a  line  to  say 
I  am  ready. 

2674.  We  will  say  the  17th  of  June.  We  may 
want  to  see  the  books  after  the  accountant  has  made 
his  i*eport  ? — Very  well,  my  Lord* 


Sixth  Day. 
1  .Tone  1888. 


Mr.  W.  Peit. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Ebnbst  Augustus  Runtz  sworn  and  examined. 


2675.  {Chairman.)  You  are  a  memoer  of  the  firm 
of  Messrs.  Walker  and  Runtz  ? — Yes. 

2676.  What  business  do  they  carry  on  ? — ^Auc- 
tioneers and  surveyors. 

2677.  Have  you  or  your  firm  transacted  any  busi- 
ness on  behalf  of  the  Board,  '^r  in  connexion  with 
the  Board  ?— Yes. 

2678.  Of  what  nature  ? — Sales  by  auction,  and  my 
partner  has  been  employed  as  a  professional  witness  for 
the  last  18  years.     My  paitner  has  done  work  for  the 


Board  as  far  back  as  18  years.     He  has  acted  as  pro- 
fessional witness  for  about  14  years,  I  believe. 

2679.  Your  father,  I  believe,  is  a  member  of  the 
Board  ? — Yes. 

2680.  Has  he  been  many  years  a  member!^ — I 
believe  for  n<?arly  21  years. 

2681.  During  the  whole  time,  therefore,  that  your 
firm  have  been  employed  ? — No,  not  my  firm.  Mr. 
Walker  was  in  business  for  himself  when  I  was  a 
schoolboy.  I  have  only  been  in  the  firm  for  the  last 
^\'fi  and  a  half  years. 

L  2 


Mr. 
E.  A.  Bunt: 
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Sixth  Day. 
1  Jane  1888. 

Mr. 

JE.  A.  Ruktz. 


2682.  I  thought  you  said  Mr.  Walker  had  been 
employed  duriug  the  last  18  years  ? — So  he  has. 

2683.  Twenty-one  years  is  longer  than  18.  It  covers 
the  whole  time  that  Mr.  Walker  was  employed  too  ? 
— Yes,  Mr.  Walker  was  a  pupil  of  Mr.  PownalPs, 
who  was  acting  for  the  Board  at  that  time,  and  he  was 
brought  into  contact  with  the  Board  through  Mr. 
Pownall,  and  did  Mr.  Pownall's  work  for  many  years. 

2684.  Did  Mr.  Walker  do  auctioneer's  work  for  the 
Board  before  you  were  m  partnership  with  him  ? — 
That  was  impossible ;  the  Board  always  used  to  sell 
their  land  by  tender  until  1884, 1  believe.  That  was 
the  commencement  of  the  sales  by  auction. 

2685.  Then  it  is  only  since  1884  that  your  firm 
have  been  employed  to  sell  ? — That  is  so. 

2686.  Were  you  employed  in  the  purchase  of  land 
•tall?— No. 

2687.  Have  you  dealt  largely  for  the  Board  in  the 
sale  of  land  ? — Well,  I  do  not  think  you  can  call  it 
largely.  In  fact,  I  think  I  have  had  seven  or  eight 
sales  altogether.  There  have  been  about  15  different 
auctioneers  employed  by  the  Board  in  accordance  with 
the  districts  which  they  had  most  knowledge  of.  I 
find  we  have  had  nine  different  properties  to  sell  by 
auction  for  the  Board. 

2688.  What  district  were  you  employed  to  sell  in  ? 
— We  have  had  the  North  of  London,  and  the  West 
Central  district,  and  round  the  eastern  portion  of  the 
City  principally.  I  may  mention  that  the  first  sale  we 
had  was  some  land  in  Shoreditch  High  Street^  which 
the  Board  had  had  on  their  hands  for  nine  years,  and 
which  they  had  been  unable  to  sell,  and  we  got  rid  of 
every  lot.  Possibly  that  may  have  been  the  reason  we 
have  had  sales  since. 

2689.  Had  you  any  transactions  with  Mr.  Robert- 
son personally  apart  from  your  transactions  with  the 
Board  ? — No.  This  question  I  evidently  misinter- 
preted ^  the  answer  should  be  '*  Yes." 

2690.  Neither  you  nor  your  firm  ? — I  believe  we 
collected  a  i*ent  for  him  once. 

2691.  Do  you  mean  on  only  one  occasion  ? — On 
only  one  occasion. 

2692.  When  was  that? — I  cannot  give  you  the 
exact  date.  It  was  a  propertv  in  the  Curtain  Boad, 
I  think. 

2693.  Do  you  remember  the  amount? — Of  tiio 
rent  ? 

2694.  Yes. — No,  I  cannot  tell  you  the  exact 
amount.  We  had  a  board  up  there  to  let  the  pre- 
mises ;  at  least,  I  believe  so,  but  I  cannot  remember. 
It  was  a  very  small  transaction. 

2695.  Where  not  cheques  paid  by  your  firm  to  Mr. 
Robertson  on  a  good  many  occasions  ? — No,  except  as 
regards  rent. 

2696.  But  you  said  the  rent  was  only  on  one  occa- 
sion ? — I  mean  to  saj  that  was  the  only  transaction 
we  had  of  any  kind  of  \\  private  nature  with  Mr. 
Robertson. 

2697.  It  was  collected  on  more  than  one  occasion  ? 
—I  believe  there  were  one  or  two  quarters.  I  cannot 
tell  you  the  exact  amount  or  the  exact  date.  I  can 
let  you  know  if  you  like.  I  find  we  collected  several 
quarters*  rent  in  respect  of  this  property.  The  trans- 
action was  really  in  my  partner's  hands,  and  amongst 
my  numerous  business  transactions  I  could  not  recall 
exact  particulars  at  a  moment's  notice. 

The  witness 


2698.  Do  you  remember  when  that  began  ? — ^No,  I 
do  not  remember. 

2699.  Or  when  the  last  occasion  was? — No,  I 
cannot  re-call  it  at  the  present  time. 

2700.  Did  you  collect  as  much  as  between  400/. 
and  500/.  for  him  altogether  ? — No,  certainly  not.  If 
I  remember  rightly  the  rent  veas  about  200/.  ot  300/. 
a  Tear,  and  I  think  we  only  collected  about  three- 
quarters.  I  understood  this  question  as  400/,  or  500/. 
per  annum.     Hence  my  answer. 

2701.  I  must  ask  vou  to  refresh  your  memory  with 
i-egard  to  the  particulars  of  the  payments. — Certainly. 
I  cannot  do  it  without  referring  to  the  books. 

2702.  I  suppose  your  bank  book  would  show  ? — I 
can  refer  to  our  ordinary  books  at  the  office ;  I  can 
tell  you,  but  we  have  so  many  rents  to  collect  that  it 
is  impossible  for  me  to  remember  one  small  rent  like 
that. 

2703.  Did  Robertson  make  payments  to  you  ?  I 
suppose  that  would  be  for  collecting  ? — ^That  would  be 
deducted  probably.  If  we  pay  cheques  to  Mr.  Robert- 
son the  commission  would  be  deducted  fi'om  the  rent. 

2704.  Did  not  he  diaw  cheques  in  your  favour  ? — 
Not  to  my  knowledge. 

2705.  I  must  ask  you  this.  In  September  1884, 
October  1885,  October  1886,  November  1886,  January 
1887,  October  1887,  and  January  1888,  did  Robertson 
give  you  cheques  in  your  favour  ? — ^I  do  not  know 
anything  at  all  about  it.  I  have  not  received  any 
cheque.  I  do  not  remember  one.  I  can  tell  you  by 
referring  to  the  books,  but  I  had  no  knowledge  until 
you  mentioned  it  that  we  had  had  any  payments  from 
Mr.  Robertson. 

2706.  It  \8  the  name  of  Runtz.  It  may  not 
necessarily  be  you.  Of  course  there  are  other  persons 
of  the  same  name. 

{^Mr,  Winch).  Are  the  initials  given  ? 
{Chairman),  No.  Walker  and  Runtz  would  be  your 
firm? 

{Witness),  Certainly. 

2707.  Perhaps  you  will  make  out  the  payments 
that  you  made  to  Mr.  Robertson,  and  those  which  you 
received  from  him  from  your  books  ? — ^Yes.  I  do  not 
think  there  are  any  of  the  latter. 

2708.  Then  will  you  give  me  the  former  ? — Yes. 

2709.  Would  they  all  be  made  by  cheque  ?— All 
payments  from  our  office  are  made  by  cheque  except 
where  it  is  a  question  of  petty  cash. 

2710.  Your  pass-book  would  show  these  payments  ? 
— Certainly. 

271 1.  Then  perhaps  you  will  be  good  enough  to  let 
us  have  them  as  soon  as  possible  ? — Yes. 

2712.  Were  all  the  cheques  drawn  by  your  firm 
drawn  in  the  name  of  Walker  and  Runtz  ? — Walker 
and  R|ntz. 

2713.  None  would  be  drawn  Runtz  alone,  I  sup- 
pose?— Oh,  no. 

2714.  Had  you  a  separate  account  yourself  with 
Barclay  &  Co.  ?— No. 

2715.  You  can  get  that  very  soon,  I  suppose? — 
Yes. 

2716.  Then  we  will  defer  any  fuilher  question  until 
your  return  ? — Do  you  want  it  to-day  ? 

2717.  Yes,  certainly  ;  it  will  not  take  long? — ^No. 
withdrew. 


Mr.  John  Johnson  Runtz  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr. 
J.  J.  Runtz. 


2718.  {Chairman,)  You  are  an  insurance  broter? 
— lam. 

2719.  Have  you  done  any  business  as  an  insui^nce 
broker  on  behalf  of  the  Metropolitan  Boaid  of 
Works  ? — I  did  some  years  ago,  it  ceased  two  years 
since ;  I  have  done  nothing  for  two  years. 

2720.  Had  you  done  it  for  some  years  before  that  ? 
—Yes,  about  1880, 1  think  it  was,  to  the  end  of  1885 ; 
that  is  my  impression. 

2721.  Did  you  insure  to  a  large  amount  for  them  ? — 
It  depends  upon  what  your  Lordship  considers  a  large 


amount.  I  have  the  figures  here.  My  subpoana  came 
80  late,  I  have  not  been  able  to  get  out  the  exact 
figures.  For  your  Lordship's  information  I  will  hand 
up  what  I  was  able  to  get  out  roughly  yesterday,  for 
the  four  years  ending  1885.  The  two  years  previously 
I  have  not  been  able  to  get,  because  in  moving  my 
office  the  papers  have  been  mislaid,  and  I  cannot  find 
the  figures. 

2722.  1882  to  1885  the  estimated  premiums  were  a 
total  of  2,420/.,  the  average  would  be  600/.  a  year,  on 
which  your  commission  would  be  75/.  a  year  ? — Yes, 
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that  arose  from  the  (act  that  on  several  of  the  Board's 
insurances  I  got  nothing  at  all.  I  simply  paid  it  for 
them  as  a  matter  of  convenience.  They  were  old 
insurances,  and  the  companies  refused  to  pay  the 
brokerage  on  business  I  did  not  introduce. 

2723.  Did  you  receive  any  sort  of  appointment,  or 
how  came  yon  to  effect  the  insurances  ;  who  gave  you 
the  instructions  ? — T  believe  the  original  instructions 
cume  from  the  architect's  department. 

2724.  Would  that  be  from  Robertson  ? — I  do  not 
know.  I  believe  the  letter  was  signed  by  Mr. 
Vulliamy,  but  I  have  no  record  of  the  letter. 

2725.  Did  you  know  Eobertson  ? — I  did. 

2726.  Had  you  any  monetary  transactions  with 
Robertson  ? — Simply  his  own  private  insurance  ;  no 
other  account  whatever.  He  had  a  few  little  insurances 
which  I  did  for  him,  including  his  life  assurance. 

2727.  When  did  that  take  place ;  your  dealings  with 
Eobertson  in  that  way? — He  paid  me  annually,  I 
think  the  amount  was  14/.  ds.  7d.  every  December  or 
January  for  his  life  premium,  and  other  small  amounts 
of  perhaps  1/.  to  3/.  or  4/.  for  fire  premiums. 

2728.  14/.  19*.  7d.  you  say  was  a  life  premium? — 
T  think  that  was  the  amount. 

2729.  Do  you  remember  what  you  affected  fire 
insurances  upon  ? — His  private  house,  and  I  think 
there  was  a  warehouse  in  the  Curtain  Road ;  I  do 
not  remember  any  other  for  the  moment.*  They  were 
small  whatever  they  wore. 

2730.  Did  you  make  any  payment  to  him  ? — None 
whatever ;  I  had  no  reason  to. 

2731.  Did  you  retain  all  the  commission  that  you 
received  or  had  you  any  agreement  to  share  it  with 
anyone? — No  agreement  whatevei*.  I  paid  not  one 
penny  piece  to  anybody. 

2732.  Have  you  an  account  with  Messrs.  Barclay 
and  Co.  ? — ^No. 

2733.  And  beyond  effecting  those  insurances  for 
Robertson  you  had  no  other  transactions  with  him  ? — 
None  whatever. 

2734.  Did  ihose  commence  before  you  began  to 
effect  insurances  for  the  Board  or  after,  do  you 
remember  ? — I  cannot  i-emember.  I  think  the  private 
house  was  insured  before  I  did  business  with  the 
Board.     I  am  under  that  in?pi"ession. 

2735.  Did  yon  receive  any  commission  from  him  ? 
—What  for  ? 

2736.  From  Robertson  ? — No,  none  whatever.  I 
did  not  receive  any  commission.  I  had  no  transactions 
with  him  beyond  those  few  items. 

2737.  Did  you  receive  cheques  from  the  office  lu 
respect  to  his  insurance  ? — f  received  a  cheque  from 
the  office  for  their  own  premiums,  but  he  paid  me 
generally  by  cheque  for  his  own  little  insurances. 

2738.  You  did  receive  an  ordinary  commission  for 
the  insurances  you  effected  for  Robertson  ? — Yes,  they 
came  through  my  ordinary  business  as  a  client. 

2739.  (Mr,  Winch)  This  business  that  you  did  for 
the  Board  ceased  in  1885  ? — In  December  1885. 

2740.  How  was  that  ? — I  believe  that  the  Board 
was  increased  in  numbers  about  that  time,  and  certain 
new  members  objected  to  any  son  of  a  member  of  the 
Board  doing  business  for  the  Board,  and  the  same 
members  thought  Ihe  Board  could  secure  the  com- 
mission for  themselves  which  I  believe  they  failed  in 
doing.  They  had  no  complaints  whatever  to  make  of  my 
conduct,  for  I  have  a  letter  here  which  I  think  it  only 
right  and  just  to  myself  to  hand  in  to  your  Lordship. 

2741.  Do  I  understand  that  it  was  a  dispute 
amongst  the  members  of  the  Board  themselves  which 
should  have  the  patronage  of  appointing  a  gentleman 
to  whom  they  should  pay  a  commission  ? — I  know 
nothing  of  disputes  amongst  members  of  the  Board. 

2742.  That  is  what  I  gathered.  You  ceased  in 
1885  to  do  business  with  the  Board  through  members 
of  the  Board  thinking —  ? — I  believe  some  new  mem- 
bers of  the  Board  objected  to  the  son  of  a  member 
doing  business  for  the  Board,  and  thought  the  Board 
could  take  the  commission  itself  from  the  offices. 

2748.  Did  they  do  it  afterwards  ? — I  believe  not. 
They  do  their  own  business,  I  believe. 


2744.  And  save  this  75/.  a  year,  which  up  to  that       sixth  Day. 
time  they  had  been   paying  ? — Certainly  not,  because  


\Mr. 
J.  J.  Runt/. 


tho  companies  paid  me  that.    It  is  no  money  loss  to     1  June  1B88. 
the  Board — they  have  a  great  deal  of  extra  work  in 
consequence. 

2745.  Since  1885,  have  you  been  receiving  com- 
mission the  same  ? — On  a  few  items. 

2746.  {Chairman).  You  continued  to  receive 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  offices,  I  suppose,  upon 
the  premiums  for  a  certain  time  after  you  effected 
them  ? — I  have  up  to  the  present  moment  about  63/. 
in  premiums  standing  on  my  books  which  I  introduced 
to  the  companies.  They  still  pay  me  commission  on 
this  63/. 

2747.  Did  you  effect  insurances  on  any  of  the 
buildings  on  the  Board's  sites  besides  for  the  Board 
themselves  ? — Some  of  my  clients  had  buildings  on  the 
Board's  land.  That  would  come  in  the  ordinary  way 
of  business. 

2748.  The  Pavilion,  for  example.  Did  you  insure 
that? — ^I  did.  I  insured  for  the  Board,  originally, 
the  old  Pavilion. 

2749.  Did  you  insure  the  new  Pavilion  for  Mr. 
Vilhers  ? — Yes,  because  Mr.  Villiers  was  a  client  of 
mine  at  the  time,  and  I  insured  the  new  building  for 
him. 

2750.  He  was  a  client  of  yours  before  he  built  the 
new  Pavilion  ? — I  insured  the  old  Pavilion  for  the 
Board  of  Works,  and  Mr.  Villiers  sent  for  me.  I  did 
not  know  of  his  existence  at  that  time.  He  under- 
stood that  I  insured  the  building,  and  asked  me  if  I 
would  insure  its  contents.  He  then  became  a  client 
of  mine. 

2751.  The  Avenue  Theatre,  did  you  effect  an  in- 
surance on  that  ? — 1  did. 

2752.  Was  that  for  clients  of  yours  ? — That  was 
for  a  client  of  mine,  Mr.  Parry.  I  got  an  introduc- 
tion to  Mr.  Parry  through  one  of  my  theatrical 
friends. 

2753.  And  the  Hotel  M^tropole? — Yes;  I  obtained 
that  in  consequence  of  their  being  clients  of  mine 
prior  to  the  site  being  bought  by  them.  I  insured 
other  buildings  for  them  in  other  parts  of  London, 
long  before  the  Metropcle  was  thought  of.  That  came 
to  me  in  the  ordinary  way.  They  were  previously 
clients. 

2754.  {Mr.  Mectdows  PFIiite,)  I  think  your  busi- 
ness is  a  very  large  one  ? — It  is  a  fair  size. 

2755.  You  are  one  of  the  leading  fire  insurance 
brokers  in  London  ? — Some  people  are  pleased  to  call 
me  a  leading  broker. 

2756.  I  think  you  have  specially  among  your 
clients  a  great  many  theatres  and  hotels  ? — I  have ; 
very  old  friendii. 

2757.  And  you  have  very  great  experience  in 
arranging  such  exceptional  risks  ? — I  have  arranged 
some  of  the  largest  risks  in  London. 

2758.  There  was  a  serious  question  arose  between 
Mr.  Gordon  and  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works 
because  they  let  the  adjoining  site  to  Mr.  Wyndham 
for  a  theatre  ? — They  proposed  to  let  it,  I  believe. 

2759.  It  was  let,  and  he  proposed  to  build  a  theatre 
there  ? — Yes. 

2760.  And  the  Grand  Hotel  opposed  because  it  would 
increase  their  insurance? — It  seriously  affected  the  rate 
of  the  Grand  Hotel,  and  I  believe  Mr.  Gordon  com- 
plained to  the  Board  that  it  was  really  an  increase  of 
the  ground  rent,  and  asked  the  Board  to  consider  the 
matter  before  they  let  it  as  a  theatre. 

^61.  It  made  a  very  considerable  difference  in  the 
insurance  of  the  Grand  Hotel  ? — At  least  doubled  it. 

2762.  Did  you,  for  the  Board,  arrange  terms  with 
the  managers  of  various  insurance  offices  who  were 
engaged  in  the  insurance  of  the  Grand  Hotel  ?• — The 
Board  referred  the  matter  to  me  to  confer  with  the 
offices  who  insured  the  Grand  Hotel.  I  had  nothing 
whatever  to  do  with  the  insurance  of  the  Grand 
Hotel,  but  I  obtained  from  that  company  a  list  of  the 
offices,  and  consulted  the  chief  offices,  and  had  the 
managers  down  to  the  hot^l  to  look  over  the  site,  in 
addition  to  three  or  four  fire  surveyors.     That  I  did 
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in  consequence  of  my  influence  with  the  insurance 
world. 

2763.  You  had  this  considerable  influence  with  the 
managers  of  those  insurance  companies,  and  you  got  a 
meeting,  I  think,  of  the  committee  ? — They  came  down 
on  the  spot 

2764.  And  you  did  succeed  in  arranging  favourable 
terms  ? — I  reported  to  the  Board  what  the  effect  would 
be,  of  at  least  doubling  the  rate  of  the  hotel. 

2765.*  And  afterwards  Mr.  Wyndham  did  not  build 
his  theatra  there,  and  therefore  the  additional  risk  was 
not  incurred  ? — No. 

2765.  I  believe  you  did  not  charge  anything  for 
that  ? — ^Not  one  penny.  I  took  it  as  part  of  my  duty 
as  broker  to  the  Boani. 

2767.  These  moneys  or  commissions  upon  insiu-ances 
of  the  Board  you  did  not  receive  from  the  Board. 
You  received  them  from  the  companies  ? — Certainly. 
The  Board  never  paid  me  anything. 

2768.  I  think  a  fresh  arrangement  was  made  that 
the  Board  should  effect  its  own  insurances,  without 
the  intervention  of  a  broker  ? — Yes. 

2769.  And  from  that  time  you  ceased  to  be  em- 
ployed by  them  to  effect  their  insurances  ? — Yes. 

2770.  Did  you  complain  of  the  way  in  which  your 
engagement  had  been  terminated? — No,  I  did  not 
complain  of  t^e  way  in  which  the  engagement  was 
terminated.  Some  months  afterwards  a  memorandum 
was  sent  out  from  the  Accountant's  Department,  which 
I  considered  was  rather  curt.  It  was  sent  to  the 
offices,  asking  them  to  send  the  policies  direct  to 
the  Board  instead  of  to  me.  It  was  a  very  curt 
memorandum,  which  was  likely  to  affect  me  with  the 
offices,  and  I  complained  to  the  Mctro[)olitau  Board 
of  Works,  and  wrote  to  the  chairman  of  the  then  finance 
committee.  He  brought  it  before  the  committee,  and 
the  result  was  that  the  Board  sent  a  letter  to  the 
offices  to  counteract  any  evil  influence  the  memorandom 


Mr.  J,  Brnitz, 


might  have  had.     That  letter  T  have  handed  to  your 
Lordship.     It  is  very  important  it  should  be  read. 

2771.  "  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  Accountant's 
**  Department,  Spring  Gardens,  S.W.,  1st  of  February 
"  1887.  Dear  Sir, — A  memorandum  was  sent  to  you 
**  on  the  18th  inst.,  requesting  that  fire  policies  for 
"  this  Board  should  be  forwarded  direct  to  this  office, 
"  and  not  to  Mr.  J.  J.  Runtz.  The  memorandum 
"  should  have  been  written  at  greater  length,  and  its 
"  form  is  no  doubt  open  to  objection.  Mr.  J.  J.  Runtz 
"  has  drawn  the  attention  of  the  finance  committee  of 
"  the  Board  to  the  matter^  and  the  committee  has 
"  directed  me  to  take  the  eai-liest  opportunity  of 
•'  coiTecting  any  misapprehension  which  may  be 
"  attached  to  it.  No  deduction  unfavourable  to  Mr. 
"  J.  J.  Runtz  must  be  drawn  from  the  memorandum. 
"  Mr.  Runtz  always  did  the  Board's  insurance  business 
"  with  the  utmost  credit  to  his  high  character  and 
"  deserved  reputation.  Yours  faithfully,  Arthur 
"  Gunn,  Accountant."  That  is  addressed  to  the 
secretaries  of  the  Liverpool,  London,  and  Globe,  the 
County  Fire  Office,  and  the  Phoenix  Fire  Offices  ? — 
It  is  so. 

2772.  I  think  you  were  25  years  in  the  service  of 
the  Indemnity  Marine  Office  ? — Yes. 

2773.  And  transacted  business  by  permission  of  the 
office  on  your  own  account  when  so  engaged  ? — ^Yes. 

2774.  Mr.  •Robertson  insured  his  life  in  an  office 
with  which  you  were  connected  ? — ^Yes. 

2775.  And  in  the  usual  way  the  premium  was  paid 
through  you,  and  you  deducted  commission  according 
to  the  ordinary  terms  of  transaction  of  business  with 
that  office  ? — Yes,  and  it  was  paid  annually  to  mc  in 
December  or  January. 

2776.  Was  it  paid  by  his  cheque  in  your  favour  ? — 
By  his  cheque  to  me. 

2777.  I  suppose  to  your  order  ? — A  cheque  to  my 
order  as  a  rule* 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  John  Runtz  recalled  and  further  examined. 


2778.  (Chairman,)  Had  you  any  pecuniary  trans- 
actions with  Robertson  ? — Never. 

2779.  You  never  made  him  any  payments  at  all  ? — 
Never,  in  any  instance.  I  may  say  I  had  nothing  to 
do  with  the  introduction  of  my  sons  to  the  business  of 
the  Board.  I  was  always  against  the  sale  of  land  by 
auction,  so  that  disposes  of  the  question  of  my  inter- 
ference in  introducing  my  son  as  an  auctioneer.  I 
invariably  voted  against  the  sale  of  the  Board's  land 
by  auction,  and  I  was  not  aware  of  my  son,  the  in- 
surance broker,  doing  the  business  of  the  Board  until 
long  after  he  was  doing  it. 

2780.  Have  you  a  banking  account  with  Messrs. 
Barclay  &  Co.  ?— No. 

2781.  {Mr,  fVincK)  You  are  connected  with  some 
insurance  offices,  are  you  not  ? — I  have  no  connexion 
whatever  with  any  fire  office.  I  am  chairman  of  the 
British  Empire  Mutual  Life  Insurance,  the  largest 
English  mutual  life  office. 

2782.  So  far  as  regards  fire  offices,  no  fire  insurances 
were  effected  by  the  Board  in  any  office  in  which  you 
have  an  interest  ? — Oh,  no ;  I  have  no  interest  in  any 
fire  company. 

2783.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Mr.  Walker  had, 
long   before  your   son^s  introduction    to  him,   been 


employed   in   valuations  and    other  matters  for   the 
Board  ?— Oh,  yes,  ever  since  I  have  been  a  member. 

2784.  He  is  a  gentleman  of  veiy  large  experience 
and  large  business  ? —  Yos. 

2785.  Particularly  in  the  North  of  London,  I 
think  ? — Yes,  and  in  the  centre.  Mr.  Walker,  under 
Mr.  Vigers  and  Mr.  Pownall,  settled  nearly  all  the 
claims  for  the  site  where*  the  law  courts  are. 

2786.  That  is  Mr.  George  Pownall  ?—Ye.s  Mr. 
Walker  is  a  well-known  leading  man. 

2787.  Mr.  Walker  was  his  pupil,  and  acquired  great 
experience  in  these  matters  ?— Mr.  Walker  was  Mr. 
Viger's  pupil,  and  he  went  from  Mr.  Frederick  Vigers 
to  Mr.  George  Pownall,  and  in  lfi68  he  started  in 
business  himself  when  my  son  wa»  at  school,  nine 
years  of  age. 

2788.  Your  son  joined  in  1884 ?— About  1884, 
perhaps  rather  earlier — about  1883  or  1884. 

2789.  He  has  told  us  that  the  Board  employed 
auctioneers  for  the  purpose  of  auctions  according  to 
their  district.  They  employed  the  leading  auctioneer 
in  the  district  ? — ^That  is  so. 

2790.  In  your  judgment  did  Mr.  Walker  occupy 
that  position  in  the  district  in  which  he  has  been 
employed  ? — That  is  so. 


The  intness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Lewis  Henby  Isaacs  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr. 
L.  H.  I»aac$, 


2791.  {Chairman.)  You  are  in  practice  as  an 
architect  ? — ^Yes. 

2792.  You  had  some  connexion,  as  architect,  with 
the  London  Pavilion,  or  the  intended  London  Pavilion  ? 
—Yes. 

2793.  We  have  heard  that  you  brought  an  action 
against  Mr.  Villiers  ? — Yes. 


2794.  Will  you  explain  what  your  action  was  against 
Mr.  Villiers  of  the  London  Pavilion  ? — If  your  Lord- 
ship will  allow  me  I  will  turn  to  the  papers  in  the 
action.  I  would  rather  speak  from  the  actual  papers 
than  from  anything  else.  I  see  irom  the  papers  that 
in  the  month  of  October  1884,  we,  that  is,  my  firm, 
Isaacs  &  Florence,  were  introduced  by  a  client  of  ours 
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to  Mr.  Villiers,  who  was  then  anxious  to  obtain  plans 
for  the  rebuilding  of  the  London  Pavilion  Music  Hall. 
Mr.  Villiers  explained  to  us  that  he  should  be  pre- 
pared to  put  the  matter  in  our  hands  if  we  could  find 
him  a  responsible  builder  who  would  not  ask  for 
payment  as  the  works  proceeded,  but  would  wait  for 
payment  until  the  building  was  completed,  or  at  any 
rate  had  the  roof  pat  on^  so  that  he  might  make  the 
necessary  financial  arrangements  when  the  building 
assumed  shape.  Accordingly  we  went  to  work,  and 
we  found  a  firm  of  builders  of  first-rate  character  who 
were  prepared  to  do  the  work  upon  those  terms. 

2795.  Was  that  before  he  had  secui^ed  the  site  ? — 
He  had  secured  the  site  then. 

2796.  Not  in  October  1884, 1  think.  I  think  it  was 
in  December. 

{Mr.  Winch,)  Negotiations  were  going  on  for  it 
then? 

{Witness.)  Evidently  he  felt  that  the  site  would  be 
his.  This  is  what  I  find  from  the  papers,  and  I  have 
had  a  great  deal  of  trouble  in  finding  the  dates. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  agreement  was  De- 
cember 17th. 

2797.  {Chairman^  I  think  so,  but  it  is  rather 
important  to  be  exact.  You  are  quite  sure  that  as 
early  as  October  he  came  to  you  for  that  purpose  ? — 
Oh,  quite.  Aftei  we  had  informed  him  that  we  had 
found  the  builder  he  then  instructed  us  to  prepare 
sketch  plans  to  show  how  the  site  could  best  be  dealt 
with. 

2798.  Can  you  give  me  the  date  when  you  found 
the  builder? — I  will  quote  from  the  particulars  of 
claim.  The  following  are  the  paiticulars  with  dates 
and  items  of  the  work  done  and  services  rendered, 
and  matei-ials  provided  by  the  plaintifis  for  the  de- 
fendant, at  his  request,  in  respect  of  the  erection  of 
the  London  Pavilion  : — "  October  1884  to  January 
"  1885,  searching  and  inquiring  for  according  to  the 
"  defendants'  instructions,  and  ultimately  finding  a 
'^  builder  who  was  prepared  to  erect  the  new  London 
**  Pavilion  Music  Hall,  and  to  cover  the  whole  of  the 
'*  plot  of  land  taken  by  the  defendant  £rom  the  Metro- 
'^  politau  Board  of  Works  upon  the  terms  stipulated 
"  for  by  the  defendant."     That  is  the  first  item. 

2799.  You  have  nothing  to  give  the  exact  date 
when  you  found  him  ? — No.  I  find  that  on  January 
7th  the  second  item  in  the  particulars  is  as  follows : — 
•*  Writing  to  the  defendant,  asking  for  an  early  ap- 
*•  pointment,  in  order  to  introduce  the  builder  whom 
"  the  plaintiffs  had  so  found,  according  to  the  de- 
**  fendant's  instructions."  So  that,  at  any  rate,  on 
January  7th,  1885,  we  were  at  work  with  the  buildei 
yvQ  had  found  for  him. 

2800.  Had  you  prepared  the  plan  ? — We  had  pre- 
pared sketch  plans,  and  we  had  made  calculations  of 
the  cost  involved  in  putting  up  the  buildings. 

2801 .  Will  you  carry  on  the  history  ? — Mr.  Villiers 
approved  the  sketch  plans,  and  he  said  that  he  wouia 
call  upon  us  at  an  early  date  to  be  introduced  to  the 
builder  whom  we  had  found.  I  find  an  entry  in  the 
particulars  of  January  11th,  1885,  to  this  effect: — 
**  Perusing  letter  received  firora  the  defendant,  intimai- 
^<  ing  that  he  would  call  on  the  plaintiffs  on  the  folc 
'«  lowing  Tuesday,  but  not  naming  the  time."  On 
January  12th,  "  Telegraphing  to  the  defendant  asking 
'*  him  to  name  the  hour  when  he  would  call,  and 
''  receiving  his  reply  fixing  the  hour." 

2802.  And  then  you  saw  him  ? — Then  we  saw 
him.  The  item  relating  thereto  is  as  follows: — 
"  Subsequently  calling  on  the  defendant  in  Titchbome 
"  Sti-eet,  and  going  at  great  length  into  the  whole 
**  question  of  the  re-building  of  the  London  Pavilion, 
"  and  of  covering  the  said  plot  of  ground.  Literview 
"  with  the  proposed  builder  with  reference  to  the 
**  buildings  to  be  erected  on  the  said  plot  of  ground, 
**  and  as  to  the  terms  proposed  for  deferred  payments. 
"  Subsequently  preparing  sketch  plans  8ho^ving  the 
"  sugge.sted  disposition  of  the  site  for  the  use  of  the 
**  proposed  builders."    On  the  13th  January.    "  Inter- 


"  view  with  the  defendant  and  afterwards  with  the 
"  proposed  builders."  On  the  19th  January. 
''Further  interview  with  the  proposed  builder  for 
«'  the  purpose  of  discussing  and  arranging  further 
"  details  in  connexion  with  the  matter."  On  the 
20th  January.  '*  Further  interview  for  the  like 
purpose."  Then  Mr.  Villiers  ceased  to  call.  I  thought 
it  desirable  to  know  how  the  matter  stood,  and  I 
called  upon  him  at  the  London  Pavilion  and  saw  him. 
He  told  me  that  very  considerable  pressure  had  been 
put  upon  him,  pressure  so  direct  that  he  could  not 
possibly  set  it  aside,  and  that  he  had  been  compelled 
to  engage  the  services  of  Mr.  Saunders,  a  member 
of  the  Board.  I  felt  very  indignant,  and  asked  him 
for  an  explanation.  He  said  it  had  been  pointed 
out  to  him  that  time  was  the  essence  of  hi?  contract 
with  the  Board  of  Works;  that  he  was  allowed  only 
a  very  short  period  of  time  to  erect  the  building,  so 
as  to  secure  his  lease,  and  that  failure  on  his  part  to 
complete  by  the  time  named  would  result  in  the  loss  of 
his  building  agreement,  and  all  the  money  he  might 
have  spent  in  covering  the  ground,  and  it  had  been 
pointed  out  to  him  that  in  order  to  save  time,  or  to 
gain  the  necessary  time  to  put  up  the  building,  it  was 
of  the  utmost  consequence  that  the  drawings  for  the 
proposed  new  structure  should  receive  the  sanction  of 
the  Board  without  any  delay,  and  that  the  only  way  in 
which  that  could  be  done  was  to  engage  the  services 
of  the  gentleman  whom  he  subsequently  employed  as 
his  architect. 

2803.  Did  he  tell  you  who  had  told  him  that?— 
No.  It  was  a  statement  that  the  pressure  had  been 
put  upon  him,  but  he  mentioned  no  name.  I  was  very 
hurt,  naturally  very  hurt,  and  said  that  I  did  not 
believe  that  the  Board  of  Works  would  countenance 
such  a  groas  injustice  being  done  to  any  member  of 
my  profession ;  that  Mr.  Vulliamy,  the  then  superin- 
tending architect,  would,  I  ielt  sure,  be  no  party  to 
any  such  proceeding,  upon  which  Mi'.  Villiers  replied 
that  Mr.  Vulliamy  was  a  gentleman  of  the  higheet 
possible  honour  and  the  best  intentions,  but  that  he 
was  unfortunately  very  wefdc,  and  that  some  members 
of  the  Board  could  deal  with  him  just  as  they  liked. 

2804.  Was  Mr.  Robertson's  name  mentioned  at  all, 
that  you  remember  ? — No,  it  was  not.  I  went  to  Mr. 
Vulliamy  the  next  day.  I  told  him  what  had  passed 
between  Mr.  Villiers  and  myself.  He  said  it  was  a 
very  gross  injustice,  very  wrong,  and  highly  improper, 
and  that  if  the  drawings  had  been  sent  in  by  my  firm 
they  should  have  been  passed.  He  suggested  to  us 
that  we  should  bring  the  conduct  of  Mr.  Saunders 
under  the  notice  of  the  Council  of  the  Royal  Institute 
of  British  Architects.  I  mav  inention  that  Mr. 
Villiers  expressed  himself  in  the  highest  terms  of 
indignation  at  the  treatment  that  he  had  been  sub- 
jected to.  He  denounced  the  system.  He  called  it 
the  levying  of  black  mail  which  ought  to  be  exposed, 
but  that  he  unfortunately  could  not  do  it ;  he  was  so 
tied  up  with  the  Board  of  Works  ;  he  was  indignant 
at  having  an  architect  forced  upon  him  who,  in  his 
opinion,  was  incompetent  to  do  the  work,  and  further 
than  that,  this  architect  was  not  Only  incompetent 
himself,  but  so  avaricious  that  he  would  not  s}>end  the 
necessary  money  to  employ  competent  assistants.  As 
to  that,  Mr.  Villiers  assured  me  that  he  would  not 
have  the  site  spoiled,  and  he  should  insist  upon  some 
competent  architect  being  associated  with  Mr.  Saun- 
ders, so  as  to  ensure  a  respectable  building  being  put 
on  the  site.  Aiter  leaving  Mr.  Vulliamy,  I  conferred 
with  my  partner,  and  I  think  we  sat  down  to  draft 
a  letter  to  the  Institute  of  British  Architects. 
We  certainly  discussed  not  only  the  desirability,  but 
the  necessity  from  a  professional  point  of  view 
that  this  action  of  Mr.  Saunders  should  be  brought 
under  the  notice  of  the  Council  of  the  Institute. 
Something  came  in,  or  someone  came  in — ^we  were 
both  very  busy  men — ^and  we  did  not  write  the  letter, 
and  it  has  not  been  written,  although  I  may  say 
that  Presidents  of  the  Institute  have  more  than  once 
in  their  presidential  addresses  referred  to  the  action 
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Sixth  Day. 

1  June  1888. 

Mr. 
L.  H.  Isaacs. 
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of  members  of  the  Board  of  Works,  members  of  the 
architectural  profession,  as  to  their  obtaining  employ- 
ment in  connexion  with  sites  which  belonged  to  the 
Board  of  Works,  and  plainly  intimating  that  iu  the 
opinion  of  the  Presidents  such  action  was  improper. 
Well,  then  the  building  was  erected.  Wc  thought 
that  at  any  rate  Mr.  Villi ers  should  make  us  some 
little  recompense  for  the  trouble  to  which  we  had 
been  put  in  finding  him  a  builder,  and  in  pre- 
parincr  the  sketch  plaiis.  On  the  10th  June  1885,  by 
which  time  the  building,  I  think,  was  completed  (it 
was  put  up  very  rapidly)  my  firm  addressed  this  letter 
to  Mr.  Villiers : — "  3,  Verulum  Buildings,  Gray's  Inn, 
•*  10  June  1885.  Dear  Sir, — We  have  been  looking 
"  through  our  diaries  as  to  the  time  expended  by  us 
"  in  seeking  for  a  builder  ready  to  finance  the  re- 
"  building  of  the  London  Pavilion,  and  iu  making 
''  the  nece-osary  drawings  and  calculations  to  demon- 
"  strate  the  value  of  the  proposed  security,  and  we  are 
"  oui*8elves  surprised  at  the  amount  of  time  we 
"  devoted  to  the  subject.  You  will,  of  course,  admit 
"  that  it  was  owing  to  no  fault  of  ours  that  we  did  not 
**  carry  the  matter  through,  as  we  had  accomplished 
"  all  that  you  had  asked  us  to  do  in  this  preliminary 
"  inquiry.  We  need  say  no  more  on  that  score,  but 
"  we  must  bring  the  subject  of  our  remuneration 
•*  under  your  notice  in  justice  to  ourselves.  With  the 
'^  object  of  not  making  a  formal  dencand,  and  at  the 
*^  same  time  to  name  a  sum  which  will  satisfy  you  of 
"  oar  desire  to  be  most  moderate  in  our  charge,  we 
"  would  ask  the  favour  rf  your  remitting  us  a 
*'  cheque  for  60  guineas,  which  we  are  prepared  to 
**  accept  in  settlement  of  your  claim  if  disposed  of  at 
"  once.  We  are,  dear  sir,  yours  faithfully,  Isaacs 
**  and  Florence."  That  letter  is  addressed  to  B.  E. 
Villiers,  Esq.,  was  written  on  the  lOth  June  and 
remained  unanswered  and  unacknowledged  in  any 
way.  Three  weeks  afterwards,  on  the  3ni  July  1885, 
we  addressed  the  following  letter  to  Mr.  Villiers : — 
"  Dear  Sir, — Our  letter  of  the  lOth  June  has  remained 
**  unacknowledged.  We  do  not  think  you  would 
^<  knowingly  act  with  discourtesy  to  ourselves,  and 
**  prefer  to  believe  that  the  matter  has  escaped  yom* 
"  notice.  You  must,  however,  forgive  us  for  c^ing 
''  your  attention  to  the  matter  of  our  remuneration  for 
"  services  rendered  in  connexion  with  the  rebuilding 
''  of  the  London  Pavilion,  and  to  beg  the  favour  of  a 
'^  cheque  for  50  guineas,  the  sum  named  in  our  pre- 
*'  vious  letter,  which  we  are  prepared  to  accept  if  the 
'^  matter  be  disposed  of  at  once,  bat  not  otherwise, 
"  Yours  faithfully,  Isaacs  and  Florence."  That  letter 
jlso  remained  unacknowledged.  As  we  considered  that 
waa  adding  insult  to  injury  we  instructed  our  solicitor 
to  bring  an  action  against  Mr.  Villiers,  and  with  a 
view  to  punishing  him  for  his  discourtesy  we  told  our 
solicitor  to  make  the  sum  claimed  100  guineas  instead 
of  50.  The  action  proceeded  ultimately,  the  papers 
were  sent  to  counsel  who  advised 

2805.  I  think  we  can  hardly  go  into  that  ? — The 
action  was  brought  subsequently  for  500/.,  in  addition 
to  the  100  guineas.  There  was  a  second  charge  made 
for  breach  of  contract.  I  was  only  going  to  explain 
that,  but  I  will  not  go  into  it  if  you  think  it  un- 
necessary. 

2806.  State  what  was  done ;  we  need  not  go  into 
the  advice  ? — The  writ  which  was  originally  served 
for  100  guineas  was  amended,  by  leave  of  the  Court, 
on  the  3rd  T^ec^mber,  and  the  500/.  for  breach  ef 
contract  added  to  the  sum  claimed  of  Mr.  Villiers. 
Then  the  action  went  its  weary  length  along.  We 
were  very  much  annoyed  by  our  solicitor  requiring  us 
to  find  information  for  him.  I  got  very  weary  of  it. 
In  trc  meantime  suggestions  had  been  made  to  us  for 


settlement.  Mr.  Goddard,  an  officer  of  the  Board  and 
a  friend,  I  think,  of  Mr.  Villiers  and  Mr.  Saunders, 
first  tided  to  get  us  to  accept  the  50  guineas  which  we 
originally  wrote  to  Mr.  Villiers  to  pay  us. 

2807.  Was  Mr.  Goddard  a  friend  of  yours  at  all  ? 
— Oh,  yes.  I  have  known  Mr.  (roddard  since  he  has 
been  an  oflBcer  of  the  Board.  I  resolutely  refused  to 
accept  the  50  guinea?,  and  said  Mr.  VilUers  must  be 
made  to  pay  for  his  discourtesy,  and  that  I  would 
accept  nothing  less  than  the  100/.  guineas.  Ultimately 
I  arrangea  with  Mr.  Goddard  \o  settle  the  action  im- 
100  guineas  damages  and  25/.  costs,  and  that  sum  he 
paid  us. 

2808.  {Mr.  Grenjell.)  Who  paid  you  ?  —  Mr. 
Goddard  paid  me. 

2809.  ( Chairman.)  Did  Mr.  Goddard  pay  you  by 
cheque  ? — I  think  so. 

2810.  You  do  not  know  where  he  got  it  from  ? — 
No,  I  did  not  inquire. 

2811.  Did  you  learn  that  Mr.  Saunders  had  paid 
a  portion  of  it  ?— I  did  not  ask.  I  know  what  I 
thought.  As  far  as  the  equity  of  the  case  was  con- 
cerned, he  ought  to  have  paid  the  whole  of  it. 

2812.  Do  you  know  whether  Mr.  Villiers  paid  the 
balance  that  Mr.  Saunders  did  not  pay  ? — ^I  do  not 
know.  I  only  know  that  I  took  the  money,  and  1 
find  a  letter  here  that  I  wrote  to  my  solicitor  on  the 
5th  April  "  In  accordance  with  the  arrangement  made 
"  I  have  this  day  settled  the  action  for  105/.  damages 
"  and  25/.  costs." 

2813.  That  was  paid  in  the  cheque  drawn  by  Mr. 
Goddard  ? — Yes,  he  gave  me  his  own  cheque  for  it 

2814.  Was  it  at  the  offices  of  the  Board  that  this 
was  all  arranged  ? — Yes,  in  his  office. 

2815.  Had  you  any  transactions  with  Mr.  Robert- 
son ? — No,  none. 

2816.  Did  you  know  him  ? — Very  well. 

2817.  There  were  no  pecuniary  transactions  be- 
tween you  and  him  ? — None  whatever. 

2818.  You  never  made  any  payments  to  him? — 
No. 

2819.  {Mr.  Winch.)  Did  you  have  anything  to  do 
with  the  *' Black  Horse,"  the  house  that  stood  next 
to  the  Pavilion  ? — No. 

2820.  The  PiccadiUy  Restaurant  ?— Never. 

2821.  {Chairman.)  As  far  as  you  know,  did  any 
letters  pass  with  Mr.  Goddard,  or  through  Mr.  God- 
dard, in  reference  to  this  matter? — No,  none;  he 
used  to  speak  to  me  when  I  went  to  his  office  on 
other  business,  and  say,  "  You  ought  to  get  that  matter 
*•  settled ;  let  me  settle  it" 

2822.  It  was  all  done  by  word  of  mouth  ? — It  was 
all  done  by  word  of  mouth. 

2823.  {Mr.  Grenfell)  It  was  all  arranged  by  Mr. 
Goddard? — He  evidently  was  empowered  to  settle, 
and  he  did  settle. 

2824.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  You  are  the  sur- 
veyor for  the  Holborn  District  Board  of  Works? — 
Yes. 

2825.  You  have  large  transactions  often? — Yes, 
dften  with  the  Board  of  Works. 

2826.  {Chairman.)  The  builders  that  you  found 
were  not  the  builders,  1  suppose,  who  ultimately 
built  it  for  Mr.  Villiers  ? — No,  they  were  not. 

2827.  You  do  not  know  who  found  those  other 
builders  for  him,  or  how  that  was  arranged  ? — No,  I 
do  not. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  The  builders  ultimately 
were  Messrs.  Peto. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  RoBBBT  James  Worlky  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr.  2828.  {Chairman.)  You  are  an  architect  in  Wel- 

R  J.  WorUy.    li^^on  Cha.nbers,  Cannon  Street  ? — I  am. 


2829.  And  have  had  experience  in  building  in  the 
metropolis  ? — Yes. 
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2830.  What  was  your  connexion  with  the  Pavilion 
bailding  ?-*My  original  connexion  with  the  building 
was,  I  was  introduced  to  Mr.  Robertson.  At  that 
time  I  did  not  know  that  he  was  in  any  way  connected 
with  the  Board.  He  was  a  perfect  stranger  to  me. 
He  was  seeking  apparently  to  get  someone  to  give 
money  assistance  to  Mr.  Villiers. 

2831.  When  was  this  ?— This  would  be  about  19th 
December,  1  should  think,  1884.  I  was  introduced  to 
Mr.  Villiers  by  Mr.  Robertson  after  this  as  a  likely 
person.  I  have  on  many  occasions  found  money  to 
assist  buildings,  and  they  thought  I  should  be  able  to 
do  sa  I  was  introduced  to  Mr.  Villiers  with  that 
object.  I  got  the  whole  particulars.  I  endeavoured 
to  find  money  for  him  by  applying  to  several  friends, 
but  while  negotiations  were  going  on  Mr.  Villiers 
appears  by  himself  to  have  made  arrangements  with 
Messrs.  Peto  Brothers  to  build  this  building  and 
finance  him  in  point  of  fact  in  the  same  way  as  I 
heard  the  last  witness  describe  it.  In  consideration 
of  my  having  had  a  lot  of  trouble  it  was  agreed  that 
I  should  be  the  architect  for  the  elevations,  and  Mr. 
Robertson  introduced  me  to  Mr.  Grey,  who  I  did  not 
know  until  I  saw  it  in  the  public  press  was  Mr. 
Robertson's  brother.  He  intioduced  me  to  Grey,  and 
Grey  appointed  me  the  architect  for  the  Piccadilly 
Restaurant,  which  was  a  separate  building,  although  it 
appears  to  be  under  one  building.  I  was  in  the  office 
of  Mr.  Villiers  at  the  London  Pavilion  when  Mr. 
Saunders'  plans  arriv^.  When  they  came  the  draw- 
ing was  very  much  like  Whitely's — Mr.  Saunders  was 
the  architect  for  Whitely's — and  Mr.  Villiers  was  very 
angry  about  the  elevation,  and  said  the  Board  would 
never  pass  it,  and  he  did  not  want  Whitely's  put  up 
there,  and  asked  me  if  I  would  make  a  sketch.  I  made 
a  sketch  for  him  and  sent  it  the  next  day.  Then 
we  went  on  to  Mr.  VuUiamy  together,  and  Mr.  Vul- 
liamy  and  he  approved  the  elevation,  and  they  liked  it 
very  much,  and  it  was  practically  built  according  to 
that  elevation,  with  certain  deductions  on  account  of 
cost.  Mr.  Villiers  did  not  like  being  saddled  with 
Mr.  Saunders,  but  he  said  as  a  matter  of  policy  he 
must  employ  him,  otherwise  he  should  very  likely 
have  a  lot  of  trouble  with  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works.  He  insisted  on  my  being  the  architect  for  the 
elevation.  Of  course,  I  have  read  the  evidence.  I  was 
not  in  any  way  introduced  by  Mr.  Saunders,  and  1  was 
employed  by  Mr.  Villiers.  I  have  also  noticed,  of 
course,  that  it  appears,  as  far  as  I  have  been  able  to 
see,  that  it  has  been  suggested  that  I  had  150  guineas, 
practically,  for  putting  my  name  to  the  plans.  At 
least  that  is  the  construction  that  a  great  many  of  my 
friends  put  upon  i^,  and  it  seems  so  to  me.  It  is,  of 
course,  not  so  in  the  least.  I  was  the  architect  for  the 
restaurant,  and  my  fees  in  respect  of  that  would  have 
amounted  to  about  1,000/.  To  complete  the  elevation 
would  only  be  to  continue  that  piece  along  there  and 
that  piece  along  therCf  and  therefore  I  took  into  regard 
that  t  should  have  1,000/. ;  and  I  thought  that  150 
guineas  for  the  additional  work  of  extending  that 
would  be  sufficient. 

2832.  Your  representation  is  that  you  got  it  for 
simply  the  drawing  of  the  elevation  which  would 
enable  the  restaurant  of  the  London  Pavilion  to  be 
built  as  a  homogeneous  whole  ? — Just  so.  It  is  really 
one  building  to  all  intents  and  purposes  from  an 
exterior  point  of  view.  I,  of  course,  had  to  make  all 
the  details,  and  the  drawings  were  made  in  my  office 
absolutely  and  entirely,  and  Mr.  Saunders  had  nothing 
whatever  to  do  with  it  any  more  than  J  had  to  do  with 
the  interior.  That  was  entirely  Mr.  Saunders'  work, 
and  not  mine.  There  was  a  lot  of  irritation  over 
it  because  Mr.  Saunders  did  not  wish  me  to  be  in  it. 

2833.  Did  you  know  Mr.  Saunders  had  suggested 
that  you  should  be  associated  with  him  and  send  in 
the  plans  for  approval  ? — I  am  perfectly  positive  that 
he  never  did  suggest  that ;  that  my  introduction  was 
entirely  outside  Mr.  Saunders  altogether. 

2834.  Your  introduction  may  have  been,  but  1  mean 
the  suggestion  that  you  should  be  associated  with  him 
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so  that  the  plans  should  go  in  yom*  name  ? — No.    I      Sixth  Day. 
am  not  aware  of  that  at  all.    I  insisted  on  putting  my  — ^ 

name  to  the  elevations,  and  those  are  the  only  drawings     ^  Jane  1888. 
that  I  put  my  name  to.     If  the  names  were  put  to  the  j^^ 

plans  it  was  not  done  by  me,  and  I  do  not  know  j^  j  j^fn-Uy 
whether  my  name  was  put  to  the  plans  or  whether  it  ._i.» 
was  not.  but  I  know  I  sent  the  elevations  out  of  my 
office  with  my  name  attached,  and  there  is  ^^  The 
Builder,"  a  professional  journal  published  at  the  time, 
in  which  it  distinctly  states  the  true  position  that  we 
hold.  There  was  a  sort  of  suggestion  made  that  Mr. 
Robertson  forced  me  on,  and  there  was  a  sort  of 
suggestion  made,  at  least  a  question  was  asked,  did  I 
pay  any  money  to  Mr.  Robertson.  I  wish  to  state  I 
never  paid  Mr.  Robertson  a  penny  nor  any  member  of 
the  Board  of  Works  at  any  time  at  all.  1  have  never 
paid  a  shilling  in  any  shape  or  way,  neither  to  any  of 
the  officials  nor  to  any  members  of  the  Board,  and  all 
the  money  that  I  received  was  paid  to  me  for  my 
services. 

2835.  Had  you  no  pecuniary  transaction  with  Mr. 
Robertson  at  all  ? — None  whatever,  except  in  this, 
Mr,  Robertson  was  really  the  moving  power  in  this 
thing  apparently. 

2836.  I  mean  pecuniarily ;  did  you  never  draw  <any 
cheque  in  his  favour  ? — Never,  in  the  least.  ' 

2837.  Nor  receive  any  cheque  from  him  ? — ^Never 
received  a  cheque,  nor  drew  a  cheque,  nor  parted 
with  any  cash  at  all.  The  fees  I  ought  to  have  re- 
ceived would  have  been  about  1,150/.,  but,  unfor- 
tunately, when  I  got  about  300/.  from  Mr.  Gray.  I 
did  not  press  him  when  things  were  in  an  unsatis- 
factory way.  He  failed,  and,  of  course,  I  had  to  be 
content  with  the  composition. 

2838.  Do  you  know  if  you  received  from  Grey  any 
cheque  drawn  by  Robertson  in  your  favour? — No, 
never;  they  were  always  drawn  by  Grey;  all  my 
cheques  were  drawn  by  Grey.  I  am  pretty  certain 
they  were  all  drawn  by  Grey.  There  is  one  trans- 
action, by  the  bye,  which  I,  perhaps,  ought  to  men- 
tion, because  a  cheque  would  probably  have  passed 
between  us,  and  thnt  was  this :  Mr.  Robertson  came 
to  me,  and  he  had  got  a  property  in  Curtain  Road; 
he  said  he  wished  to  sell  it.  Well,  he  told  me  it  was 
let  for  300/.  a  year.  I  said  "  If  it  is  really  a  good 
**  thing,  I  have  a  brother-in-law  of  mine  who  1^ 
**  some  money,  and  who  would  buy  it,"  and  we 
arranged  the  price,  which  would  pay  my  brother-in- 
law  about  8  per  cent,  for  the  money.  I  first  of  all 
had  Mr.  Robertson's  assurance  that  the  tenant  was 
good.  Unfortunately  for  me  my  brother-in-law  bought 
it,  and  a  fortnight  after  he  bought  it  the  brokers 
were  put  in,  the  man  went  bankrupt,  and  then  I  re- 
presented to  Mr.  Robertson  the  iniquity  of  passing  a 
thing  of  this  sort  over  to  me,  and  I  then  insisted.  I 
said,  *<  The  least  you  can  do  is  for  six  months  to  pay 
*'  half  the  ground  rent,"  and  so  in  that  way  it  is 
possible  that  some  cheque  passed  between  us,  because 
he  did  agree  to  do  that.  I  commenced  an  action 
against  him  on  my  brother-in-law's  account,  but  I  was 
advised  it  was  no  good  going  on  with  it,  and  I 
dropped  it. 

2839.  Do  you  know  when  that  purchase  was  carried 
out  ? — It  was  carried  out,  I  should  say,  2^  yeara  or 
two  years  ago.     It  has  never  been  let  since. 

2840.  What  was  the  sum  your  brother-in-law  paid? 
— ^The  sum  he  paid  was  2,700/.,  and  then  he  had  to 
pay  some  money  oflF  to  his  bankers.  He  borrowed 
some  money.  The  deed&  were  at  his  bank,  but  that 
was  what  my  brother-in-law  paid  for  that.  The 
reason  he  paid  the  ground  rent  to  me  was  that  having 
introduced  my  brother-in-law  to  this  thing  entirely 
ou  my  rf.oominendatioD,  1  felt  bound  to  pay  the  rent^ 
and  I  have  paid  the  rent  since  that  so  that  he  should 
have  his  income.  That  was  only  a  matter  of  honour. 
I  have  been  paying  it  now  for  two  years,  so  that  all 
the  money  I  ever  had  out  of  the  Pavilion  has  long 
since  gone. 

2841.  Do  you  know  how  your  brother-in-law  paid 
the   money,   whether   it  was    through    solicitors  i> — 
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Through  Mesa^.  Sismey  and  Sismey,  solicitors  m 
Serjeant's  Inn.  They  were  his  solicitors.  He  paid 
the  money  through  them. 

2842.  You  cannot  give  me  the  exact  date  ? — I  am 
afraid  I  cannot  from  memory. 

2843.  Would  it  be  in  November  1885  ?— I  should 
thmk  it  is  very  probable,  but  I  really  could  not  tax 
my  memory  to  say  so.  I  should  think  that  would 
probably  be  it. 

2844.  The  sum  was  about  2,500/.  ?  — 2,700/.  I 
think. 

2845.  {Mr.  Winch.)  You  were  architect  of  the 
Piccadilly  Restaurant? — I  was. 

2846.  Can  you  give  me  the  area  on  which  it  stood  ? 
— I  do  not  think  I  can.     I  am  afraid  I  cannot. 

2847.  I  want  the  area  of  the  whole  piece;  the 
triangular  piece  on  which  the  Piccadilly  Restaurant 
and  the  Pavilion  is  built  ?— I  can  sketch  the  shape 
of  it. 

2848.  I  want  to  find  what  was  the  proportion  of 
the  rent.  3,000/.  a  year  was  the  whole  of  it.  This 
little  piece  is  let  at  350/.? — That  is  right;  it  is 
exactly  foot  by  foot  what  the  whole  is — the  same 
price. 

2849.  As  contrasted  with  the  other  pieces  of  land, 
what  would  that  other  corner  be  foot  by  foot.  It 
would  be  much  more  valuable  than  the  rest,  would  it 
not  ? — I  should  say  certainly  it  would  be. 

2850.  If  you  take  the  further  corner  it  would  be 
double  as  much  ?— I  should  say  this  comer  and  that 
are  of  equal  value.  That  I  should  say  is  far  inferior, 
and  also  the  other  one  is  very  much  inferior.  These 
two  are  the  best  pieces. 

2851.  And  the  corner  piece  is  better  than  those  ? — 
Well,  I  should  not  think  so.  I  should  think  it  is 
about  equal.  There  are  as  many  people  come  up  as 
go  down. 

2852.  You  know  that  it  works  out  at  per  foot  the 
same  price  as  the  whole? — les,  I  had  to  work  it 
out. 

2853.  Do  you  know  whether  the  building  when  it 
was  built  encroached  upon  the  public  roadway  at  all  ? 
—Yes,  it  did. 

2854.  To  what  extent  ?  I  am  told  about  two  feet 
nine? — Probably  it  would  be  over  two  feet.  All 
this  pediment  portion  encroaches  beyond  the  original 
site. 

2855.  The  building  stands  two  feet  or  two  feet 
nine  further  as  I  am  told  ? — It  does,  but  that  is  only 
masonry,  there  is  no  room.  The  actual  room  counting 
by  the  walls  is  the  same. 

2856.  Did  Mr.  Robertson  know  that  when  the 
building  was  being  put  up  ? — Certainly  he  did,  and 
so  did  Mr.  Vulliamy. 

2857.  Mr.  Vulliamy  knew  it  too  ?— Yes. 

2858.  Was  not  any  objection  taken  by  the  Metropo- 
litan Board  of  Works  in  reference  to  that? — No,  it 
was  passed.  I  do  not  know  why,  but  it  was  passed. 
That  ia  all  I  know. 

28.'^9.  {Mr.  GrenfelL)  I  think  you  stated  that  tbn 
elevation  was  designed  by  you  ? — Yes. 

2860.  And  the  interior  by  Mr.  Saunders?— Tie 
interior  of  the  music  hall.  The  whole  of  the 
Piccadilly  Restaurant  was  designed  by  me  ;  the 
inierior  and  exterior. 


2861.  Were  not  plans  sent  iiv  bearing  the  names  of 
J.  Ebenezer  Saunders  and  Robert  J.  Worley,  joint 
architects  ? — I  do  not  know.  All  I  can  say  is  I  sent 
out  my  elevations  with  my  name  only  upon  them,  and 
what  occurred  to  them  after  they  left  I  do  not  know* 
I  only  put  my  name  to  the  elevations. 

2862.  You  have  not  seen  plans  signed  by  you  as 
joint  architect  ? — The  signed  plans  were  retained  by 
the  Board.     I  have  not  seen  those. 

2863.  {Chairman.)  Had  you  anything  to  do  with 
that  plan  {handing  a  plan  to  the  witness)  ? — ^All  I 
did  was  to  put  the  front  section  walls  on,  or  send  the 
tracing  for  Mr.  Saunders  to  do  it,  either  one  or  the 
other. 

2864.  Had  you  anything  to  do  with  that  plan 
{handing  another  plan  to  the  witness)? — ^Nothing 
whatever — with  no  plans — only  the  elevation. 

2865.  Had  you  anything  to  do  with  any  of  these 
plans  ? — ^Nothing  whatever,  only  the  elevations  ;  and 
where  the  sections  occur  through  the  elevations  I 
supplied  the  means  to  put  them  on,  or  I  put  them 
on. 

2866.  To  what  floors  could  you  do  that? — It 
occurs  in  this  way,  a  section  goes  through  that  front 
wall,  and  I  would  put  that  strip  on. 

2867.  Take  the  basement  plan;  would  yon  do 
anything  there  ? — Nothing  whatever. 

2868.  Nor  the  ground  floor  plan  ? — ^Nor  the  ground 
floor  plan. 

2869.  {Mr,  Bosanguet,)  Did  you  authorise  any- 
body to  put  your  name  down  as  joint  architect  on 
those  ground  plans  ? — Never. 

2870.  Did  you  know  that  your  name  was  on  them  ? 
— I  cannot  really  say.  I  never  authorised  it  in  the 
least,  because  my  point  was  that  I  would  not  be  the 
joint  architect.  It  is  not  written  ;  it  is  printed.  I 
am  perfectly  positive  in  my  own  mind  that  I  never 
put  this  name  on. 

2871.  {Chairman.)  It  is  obviously  not  your 
writing;  it  is  obviously  written  by  some  draughtsman 
who  draws  the  plan? — Yes,  I  should  say  positively 
that  it  was  not  done  in  my  office  ;  but  I  do  not  like 
to  be  so  very  positive,  in  this  way,  Mr.  Saunders 
might  have  sent  his  clerk  on  to  my  office  and  said, 
would  you  mind  writing  these  names  on :  he  might 
have  done  that  in  my  absence.  That  is  the  only  way 
in  which  it  can  have  been  done. 

2872.  You  were  not  the  joint  authors  of  the  two 
plans  in  any  sense  at  all? — Certainly  not.  This 
published  journal  printed  at  the  time  will  show  that 
my  position  in  the  matter  was  perfectly  understood. 
That  is  the  professional  journal  which  illustrated  the 
building  at  the  time,  and  was  published  then.  It 
gives  a  description  of  it  in  the  letterpress.  It  has  a 
very  large  circulation  amongst  architects,  though  I  do 
not  suppose  anybody  else  ever  heard  much  about  it. 
It  is  on  club  tables  and  libraries,  I  believe. 

2873.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  You  appear  to  have  written 
letters  as  if  you  were  architect  of  the  whole.  .The 
answer  to  question  235  is,  "  Mr.  Worley  writes  to 
"  the  Architect  on  February  16,  that '  Messrs.  Peto 
*'  *  Brothers,  who  are  to  carry  out  the  works,'  "  and 
so  on  ? — That  is  with  regard  to  the  elevation.  I  had 
to  make  a  separate  set  of  elevations.  That  was  the 
reason  why  a  lot  of  it  was  cut  down.  It  wae  a  more 
expensive  elevation  originally. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Prank  SxATHAif  Hobson  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr.  2874.  {Chairman,)  I  believe  you  have  had  trans- 

it. S.  Hobson.  actions  with   reference  to  the  sites  belonging  to  the 

Meti^opoKtan  Board  of  Works  ? — Very  largely. 

2875.  May  I  ask  what  is  your  business  or  pro 
fession  ? — I  am  really  a  surveyor.  I  was  for  a  number 
of  years  in  practice  in  the  City  as  a  surveyor,  and 
really  I  suppose  I  may  call  myself  that  now ;  but,  as  a 
fact,  I  became  a  large  dealer  in  property,  and  except 
as  regards  a  few  old  clients,  and  surveys  which  they 


offer  me^  most  of  my  time  is  occupied  in  laud  dealing — 
speculation  generally  in  land. 

2876.  Which  of  the  Board  sites  have  you  been 
connected  with  financially  ? — With  the  Colonial  In- 
stitute and  a  number  of  sites  in  Clerkenwell,  and  I 
have  recently  taken  a  number  of  sites  in  Shaftesbury 
Avenue. 

2877.  The  Colonial  Institute  is  the  only  one  in  the 
Northumberland  Avenue  ? — The  only  one. 
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2878.  You  had  no  interest  in  any  other? — ^None 
whatever.  I  made  one  surrey  for  the  Committee  of 
the  Constitutional  Club,  or  rather  for  their  mortgagees. 
I  did  not  suppose  that  would  be  a  matter  in  connection 
with  the  Board.  That  was  simply  because  I  acted 
for  a  large  insurance  company.  Then  there  are  two 
other  properties  in  different  localities  that  I  have  had 
dealings  with,  the  '^  White  Lion  "  at  Putney,  and  the 
Cafi  de  FJEtaile. 

2879.  In  1882  you  made  a  tender  for  the  site  on 
which  the  Colonial  Institute  now  stands  ? — Tes. 

2880.  For  22  and  part  of  23  ?— Yes. 

28<5l.  For  whom  were  you  acting  in  that  matter? 
— 1  was  practically  acting  for  myself,  but  I  had  a 
partner  in  the  matter,  a  Mr.  Phillips. 

2882.  The  transaction  proceeded  ia  the  name  of 
Mr.  Phillips,  I  think  ? — For  some  time. 

2883.  Did  you  know  Mr.  Robertson  at  that  time  ? — 
I  knew  him  as  a  surveyor  to  the  Board. 

2884*  You  had  had  dealings  with  the  Board  before 
that  date  ? — No^  I  think  that  was  my  first  dealing. 

2886.  Had  you  any  communication  with  him  knefore 
you  sent  in  your  tender  ? — Only  in  general  con  versa* 
tion  in  his  office  as  to  the  site  generally. 

2886.  Did  he  say  anything  about  reut?  —  He 
gave  me  in  general  terms  what  one  gets  in  every 
auctioneer's  office.  He  pointed  out  ^'  We  got  so  and 
so  for  that  site " — the  same  information  as  you  get 
by  going  round — just  as  a  salesman  would.  That  is 
all  the  information  he  gave  me. 

2887.  He  gave  you  an  idea  of  what  would  be 
likely  to  be  accepted  in  that  way,  did  he  ? — He  gave 
me  a  general  idea  of  how  the  market  was  going 
in  the  Avenue,  what  prices  generally  land  was 
going  at. 

2888.  Had  he  any  interest  in  any  transactions 
which  you  carried  through  ? — No,  none  whatever. 

2889.  xNo  pecuniary  interest  at  all  ? — No  interest. 
That  is  to  say  I  made  him  a  present,  but  that  was* 
a  very  long  time  after  this  transaction. 

2890.  When  was  that  ? — He  was  in  great  trouble 
about  his  brother's  matters,  and  in  1886  I  lent  him 
1,000/.  for  three  months. 

2891.  Was  that  repaid? — Yes,  it  was  repaid  on 
September  22nd.  He  then  paid  me  1,000/.  and 
5/.  6s,y  being  interest  at  five  per  cent. 

2892.  That  was  a  loan  transaction  ? — Yes,  on  the 
31st  July  1885  I  gave  him  350/. 

■  :  2893.  What  was  that  for  ? — I  had  been  negotiating 
for  a  long  time  with  the  Board  for  the  purchase  of  a 
freehold  of  the  Colonial  Institute.  If  you  look  at  the 
letters  I  think  you  will  see  that  I  was  prepared  to  give 
almost  any  price.  I  was  in  a  great  difficulty.  I  had 
let  to  tlie  Colonial  Institute  guaranteeing  then  against 
all  their  lights  in  the  agreement.  They  got  a  certain 
way  up,  and  then  the  South-eastern  Railway,  with 
Mr.  Pocock,  stopped  me,  and  I  was  threatened  on  the 
one  hand  with  an  injunction  from  a  rich  railway 
company,  and  on  the  other  hand  for  damages  by  my 
tenants,  my  lessees,  and  unless  1  got  the  freehold  I 
should  have  been  in  a  very  bad  plight.  I  wrote  to 
the  Board,  and  the  Board  refused  to  sell  me  the 
freehold.  I  went  into  Robertson's  office  and  dis- 
cussed the  matter,  and  he  told  me  he  thought  I  was 
being  treated  very  badly  as  other  people  had  the 
opportunity  of  buying  the  freehold.  Some  time  went 
on.  I  made  another  application.  I  do  not  think  I 
had  any  written  communication.  Meeting  Robertson 
in  Spring  Gardens  I  said  ^'  I  suppose  that  has  gone 
^'  the  way  of  the  rest  of  the  things,  and  I  shall  lose 
"  this  thing  altogether."  "No,"  he  said,  **you  do 
"  not  attend  much  to  your  own  business.  Have  not 
«  you  heard?"  I  said  "No."  «Well,"  he  said, 
"  the  Board  have  consented  to  take  25  years'  pur- 
"  chase."  I  said  "  25  I  I  am  delighted  to  hear  it, 
"  and  I  shall  certainly  make  you  a  present  if  it  goes 
"  through."    I  was  so  delighted  at  it. 

2894.  You  gave  it  to  an  official  of  the  Board  who 
is  in  the  department  of  the  Board  that  has  to  do  with 
advising  them  what  they  shall  take  for  their  sites*- 
what  t^y  shall  sell  their  sites  at  ? — Yes ;   hut  kindly 


note  the  difference.  In  this  case  the  Board  had 
actually  agreed  to  accept  25  years'  purchase ;  and  if 
you  refer  to  one  of  my  letters,  I  clearly  say  "  I  will 
"  give  26  or  27."     It  was  perfectly  my  own  money.' 

2895.  No  doubt.  Did  you  think  tlutt  Robertson's 
influence  had  something  to  do  with  it? — I  know  he 
had  not  a  particle  in  this  matter,  not  the  remotest. 

2896.  The  superintending  architect  ? — No,  nor 
the  architect.  It  was  a  mere  question  of  the  Board 
deciding  whether  they  would  sedl.  I  was  so  delighted 
at  the  transaction  going  through  that  I  gave  it  him. 
I  became  very  friendly  with  Robertson  then,  purely 
in  an  unofficial  way.  You  will  see  the  date.  I 
applied  to  purchase  in  1884.  It  was  declined.  I  had 
held  the  land  since  1882.  Then  on  the  23rd  of  May 
I  renewed  the  application. 

^897.  In  May  1884  they  gave  it  you  at  25  years* 
purchase  ? — Yes. 

2898.  When  was  it  you  paid  the  350/.  to  Robert- 
son  ?— July  2l8t,-  1885. 

2899.  That  was  the  day  the  sale  was  completed? — 
(Mr,  Winch.)    Question  1,321.     "I  think  the  con- 

"  veyance  was  made  by  direction  of  Mr.  Phillips  to 
"  Mr,  Statham  Hobson  ? — That  appears  to  be  so  by  a 
"  letter  of  the  21st  July." 

{Wlt7i€>8)  On  the  21st  July  I  paid  the  Board 
15,000/.  roundly. 

2900.  {Chairman.)  And  on  the  same  day  you 
paid  Robertson  350/.  ?— Yes. 

2901.  It  was  not  under  the  impression  that  he  had 
done  anything  for  you  ? — Not  at  all.  I  know  it  is 
almost  impossible  to  believe  this,  but  I  assure  you  it 
was  a  piece  of  spontaneous  generosity  on  my  part.  I 
had  been  actually  offering  this  Board  26  or  27  years' 
purchase,  and  they  had  taken  25  ;  and  I  said,  '^  Well, 
"  I  shall  make  you  a  present  when  I  have  com- 
"  pleted  it." 

2902.  Did  Mr.  Saundei*s  advise  you  in  the  matter  ? 
— He  advised  me  on  the  question  of  the  lights,  the 
injunction. 

2903.  Did  not  he  advise  you  on  the  number  of 
years'  purchase  you  should  offer  ? — ^No,  1  have  not 
had  any  communication  with  the  Alderman,  but  I 
have  seen  his  evidence  in  the  press.  What  he  hat> 
stated  was  a  lapse  of  memory  ;  he  was  retained  by  me 
in  reference  to  the  South-eastern  question,  and  the 
lights.  Of  course  we  may  have  discussed  the  question 
of  ground  rent — that  is  possible — two  experts  talking 
together  as  to  what  it  is  worth  ;  but  as  between  man 
and  man  I  understood  that  was  with  reference  to  the 
lights. 

2904.  He  was  an  expert  who  was  one  of  the  people 
who  would  have  to  ^n  the  price  on  behalf  of  the 
Board  ? — I  did  not  know  that. 

2905.  You  knew  he  was  a  member  of  the  Board  ? 
— Certainly.  I  knew  nothing  more  than  that.  I 
never  attended  a  meeting  of  the  Board  in  my  life 
except  once  to  make  an  application.  Mr.  Alderman 
Saunders  has  known  me  since  I  was  ^vq  years  old, 
and  he  was  an  intimate  friend  of  my  father's,  who 
has  been  dead  many  .years. 

2906.  Did  you  have  any  other  pecuniary  transaction 
with  Robertson  besides  the  1,000  pounds,  and  the 
350/.  ? — ^Yes.  I  cannot  give  you  the  date.  In  that 
case  I  drew  a  cheque.  I  think  I  gave  him  some  small 
payment,  but  it  was  not  a  large  payment.  I  got  very 
anxious  about  Clerkenwell  Road.  I  had  got  50,000/. 
or  60,(KX)/.  worth  roughly  speaking.  I  will  not  say 
as  much  as  that,  30,000/.  roughly  worth  perhaps,  and  it 
was  not  going  off.  In  fact  some  I  have  got  now, 
some  land  1  have  held  for  five  years,  six  years,  and 
seven  years,  and  cannot  move  it  at  all,  they  do  not  all 
turn  out  well.  He  introduced  Mr.  Phillips,  a  member 
of  the  Board,  who  took  one  of  the  lots  in  Clerkenwell 
off  my  hands.  For  that  I  gave  him  something  It 
was  a  payment  that  I  cannot  trace  at  the  moment. 
I  daresay  I  can  with  care. 

2907.  {Mr,  GrenfelL)  It  was  a  commission? — 
Well,  it  was  hardly  a  commission  :  it  was  a  present  for 
bringing  me  a  purchaser.      I  was  hung  up  with  this 
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land,  and  in  fact  I  have  had  one  piece  in  Clerkenwell 
Eoad  for  eay  the  last  six  or  seven  years. 

2908.  {Chairman.)  Were  those  all  the  transactions 
with  reference  to  Mr.  Robertson  ? — ^No  ;  there  was 
another  payment  made  to  him.  I  gave  him  something. 
Mr.  Villiers  wanted  a  piece  of  my  land  in  Shaftesbury 
Avenue.  That  is  quite  a  recent  transaction.  He 
brought  Villiers  to  me.  He  wanted  a  piece  of  my 
land  by  the  "  Trocadero,"  a  corner  piece,  and  he  took 
it.  He  took  the  land,  and  for  bringing  him  to  me 
I  made  him  a  present 

2909.  How  much  was  that  ?— I  think  it  was  120/. 
or  130/. ;  but  that  was  long  after  I  acquired  the  land 
of  the  Board.  That  was  nothing  to  do  with  other 
than  his  bringing  Villiers  to  me. 

2910.  When  did  you  acquire  that  land  of  the 
Board  ? — It  could  not  have  been  long  afterwards, 
because  VilHers  has  been  away  since.  I  did  not 
know  that  I  should  have  to  speak  to  this  particular 
site.  I  only  got  notice  yesterday  midday.  I  have 
had  a  great  many  transactions.  I  was  at  work  early 
this  moming,  and  have  got  everything  I  can,  and 
will  give  you  every  information  that  is  possible ;  but 
the  Shaftesbury  Ayenue  is  quite  a  recent  transaction, 
about  two  years  ago.  The  tenders  must  be  her^. 
It  is  just  when  Shaftesbury  Avenue  was  tendered  for 
publicly.     It  cannot  be  more  than  two  years  ago. 

2911.  Did  you  tender  for  several  sites  ? — Oh,  yes; 
I  have  got  five  or  six  hanging  on  my  hands  now. 

2912.  I  should  like  the  minutes  looked  up  ? — 
During  the  adjournmept  no  doubt  I  can  get  the  dates 
of  the  Shaftesbury  Avenue,  but  that  was  such  a 
recent  transaction  that  I  really  did  not  take  it  as  part 
of  the  things  to  be  inquired  into. 

2913.  Is  there  any  other  ? — No. 

2914.  No  other  transaction  with  Robertson  at  all  ? 
—No. 

2915.  Had  you  any  transactions  with  Grey  ? — The 
Greys  came  to  me  to  ask  me  to  get  u  mortgage  on 
the  Piccadilly  Restaurant,  and  I  could  not  get  it. 

2916.  You  had  no  financial  transactions  at  any  time 
with  them  ? — None  whatever. 

2917.  You  are  sure  that  you  have  now  mentioned 
all  the  pecuniary  transactions  of  nny  kind  between  you 
and  Robertson  ? — 1  think  so. 

2918.  Are  you  sure  ?— I  lavo  given  you  general 
details.  I  should  like  to  know  vthat  I  have  given,  and 
I  will  compare  them  and  give  you  them  exactly. 

2919.  You  have  given  us  a  loan  of  1000/.,  which 
was  re-paid ;  you  have  given  us  360/.  in  respect  to  the 
Colonial  Institute  ;  you  have  given  us  a  small  sum  on 
introducing  Mr.  Phillips  ? — ^There  was  something  as 
to  Mr.  Villiers,  whatever  that  amount  is  I  could  givA 
pretty  exactly. 

2920.  And  Mr.  Villiers  at  the  Shaftesbury  Avenue  ? 
—Yes. 

2921.  Are  you  in  a  position  to  pledge  your  oath 
that  there  were  no  other  pecuniary  transactions 
between  you  and  Robertson  ? — No,  I  am  not ;  but  I 
assure  you  I  have  given  it  as  fully  as  I  possibly  can 
without  referring  to  just  the  one  you  have  men- 
tioned, Shaftesbury  Avenue.  I  have  not  that  account 
before  me* 

2922.  You  can  refer  to  that  ? — Certainly. 

2923.  Will  you  do  that  during  the  adjournment  ? — 
Well,  I  think  I  can. 

2924.  Where  would  your  books  be  ? — ^22,  Russell 
Square.  I  can  easily  send  a  cab.  I  shall  be  very 
pleased  to  do  all  I  can. 

2926.  You  at  first  were  interested  you  say  personally 
with  Mr.  Phillips  in  the  site  of  the  Colonial  Institute  ? 
—Yes. 

2^26.  When  did  you  sell  it  or  transfer  it  to  anyone 
else  ? — I  did  not  sell  it  for  some  years. 

2927.  You  granted  a  lease  of  it  first  ? — I  granted 
a  lease.  I  have  all  the  dates  of  that  down.  On 
October  28th  1882  I  made  the  tender,  on  November 
7th  it  was  accepted,  in  March  1883  I  paid  the 
deposit,  on  July  dlst  of  the  bame  year  I  let  it  to  the 
Colonial  Institute. 

2928.  At  what  rent?— 1,090/. 


2929.  Your  rental  being  660/.  ? — My  rental  being 
660/.     I  have  it  626/.  here.     No,  650/.  is  it  exactly. 

2930.  Had  anything  been  done  on  the  land  at  that 
time.  Was  there  no  building  ? — No.  Of  course  you 
must  look  ahead,  sometimes  you  are  mistaken,  some- 
times land  hangs  for  years  At  other  times  it  goes 
ofi*atonce.  In  this  instance  I  saw  that  it  was  the 
grandest  street  it  London,  and  that  all  the  buildinge 
were  being  rapidly  pushed  forward,  and  as  soon  as 
the  hoardings  were  down  1  thought  my  site  would  go. 

2931.  What  is  the  date  of  your  arrang)ement  with 
the  Colonial  Institute  ? — My  agreement  was  that  they 
should  pay  no  rent  for  a  year  and  a  quarter,  which 
would  bring  them  into  1 886. 

2932.  When  was  that  agreement  made  with  them  ?^ 
—July  31st  1888. 

2933.  Your  tender  being  accepted  in  November 
1882?— Yes. 

2934.  You  did  not  pay  the  deposit  so  as  to  com- 
plete it  till  March  1883  ?— No;  I  have  only  looked  at 
these  dates  this  morning,  and  I  cannot  account  for 
that  It  is  not  like  my  transaction  with  the  Board. 
It  may  have  been  that  for  some  reason  the  thing  was 
delayed. 

2935.  You  had  it  for  a  year  at  a  peppenx)rn  rent? 
— ^I  had  it  for  a  year  at  a  peppercorn  rent. 

2936.  How  long  did  you  give  it  for  a  peppercorn  to 
the  Colonial  Institute  ? — A  year  and  a  quarter.  The 
secret  of  the  whole  thing  is  this.  I  took  a  respon- 
sibility that  no  institution  could  take.  I  took  the 
whole  of  the  lights  and  fought  them.  They  might 
have  cost  me  all  my  profit.  That  is  why  the  Colonial 
pay  me  such  a  much  larger  rent.  The  site  was  raised 
with  ancient  lights.  They  knew  what  rent  I  was 
paying.  They  saw  my  agreement  They  paid  me 
1,090/.  in  consideration  of  my  guaranteeing  them  the 
whole  of  the  lights  whatever  question  arose.  They 
could  not  take  it  as  an  institution.  They  paid  me 
flie  higher  rent.  In  the  end  I  paid  over  1,500/.  for 
lights. 

2937.  Have  they  bought  the  freehold  from  you  ? — 
They  have. 

2938.  How  many  years'  purchase  did  they  give 
you  ?— 28. 

2939.  When  was  that?— .lune  2nd  1886.  There 
was  a  great  rush  in  the  market  for  ground  rents. 

2940.  In  1884  the  Board  agreed  to  sell  it  you  ?— 
Yes. 

2941.  They  agreed  to  sell  it  to  you  at  26  years' 
purchase  ? — ^Yes. 

2942.  And  you  sold  the  larger  ground  rent  to  the 
Colonial  Institute  at  28  years*  pui-chase  ? — Yes,  but 
when  the  Board  agreed  to  sell  their  freehold  to  me  it 
was  not  a  secu  red  ground  rent  at  all ;  26,000/.  or 
30,000/.  or  more  had  been  spent  on  the  site.  It  was 
not  a  ground  rent  at  all.  It  was  a  rent  only  secured 
by  a  building  agreement. 

2943.  But  you  were  bound  ? — I  was  bound*  but 
they  had  only  my  covenant.  They  had  no  buildings 
to  fall  back  on. 

2944.  Were  the  buildings  built  at  the  time  you 
sold  in  the  following  year  ? — Oh,  yes,  finished  and 
occupied,  completely  finished.  Any  trustee  would 
give  more  now.  I  could  have  got  80  now ;  ground 
rents  have  so  gone  up. 

2946.  Had  the  Hotel  M^tropole  land  been  let, 
and  the  hotel  begun  to  be  built  at  that  time  ? — Oh,  yes^ 
I  think  I  am  right  in  sajing  I  was  about  the  last  tenant, 
but  that  is  from  memoiy.  The  land  had  all  let 
except  about  the  piece  I  took. 

2946.  So  that  at  the  time  the  Board  let  to  you  the 
fact  that  hotels  were  coming  on  the  rest  of  the  Avenue 
was  known,  or  ought  to  have  been  known,  to  the 
Board  ? — They  were  there  to  a  great  extent. 

2947.  You  put  that  as  the  reason  why  you  were 
able  to  secure  a  larger  amount  ? — ^In  my  judgment,  I 
saw  the  land  was  bound  to  be  of  much  more  value, 
and  I  believe  that  to-day,  if  I  had  kept  it  and  stood 
still  I  should  have  got  twice  the  money. 

2948.  The  elements  which  enabled  you  to  see  your 
way  so  clearly  between  November  1882  and  July  1883 
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were  all  open  to  the  Board  ? — Yes  ;  It  was  merely  a 
matter  of  judgment.  For  instance,  the  same  elements 
exactly  have  existed  in  the  Clerkenwell  and  in  the 
Eirol  Street  property  which  I  have,  and  I  will  sell 
it  for  half  the  price  I  gave. 

2949.  Cierkenwell  and  Errol  Street  are  not  tiie 
same  class  of  property  ? — ^No ;  but  they  were  not  the 
same  price ;  they  were  nothing  like  the  8ame  price. 

2950.  Was  the  Cierkenwell  property  also  property 
you  bought  of  the  Board  ? — ^Yes. 

2951.  Except  the  payments  which  you  made  to 
Bobertson  for  his  introduction  of  Mr.  Phillips,  was 
any  payment  made  with  reference  to  the  Cierkenwell 
property  ? — No ;  I  think  it  was  a  general  payment  for 
his  bringing  me  Phillips.  I  am  not  quito  sure 
whether  he  brought  me  a  Mr.  Smith,  but  I  am  nearly 
sure  he  did  not.  Smith  and  Elders,  the  booksellers, 
took  a  piece  of  land  of  me.  I  may  as  well  tell  you 
that  I  am  buying  and  selling  every  day,  and  it  is 
rather  difficult  to  trace  for  the  moment  who  did  bring 
me  customers.  I  am,  if  1  may  say  so,  a  jobber  on  the 
market ;  agents  are  always  dealing  with  me.  I  am 
not  quite  sure  that  he  did  not  bring  me  a  Mr.  Smith, 
of  the  firm  of  Smith  and  Eider,  but  I  do  not  think  he 
did.  It  has  only  occurred  to  me  while  I  have  been 
sitting  here^ — they  are  the  eminent  book  publishers, 
and  they  built  a  warehouse  on  a  piece  of  ground  of 
mine. 

2952.  Did  you  sign  the  Memorandum  of  Associa- 
tion of  the  Piccadilly  Restaurant  Company  ? — I  did. 

2958.  At  whose  request  was  that? — I  think  tlie 
Greys  came  to  me  with  Mr.  Haig,  a  solicitor.  Cer- 
tainly when  it  came  to  anything  like  business  it 
was  at  his  request.  I  was  at  Ilfracombe  at  the  time. 
It  was  during  the  vacation.  They  wrote  to  ask  me 
if  I  would  subscribe  one  share  to  the  Memorandum  of 
Association  and  become  a  director  of  the  company. 
I  wrote  to  say  I  should  have  no  objection  to  signing 
for  one  share,  but  I  could  not  pledge  myself  to  in  any 
way  become  a  director  of  the  company  until  I  knew 
something  more  about  it,  and  that  I  could  not  attend 
to  it  at  that  distance  from  home.  They  wrote  back 
and  said  they  would  be  very  much  obliged  to  me 
if  I  would.  I  attended  the  first  meeting.  They  kept 
the  first  meeting  till  I  did  return. 

2954.  Was  that  all  you  did  with  reference  to  it  ? — 
Yes.  I  went  into  the  room,  and  in  20  minutes  I 
looked  through  their  balance  sheet,  and  I  said 
**  Thank  you.  I  will  have  nothing  whatever  to  do 
*'  with  it.  I  am  sorry  I  cannot  help  you.  I  do  not 
'*  like  the  scheme.  It  is  not  financially  sound," 
and  I  had  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  it  in  any  way. 

2955.  Was  Mr.  Phillips  the  only  person  who 
was  interested  with  ^ou  in  the  Colonial  Institute  site  ? 
— Absolutely  the  only  one. 

2956.  That  is  not  the  Mr.  Phillips  who  is  a 
member  of  the  Board  ? — Oh !  dear  no.  The  names 
are  spelt  differently. 

2957.  Is  anyone  interested  with  you  in  the 
Shaftesbury  Avenue  sites  ? — ^Nobody. 

2958.  la  it  yourself  alone  ? — Myself  alone. 

2959.  And  in  the  Cierkenwell  sites  ?  —  Mr. 
Phillips. 

29b0.  Is  it  the  same  Mr.  Phillips  r — ^Yes,  he  was 
interested  in  some  of  them.  I  have  since  brought 
him  out. 

2961.  No  one  else  ? — No  one  else.  I  brought  the 
Cierkenwell  sites  practically  by  auction. 

2S62.  You  tendered  for  the  Shaftesbury  Avenue 
Sites  they  were  all  tendered  for. 

2963.  Did  you  see  Bobertson  before  tendering  for 
those  sites  ? — Oh,  yes,  constantly,  I  was  in  and  out  the 
office.  He  could  give  information  as  to  lights  and  so 
on.  Sometimes  a  piece  of  ground  looks  remarkably 
good,  and  sometimes  lights  look  very  dangerous,  and 
he  could  explain  it  away  on  behalf  of  the  Board. 
That  is  one  of  the  most  valuable  thmgs. 

2964.  You  will  be  able  to  tell  us  presently  the  date 
of  your  tender  for  the  Shaftesbury  Avenue  site  ? — ^Yes, 
it  was  within  two  years. 


2965.  It  would  bo  alter  1885  ?— -Yes,  I  think  so,  but 
it  is  such  an  easy  matter  to  find  out.  it  was  one 
tender,  all  Shaftesbury  Avenue.  It  surely  must  be 
here. 

( Mr.  Meadows  White,)  I  have  prepared  foi-  your 
Lordship  the  dates  of  the  transactions  with  Mr.  Hobson 
{handing  same  to  the  Commissioners), 

Adjourned  for  a  short  time. 

2966.  {Chairman.)  Are  you  able  now  to  give  the 
further  dates? — ^This,  my  Lord,  I  should  like  to  show 
you  as  a  specimen  {handing  in  cheque).  My  secretary 
has  been  turning  them  up.  I  could  not  swear  either 
way,  but  1  feel  pretty  confident  that  is  a  payment  to 
Mr.  Robertson.  It  looks  like  it,  but  I  could  not 
positively  say  so.  That  is  a  specimen  that  I  want  to 
show  you  to  show  the  slight  difficulty  I  am  in.  I  feel 
convinced  it  is  so. 

2967.  "  Be  ClerkenweU  "  ?— Yes.  They  have  bewi 
turning  them  up  this  morning,  and  that  is  as  the 
cheque  is  handed  to  me. 

2968.  It  is  not  made  out  to  Mr.  Bobertson  ? — 
No. 

2969.  It  is  "  Cash  or  bearer,  re  Cierkenwell  R."  ? 
That  is  my  notion  that  it  might  possibly  be,  but  it 
shows  my  difficulty.  I  cannot  throw  my  mind  back 
as  far  as  that. 

•  2970.  What  is  the  date  of  that  ?— May  3rd,  1884. 
That  is  a  payment  1  do  not  think  I  mentioned. 

2971.  {Mr.  Winch,)  How  much  is  that  ?— 25/. 

2972.  {Chairman.)  Now,  with  regard  to  the 
Shaftesbury  Avenue  property,  have  you  got  the 
particulars  of  that  now  ?  —  Yes.  I  tendered  on 
June  19th,  1886,  for  plots  2  and  3.  That  was 
accepted  on  the  27th  October  1886.  On  June  19th, 
the  same  date,  I  tendered  for  plots  4  to  9.  You  will 
not  find  the  original  tender  in  my  name.  They  were 
tendered  for  through  my  solicitors. 

2973.  Who  were  they  ?— Messrs.  J.  and  R.  Gole 
were  my  solicitors  for  plots  2  and  3,  and  Messrs. 
Cunlifie  and  Davenport  for  plots  4  to  9. 

2974.  What  were  plots  2  and  3  let  to  you  at  ? — 
The  lender  through  my  solicitors  was  accepted  at 
1,030/.,  but  relransferred  directly  to  Captain  Napier. 
My  name  never  came  before  them  on  the  agree- 
ment. 

2975.  And  plots  4  to  9  at  913/.  ?— I  offered  850/., 
and  the  Board  refused  it,  but  offered  it  to  me  at  913/., 
which  I  accepted.  Then  plots  39  and  42.  That  was 
an  increased  offer.  I  cannot  tell  you  exactly  what  I 
originally  offered,  but  the  Board  eventually  accepted 
292/.  .  ^ 

2976.  In  each  of  those  cases  with  the  option  of  26 
yeai-s'  purchase  ? — With  the  option  of  26  years'  pur- 
chase when  I  had  fulfilled  the  covenants.  I  had  to 
spend  20,000/.  on  plots  2  and  3 ;  23,000/.  on  plots  4 
to  9,  and  8,000/.  on  39  and  42. 

2977.  Did  Captain  Napier  take  it  of  you  ?— Yes. 

2978.  At  the  sum  you  were  giving  to  the  Board  ? 
— ^At  the  sura  {  was  giving  to  the  Board,  paying  a 
premium. 

2979.  What  premium  did  he  pay  ?— 2,500/. 

2980.  When  did  he  agree  to  pay  that  ? — I  can  tell 
vou  when  when  he  paid  it,  but  I  cannot  tell  you  when 
he  agreed  to  pay  it. 

2981.  When  did  he  pay  it?— It  was  assigned  on 
September  16,  1886. 

2982.  When  did  you  tender? — I  tendered  on  June 
19th,  1886. 

2983.  When  was  that  accepted  ? — There  must  be 
some  mistake,  because  I  see  my  tender,  according  to 
my  notes,  was  only  accepted  on  the  27th  October. 

2984.  Captain  Napier  had  agreed  to  take  it  before 
your  tender  was  accepted  ? — He  did  not  certainly  do 
that.  I  have  no  doubt  I  shall  be  able  to  give  you  the 
particulars.  What  I  have  down  here  is,  "  Assigned 
"  2  and  3  to  Captain  Napier,  September  16th,  1886." 

2985.  At  a  figure  of  2,500/.  ?— Yes. 

2986.  I  forget  what  the  rental  was  ?— 1,080/.,  but 
for  that  I  had  to  do  many  things  which  do  not  appeal 
here. 


Sixth  Day. 

1  Jane  1888. 

Mr. 
F.  8.  Hobsm, 
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Sixth  Daj. 

\  Ji^DO  1888. 

Mr. 
F.  S,  HoUon. 


2987.  But  Captain  Napier  took  all  those  over? — 
No.  I  had  a  great  deal  of  work  in  connexion  with 
the  matter.  First  of  all  I  had  a  great  deal  of  negotia- 
tion with  reference  to  the  Cafe  de  rEtoile,  which  the 
Board  would  not  consent  to  sell,  and  then  I  had  to 
buy  by  public  auction,  and  provide  the  deposit  for 
the  Osi^  de  Tfitoile.  I  managed  the  Miheme,  and 
showed  them  how  the  Cafe  do  TEtoile  would  be  an 
advantage  to  them,  with  the  assistance  of  Mr.  Phipps, 
the  architect. 

2988.  Whom  did  you  show  that  to  ? — It  was  a 
matter  that  Mr.  Phipps  advised  upon. 

2989.  To  what  person  belonging  to  the  Board  ? — 
Nobody  belonging  to  the  Board ;  ray  customer.  Im- 
mediately I  saw  my  way  to  getting  the  property,  I 
had  to  find  a  customer  ;  that  is  my  business. 

2990.  The  Board  had  a  great  deal  to  do  with  the 
Caf6  ? — ^Yes  they  sold  it  by  auction,  but  I  considered 
that  besides  in  this  premium.  These  premiums  do  not 
always  represent  everything  to  do  with  the  work. 
They  look  as  if  they  were  a  mere  turnover,  but  there 
is  a  great  deal  of  other  work  connected  with  it,  and 
nart  of  it  was  getting  financed  and  paying  for  the 
deposit  on  the  Cafe  de  TEtoilo  which  was  sold  by 
public  auction  by  the  Board. 

2991.  That  you  transferred  to  Captain  Napier,  too  ? 
— ^Yes. 

2992.  Did  he  pay  you  back  the  deposit  ? — Yes,  \\c 
re- sold  it  to  a  Mr.  Leslie.  Mr.  Leslie  paid  all  the 
deposit  and  Captain  Napier  could  not  complete. 

2993.  You  got  the  2,500/.  clear,  subject  to  any 
interest  on  the  deposit  you  found,  or  did  you  get  back 
that  deposit  ? — No,  I  had  to  pay  the  architect's  charges 
and  a  great  deal  of  other  matters. 

2994.  Did  you  see  Mr.  Robertson  about  that  at  all  ? 
— 1  saw  him  in  connexion  with  tendering  for  the 
whole  of  the  sites  constantly.  1  could  si'(^  r^o  one 
else. 

2995.  What  did  you  see  him  about  ? — In  t!io  first 
instance  there  would  be  getting  the  forms.  Mr. 
Robertson  I  regarded,  as  I'ar  as  my  view  of  it  is 
concerned,  as  the  salesman  of  the  Board.  I  could  see 
no  one  else.  He  did  just  the  same  as  if  you  went 
in  to  buy  a  hat  to-morrow  and  the  salesman  said, 
**Thi8  is  a  nice  hat,  that  will  suit  you."  He  would 
say,  "  I  think  this  will  suit  you." 

2996.  And  di^^cuss  the  price  as  if  he  had  the  power 
of  selling  it  ? — C)h !  dear  no. 

2997.  Did  ho  give  you  any  idea  of  the  price  the 
Board  would  take  ? — In  the  same  way  as  any  other 
auctioneer  or  surveyor  would.  There  has  been  a 
great  deal  said  for  instance  about  knowing  reserves. 
There  is  not  an  auctioneer  in  London,  if  you  walk  into 
his  office  and  want  to  buy  a  property,  who  will  not 
give  you  some  impression  of  what  his  client  is  likely 
to  talce,  and  it  is  of  no  vabie  to  an  expert,  because  I 
would  undertake  to  go  into  any  auctioneer's  room 
to-morrow  and  tell  you  his  reserve  within  10/.  during 
the  progress  of  the  work. 

2998.  Can  you  tell  me  now  about  any  payment 
made  to  Mr.  Robertson  in  i-espect  of  the  Shaftesbury 
Avenue  property  ?— On  November  lOth  there  is  100/., 
which  I  think  very  probably  went  to  him,  because  at 
that  time  I  was  negotiating  whli  Mr.  Vrlliers  and 
others  who  were  connected  with  it,  and  on  the  29th 
February  1888,  250/. 

2909.  That  is  350/.  altogether  ?— Yes. 

3000.  What  did  he  get  that  for?— -There  again 
I  am  not  quite  certain  that  that  100/.  went  to 
Robertson.  I  believe  it  did.  The  man  is  not  here  to 
contradict  me,  and  I  could  not  be  quite  certain. 

3001.  What  did  he  get  that  for  ?— I  think  in  that 
instance  it  was  in  connexion  with-^it  was  all  mixed 
up  in  my  different  sales  with  the  Board.  Mr.  Villiers 
paid  me  2^200/.  I  had  an  action  against  him.  He 
took  a  piece  of  land  from  me,  and  really  it  was 
through  Mr.  Robertson  that  Mr.  Villiers  took  that 
land  I  considered. 

3002.  What  did  you  give  Mr.  Robertson  those  two 
stuns  of  100/.  and  250/.  for  ? — I  can  only  say  because 
he  gave  me  very  good  advice.     For  instance,  and  I 


think,  if  I  may  be  pardoned  for  saying  so,  this  was 
strictly  in  his  capacity  and  his  duty  as  salesman  to 
the  Board.  I  went  to  him  about  the  Trocadero, 
and  the  site  which  I  now  have,  and  which  is  hanging 
fire.  I  said,  "  I  do  not  think  I  shall  tender  for  that ; 
"  the  lights  look  to  me  to  make  it  impossible  to  build 
**  as  it  is  placed  at  present."  He  would  say,  *'  Now, 
**  as  to  those  light**,  1  will  show  you  drawings  here 
**  and  plans  where  we  can  carry  the  lights  up,"  and 
he  would  make  the  sites  as  good  as  he  could  for  the 
Board. 

3003.  Why  should  you  give  him  250/.  for  that  ?— 
Not  for  that.  He  brought  Mr.  Villiers  to  me,  and 
others.  There  is  really  nothing  in  it.  It  sounds 
funny,  but  there  is  nothing  more  in  it  than  as  I  tell 
you.  I  was  very  grateful  to  Mr.  Robertson  in  many 
ways  for  showing  me  ;  for  instance,  he  would  walk 
ine  down  the  street  before  I  tendered  and  would  say, 
those  are  sites  which  will  suit  your  market.  They 
were  always  public  tenders.  I  consider  I  have  been 
a  wonderful  servant  to  the  Board.  I  have  wonder- 
fully well  served  them.  I  have  kept  all  my  covenants 
perfect,  a  great  deal  of  money,  and  if  it  can  be  proved 
that  any  single  tender  or  purchase  of  mine  was  not 
the  highest,  or  that  I  gained  a  single  advantage,  then 
I  should  admit  I  should  be  very  blameable. 

3004.  You  are  entitled  to  get  it  at  the  lowest  price 
you  can,  1  suppose? — Curiously  enough,  with  the 
exception  of  Shaftesbury  Avenue,  I  have  bought  in 
the  public  auction  room  in  almost  every  case. 

3005.  Besides  the  100/.  and  250/.  was  there  any- 
thing else  in  Shaftesbury  Avenue  ? — No.  not  that  I 
can  possibly  trace. 

3006.  The  250/.  was  February  of  this  year  ?— Yes. 

3007.  Was  that  the  last  payment  you  made  to  him  ? 
— ^The  last  payment  I  made  to  him. 

3008.  That  25/.,  for  which  you  showed  us  the 
cheque,  you  assume  to  be  the  sum  paid  in  respect  of 
the  introduction  of  Mr.  Phillips  at  Clerkenwell  ? — It 
may  have  been.  It  was  in  1884^  and  I  cannot  say 
exactly.  In  fact,  I  have  only  brought  you  this  to  show 
you  the  difficulty  one  is  in  in  saying.  I  cannot  abso- 
lutely say  that  money  went  to  Mr.  Robertson.  There 
is  *t  Clerkenwell  R.,"  which  looks  extremely  like  it 
For  instance,  we  have  to  pay  money  deposits  in  notes, 
especially  in  Chancery  matters.  I  take  a  great  deal  of 
ready  money  sometimes. 

3009.  Were  the  250/.  and  the  100/.  paid  by  cheque  ? 
—Both. 

3010.  To  Mr.  Robertson  ?— The  100/.  I  am  a  little 
doubtful  about. 

3011.  You  have  the  cheque  for  the  250/.  ? — I  know 
in  my  own  mind  1  have  given  Mr.  Robertson,  for  the 
Shaftesbury  Avenue,  a  sum  of  between  300/.  and  400/., 
not  more. 

3012.  You  would  have  the  cheques  on  payment,  I 
suppose,  returned  from  your  bankers  ? — I  have  all  my 
cheques,  but  there  would  be  many  of  them  cash 
cheques. 

8013.  Not  made  out  to  Mr.  Robertson? — No;  there 
is  only  one  cheque  made  out  to  Mr.  Robertson  himself 
of  the  whole  lot,  and  that  is  the  cheque  of  July  the 
2l8t,  1885,  and  of  course  the  1,000/.  loan. 

3014.  The  otheis  would  be  cheques  that  were 
simply  cash  or  bearer  ? — Yes,  cash  or  bearer. 

3015.  Without  Mr.  Robertson's  name  ?— Without 
Mr.  Robertson's  name  at  all. 

3116.  Are  you  prepared  to  say  you  have  given  us 
now  all  the  sums  you  have  paid  to  Mr.  Robertson  ? — 
As  fer  as  I  possibly  can.  I  am  perfectly  satisfied  there 
is  not  100/.  either  way.  The  transactions  started  in 
1884,  and  it  is  now  1888*  I  cannot  tie  myself  down  to 
more  than  that. 

3017.  Did  you  receive  any  money  from  Mr.  Robert- 
son on  any  account  ? — Oh,  dear  no,  not  in  the  least. 

3018.  There  is  no  cheque  made  out  in  your  favour  ? 
— No  ;  other  than  that  which  my  secretary  settled 
whon  I  was  avtay  in  the  vacation  in  August,  the 
1,066/.  I  think  it  was. 

8019.  The  1,005/.  6s.  would  be  ?— That  would  be. 
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3020.  Were  not  there  in  May  of  1884  some  cheques 
in  your  favour  drawn  by  Mr.  Robertson  ? — If  there 
were,  they  would  be  distinctly  shown  in  ray  cash 
book,  which  I  ara  quite  prepared  to  show  you,  but  1 
do  not  remember.     Can  you  tell  me  the  amounts. 

3021.  Have  you  your  ca^  book  hero  ? — No,  my 
Lord,  but  I  cannot  remember  anything  that  Mr.  Robert- 
son could  possibly  have  paid  me  anything  for. 

3022.  Thete  ore  two  sums  on  the  27th  May  1884, 
42/.  and  66/.  Is.  ? — If  you  will  allow  me  to  send  a 
messenger  to  my  secretary,  I  can  give  you  that  expla- 
nation at  once.  I  do  not  remember  what  it  was 
at  all. 

3023.  A  messei^ei*  may  go.  The  cheques  were 
cashed  on  the  27th  May  1884 ;  they  may  not  have 
been  drawn  or*  that  day  ? — I  can  tell  you  what  that 
66/.  is.  It  has  just  come  to  me.  I  bought  him  a 
horse  in  Gloucestershire.  I  am  rather  a  judge,  and 
he  asked  me  to  go  down,  and  he  gave  me  a  cheque  for 
it  for  exactly  what  I  paid  for  it. 

8024.  That  was  66/.  1*. — Yes,  I  can  remember  the 
circumstances  now. 

3025.  There  seems  to  be  42/.  on  the  same  day  ;  do 
you  remember  that  ? — No,  I  do  not  know  what  that 
42/.  was.  I  know  I  went  down  to  Gloucestershire, 
or  sent  down  to  Gloucestershire,  and  bought  a  horse 
from  a  Mr.  Drewitt  for  60  guineas,  or  about  that. 

3026.  Then  you  need  not  send  a  messenger  now, 
but  on  some  subsequent  occasion  you  can  let  us  know 
about  the  42/.  Pursuing  the  case  of  the  Shaftesbury 
Avenue  property,  you  told  us,  I  chink,  it  was  lots  2 
and  3  were  those  yon  transferred  to  Captain  Napier? 
—Yes. 

3027.  Now  with  regard  to  the  other  lots,  4  to  9  ? — 
4  and  5  I  should  be  glad  to  sell  to  anybody  if  I  can. 
Then  8  and  9  I  shall  also  be  glad  to  sell ;  6  and  7  I 
have  sold  to  the  Arundel  trustees. 

3028.  At  what  rental? — ^Less  than  the  proportion. 
I  have  sold  them  to  the  depreciation  of  the  others  for 
a  premium. 

3029.  What  have  yon  let  them  at  ?— 250/. .  I  have 
let  them  at  100/.  a' year  less  for  the  premium  than  the 
average.  I  took  the  plots  4  to  9  in  one  agreement, 
which  was  subsequently  split  up,  but  had  I  been  fair 
to  6  and  7,  taking  the  ayerge  all  round,  it  would  be 
about  120/.  more. 

3030.  Then  39  and  42  ?— Those  are  still  in  hand; 
I  cannot  get  rid  of  them.  Things  are  very  flat  just 
now.  39  I  think  has  gone.  It  is  42  I  have  still  in 
hand. 

3031.  What  have  you  sold  that  for?  — To  the 
National  Refuge. 

3032.  At  what  ? — The  same  rent,  T.  think  it  was, 
and  premium. 

3033.  What  rent  ?  Surely  you  can  tell  us  what 
you  got  from  the  National  Refuge  ? — 1,900/.  premium. 

3034-  At  the  same  rent? — Not  quite;  they  are 
mixed  up. 

3035.  What  rental  do  they  pay? — I  cannot  tell 
you.     1  can  tell  you  what  I  pay  for  the  two. 

3036.  Have  you  bought  the  freehold  of  89  and 
42  ? — No ;  they  bought  it  by  arrangement — ^at  least  I 
do  not  know,  they  may  have  bought  it. 

3037.  You  only  let  it.  39  and  42  you  had  at  a 
rental  of  292/.  What  was  the  ground  rent  you  got 
for  39  ? — I  got  a  premium. 

3038.  What  ground  rent  ? — They  stepped  into  my 
place. 

3039.  They  did  not  take  42?— No.  42,  I  think  I 
can  tell  you  from  memory ;  it  stands  me  in  at  150/. 

8040.  39  and  42  were  at  a  joint  ground  rent  of  292/. 
How  much  ground  rent  was  apportioned  to  39  ? 

{Mr,  Meadov§8  White.)  It  appears  from  the  docu- 
ments— 165/. 

( Chairman.)  Then  165/.  would  leave  you  42  at  a 
ground  rent  of  127/.  ? 

( Pf^tfiexs,)  ITiey  may  not  both  he  the  same  size. 

3041.  I  do  not  know  whether  they  are  or  not. 
Are  they  ? — ^I  could  not  tell  you.  I  have  too  many  of 
these  things. 


3042.  You  had  1,900/.  premium  ?—Tes,  but  that 
would  not  represent  profit,  because  I  have  to  get  rid 
of  the  other  lots  before  I  know  what  I  make. 

3043.  When  did  you  agree  with  them  to  sell  them 
at  1,900/.  premium  ? — fjanuary  5th,  1887. 

3044.  You  had  got  an  agreement  in  August  1886? 
— I  tendered  in  June. 

3045.  The  12th  August  1886  is  the  date  ?— It  was 
somewhere  about  that  date. 

3046.  Are  you  prepared  to  say  that  42  was  a  larger 
piece  than  39  ? — I  am  not,  indeed. 

3047.  Or  a  smaller  ?— I  cannot  tell  you  at  all.  The 
area  will  be  seen  by  the  agreements  directly. 

3048.  All  the  Clerkenwell  plots,  as  I  understand, 
you  bought  at  public  auction  sale  ? — Yes. 

3049.  None  by  private  contract  at  all  ? — Some  of 
the  lots  were  bought  immediately  after  the  siJe. 
They  did  not  reach  the  reserve,  and  the  auctioneer 
announced  his  reserve  and  I  bought  them  then,  but 
on  the  same  day,  of  the  auctioneer.  It  was  practically 
l);)iiglii  by  public  auction. 

3050.  Is  Mr.  G.  Phillips,  the  member  of  the  Board 
that  you  spoke  of? — I  think  it  is  Mr.  G.  Phillips. 
He  bought  for  his  own  purposes  for  his  distillery. 

3051.  Plot  6,  Clerkenwell  Road,  you  bought  on 
the  27th  July  1883  ;  was  not  that  the  lot  you  sold 
to  Mr.  Phillips  ?— Yes. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  We  have  found  42  and  39. 
Those  are  the  agreements  (producing  same). 

3052.  {Chairman.)  What  did  Mr.  Phillips  give 
you  ? — Prime  cost. 

3053.  2,200/.  ? — Whatever  the  prime  cost  was. 
I  believe  that  was  about  it. 

3054.  Thirty-nine  appears  to  be  somewhat  larger 
than  42? — There  cannot  be  I  fancy,' from  memory, 
much  difference. 

3055.  It  may  be  the  apportionmeni  of  rent  is 
according  to  the  size,  because  39  is  certainly  larger 
than  42  ? — 1  may  say  in  Clerkenwell,  i  gave  4,000/. 
for  lot  20  nearly  five  years  ago,  and  I  have  never 
been  able  to  get  a  penny  out  of  it  till  this  year,  when 
in  two  years  time  I  have  let  it  at  a  ground  rent  of 
250/.  In  Errol  Street  I  gave  2,500/.  for  a  property 
five  or  six  years  ago,  and  I  have  never  been  able  to 
get  a  shilling  from  it.  The  "White  Lion'*  at 
Putney,  I  bought  and  sold  it  at  a  loss.  Those  are  on 
the  other  side,  if  you  deal  generally. 

3056.  Have  you  been  engaged  in  the  sale  of  any 
land  to  the  Board  ? — ^I  do  not  think  1  have  at  all. 
It  is  rather  a  question  spreading  over  15  or  16  years. 
There  is  nothing  that  occurs  to  my  mind  of  any 
impoi-tance.  I  might  have  been  engaged  as  a  sur- 
veyor in  some  compensation  case  or  something  of  that 
sort.  That  would  be  the  only  thing.  I  have  never 
personally  sold  anything  to  the  Board. 

3057.  Did  the  "  White  Lion  "  at  Putney  belong  to  the 
Board  In  connexion  with  improvements  with  regard 
to  the  bridge  ? — It  was  put  up  to  auction  like  any- 
body else.  I  do  know  that  Mr.  Robertson  recom- 
mended me  to  buy  strongly. 

{Mr.  Meadows  ffhite.)  That  was  part  of  the 
Putney  Bridge  improvement. 

{Witness.)  I  may  say  that  Mr.  Robertson  re- 
commended me  just  as  honestly,  as  I  believe,  to  buy 
the  "  White  Lion."  I  lost  upon  it  and  in  many  other 
cases  I  am  holding  land  he  recommended  me  to  buy, 
and  which  I  certainly  should  not  have  bought  unless 
he  pushed  the  sale  to  me. 

3058.  Had  he  anything  to  do  with  the  Clerkenwell 
property  ? — Yes,  the  last  I  spoke  of.  He  called  my 
special  attention  to  it.  I  have  held  it  for  five  years 
and  did  not  get  a  shilling  out  of  it  and  shall  not  now 
for  another  two  years.     I  gave  4,000/.  for  that. 

3059.  That  was  before  the  Northumberland 
Avenue  ? — I  think  it  was.  Then  in  Northumberland 
Avenue,  to  show  you  how  these  things  vary.  I  was 
getting  plans  out  to  build  myself  and  take  the  risk  when 
the  Colonial  Institute  came.  I  did  not  know  of  the 
existence  of  such  an  institution  till  they  came  for  the 
site  and  wanted  a  site,  and  1  nearly  lost  them  had  I 
not  guaranteed  the  lights. 

M  4 
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3000.  {Mr.  Winch.)  As  I  understood  yon  told  my  Lord 
you  were  not  personiEdly  interested  in  the  sale  of  any 
property  to  the  Board  ? — I  am  speaking  from  memory 
in  a  long  practice.     I  think  I  am  right  in  saying  so. 

3061.  Leaving  out  the  word  "personally,"  were 
you  directly  or  indirectly  interested  in  the  sale  of  any 
property  to  the  Board  ? — I  do  not  think  so  at  all. 

3062.  You  had  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  ac- 
quiring sites  for  the  purpose  of  selling  to  the  Board  ? 
— Oh,  never  thought  of  it.  I  am  a  buyer  as  against 
the  public.  I  buy  from  the  Board  or  the  Ecclesias- 
tical Commissioners,  or  from  any  one  who  has  large 
estates  or  properties,  and  I  stand  it  till  I  can  find  a 
buyer. 

3063.  Just  incidentally,  before  going  to  other  things, 
it  appears  with  regard  to  this  Colonial  Institute,  you 
made  between  13,000  and  14,000/.  out  of  it  ?— No ;  I 
made  more  than  that. 

3064.  How  much  more  ? — I  should  think  nearly 
15,000/.  Then  I  had  not  deducted  the  lights,  1,500/., 
but  that  is  a  bagatelle. 

3065.  Deducting  the  lights,  1,500/.,  that  is  what  I 
made  it  ? — Then  there  is  the  interest  of  money. 

3066.  That  was  not  very  long,  was  it  ? — A  pretty 
good  time,  and  then  you  must  remember  you  asked 
me  for  all  these  profits  gross  ;  you  do  not  ask  me  my 
expenses  and  my  staff. 

3067.  Your  cab  fares  and  that  sort  of  thing  ? -No ; 
I  must  keep  a  qualified  staff  for  this  sort  of  special 
business. 

3068.  {Chairman.)  Have  you  an  office? — I  have 
consulting  rooms. 

3069.  {Mr,  Winch.)  Tliere  is  another  thing  you 
told  my  Lord,  and  1  think  you  misunderstood  him. 
Tou  were  giving  as  a  reason  why  you  got  the  site 
offered  to  you  at  25  years*  purchase,  because  you  said 
the  ground  fent  was  not  at  that  time  at  all  secured  ? — 
No. 

3070.  You  must  be  wrong  about  that.  In  May 
1884,  the  building  of  the  Colonial  Institute  was  half 
up,  was  not  it  Here  are  the  letters  beginning  about 
the  lights  ? — If  it  was,  it  was  not  half  finished. 

3071.  But  many  thousands  of  pounds  had  boon  put 
on  that  particular  site? — For  the  special  purpose  of 
an  institute,  and  I  was  threatened  with  an  injunction 
by  the  South-eastern  Railway  to  stop  me. 

3072.  Never  mind  about  the  injunction.  I  am 
dealing  vnth  your  answer  to  my  Lord  about  the  fact 
that  the  reason  you  got  it  at  25  years'  purchase  v^as 
because  it  was  not  secured.  That  is  not  right? — I 
think  it  is  in  my  judgment. 

3073.  In  your  judgment,  though  many  thousand 
pounds  had  been  spent  on  the  site  that  did  not  improve 
the  security? — ^In  my  judgment  an  unfinished  building 
not  nearly  approaching  the  roof,  and  not  internally 
finished  in  any  way,  might  possibly  hamper  a  site  in 
the  way  the  Board  would  have  to  deal  with  it. 

3074.  {Chairman,)  The  Colonial  Institute  was 
under  covenant  to  erect  the  building? — ^With  me,  not 
with  the  Board. 

3075.  With  you,  and  you  ivith  the  Board  ?— Yes,  I 
had  my  covenant,  but  if  you  were  to  go  strictly  into 
the  Colonial  Institute  covenant,  I  am  not  sure  that 
that  would  amount  to  much.  Although  they  are  a 
wealthy  institute,  it  was  a  mere  institute  at  the  time. 
I  do  not  know  that  I  could  have  gone  against  any 
particular  person. 

3076.  Who  entered  into  the  covenant  with  you  ? — 
I  think  the  Colonial  Institute  as  a  body. 

3077*.  ^^Mr.  Winch  )  You  feel  that  a  covenant  with 
a  wealthy  institution  was  not  worth  anything  ? — Oh, 
no. 

3078.  It  seems  to  me  you  hind  yourself  m  that 
dif&culty  ? — I  am  not  in  any  difficulty. 

3079.  As  to  this  gift  to  Mr.  Robertson  you  have 
given  your  explanation  to  my  Lord  about  it.  He  was 
an  old  friend  of  yours? — Well,  I  had  known  Mr. 
Robertson  for  some  time.  We  were  not  intimate 
friends  till  just  about  this  time. 

3080.  {Chairman.)  What  do  you  mean  by  '*  about 
this  time"? — At  the  time  when   I  was  constantly 


going   in  and  out  with    reference  to  the   Colonial 
Institute. 

3081.  {Mr.  Winch.)  At  the  time  the  negotiations 
were  going  on  for  the  sale  at  25  years'  purchase  ? — 
Before  then. 

3082.  Before  they  were  entered  upon  ? — No,  before 
then. 

3083.  At  the  time  you  gave  him  that  350/. ;  it  was, 
as  a  fact,  on  the  very  day  you  completed  the  right  to 
purchase  at  25  years  ? — Yes. 

3084.  It  so  happened  to  be  that  day? — No.  It 
hod  always  been  a  promise  I  made  that  if  the  thing 
was  completed  I  should  certainly— 1  was  so  pleased 
with  the  whole  matter — midce  him  that  present. 

3085.  Let  us  see  what  afforded  you  pleasure? — It 
was  making  15,000/. 

3086.  But  apart  from  that,  let  us  see  what  afforded 
you  pleasure. 

{Chairman.)  I  think  that  is  obvious.  He  had  got 
an  extremely  good  bargain,  and  he  got  it  at  a  much 
lower  number  of  years,  or  somewhat  lower  than  he 
was  able  to  sell  it  at. 

3087.  {Mr.  Winch,)  That  is  apparent,  but  ray 
question  goes  to  something  a  little  more  in  detail, 
that  will  strike  Mr.  Hobson  as  peculiar.  What  you 
really  got  was  the  purchase  of  this  ground  rent  for 
two  years  cheaper  than  you  were  actually  prepared 
to  give  ? — Yes. 

3088.  If  you  will  multiply  550/.  by  two,  that  is 
1,100/.  ?— Yes. 

3089.  You  gave  him  back  just  one-third  ? — I  think 
I  have  been  very  careful  in  my  answers,  and  I  may 
say  it  vms  not  arrived  at  by  any  possible  calculation  of 
any  sort  or  kind. 

3090.  It  is  odd  ?— That  is  for  you  to  say,  not  for 
me.  I  assure  you  I  was  so  pleased  with  this  transac- 
tion that  I  did  honestly,  without  the  least  notion  that 
I  was  getting  any  favour  through  Mr.  Robertson,  say. 
Certainly,  I  shall  make  you  a  handsome  present. 

3091.  {Chairman.)  You  had  promised  it  him  before- 
hand ? — No,  not  until  I  had  got  it  at  this  extraordittary 
bargai/i  price.  • 

3092.  You  said  if  it  was  carried  through  ? — Yes,  if 
it  was  carried  through  from  the  time  the  morning  I 
was  told  I  had  got  it.  I  got  it  only  by  resolution  of 
the  Board.  I  did  not  know  whether  I  should  carry 
it  through.  I  did  not  know  whether  I  could  pay 
for  it. 

3093.  {Mr.  Winch.)  Did  anybody  else  have  the 
good  fortune  to  get  anything  connected  with  the  Board 
of  Works  ?— The  100/.  to  Mr.  Saunders  ;  that  was  the 
light  and  air. 

3094.  (Chairman.)  Were  there  any  others  ? — ^No. 

3095.  {Mr.  Winch.)  Did  Mr.  Goddard  ?— No. 

3096.  You  knew  him  from  the  time  you  were  a  boy  ? 
— No ;  Mr.  Saunders. 

3097.  Mr.  Goddard  has  not  got  anything? — Mr. 
Goddard  has  not  got  anything. 

3098.  Either  directly  or  indirectly  ?— Through  me  ? 

3099.  Yes. — Net  a  penny. 

•  3100.  {Chairman.)  Or  to  your  knowledge? — Or 
to  my  knowledge,  certainly. 

3101.  {Mr,  Winch.)  And  this  100/.  is  all  that  Mr. 
Saunders  got  ? — Certainly.      , 

3102.  {Chairman.)  Any  other  member  or  official 
of  the  Board,  to  your  knowledge  'i — ^Received  a  pay- 
ment from  me  on  the  Colonial  Institute. 

3103.  Or  for  any  other  cause  ? — One  other  member 
of  the  Board  received  a  payment  from  me  at  th«^ 
request  of  Mr.  Phipps,  an  architect. 

3104.  Who  is  that?— Mr.  Fowler;  but  that  had 
nothing  whatever  to  do  with  the  Colonial  Institute. 

3105.  We  will  diop  the  Colonial  Institute  for  a 
minute.  What  was  that  in  respect  of? — In  con- 
nexion, so  far  as  I  know,  with  settling  the  plan  of  the 
theatre  and  lights  on  plots  2  and  3  in  Shaftesbury 
Avenue.  Mr.  Phipps  brought  me  Captain  Napier, 
the  customer.  I  am  now  speaking  from  my  impression, 
but  my  impression  is  that  Mr.  Fowler  bix>ught  Captain 
Napier.  That  I  do  not  know.  When  I  paid  by 
agieement  with  Mr.  Phipps  600/.  1  was  requested  to 
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give  a  cheque  to  Mr.  Fowler  for  200/.  and  to 
Mr.  Phipps  for  400/.  Those  are  some  of  the  expenses 
I  referi-ed  to.    A  lot  of  these  are  gross  premiums. 

3106.  {Mr.  Winch.)  I  quite  understand? — I  hop<i 
you  do. 

3107.  Putting  it  altogether  it  seems  to  have  been  a 
bad  thing  for  you  ? — No,  there  are  a  good  many  bad 
things.     I  can  ieJl  you  of  a  bad  debt  of  7,000/. 

3108.  Never  mind  that  ?— But  it  is  fair  to  tell  you 
of  some  of  these  where  I  have  lost  7,000/.  or  8,000/. 
If  1  made  all  my  gross  profits  as  profits  I  should  not 
want  many  years'  pi*aetice. 

3109.  Taking  it  altogether  you  do  not  regret  you 
have  dealt  as  you  have  ? — In  many  instances  I  do. 

3110.  But  taking  it  altogether  ? — Well,  it  is  very 
hard  work  and  very  anxious  work. 

3111.  But  taking  it  altogether  ? — I  should  like  to 
finish  the  answer. 

3112.  {Chairman.)  The  witness  is  entitled  to  finish 
the  answer  ? — I  and  my  assignees  are  under  covenant  to 
spend  60,000/.  for  the  Board  now  before  I  complete  my 
various  matters,  and  that  is  the  hard  work  to  which 
I  refer,  and  I  may  lose  a  great  deal  more  in  doing  it. 

3113.  {Mr.  Winch.)  I  want  you  to  come  back  to 
the  600/.,  because  we  have  had  Mr.  Fowler  here  and 
we  have  not  heard  about  it.  Mr.  Fowler  had  200/., 
and  Mr.  Phipps  400/.  ? — At  the  request  of  Mr. 
Phipps,  I  paid  Mr.  Fowler  200/.,  but  I  understood 
they  were  jointly  engaged  as  architects  for  Captain 
Napier. 

.3114.  What  did  they  do  for  the  600/.  ?— Every- 
thing. 

3115.  What? — Brought  Captain  Napier  to  me — 
not  they — Mr.  Phipps  brought  him. 

3116.  (Chairman,)  Captain  Napier  only  took  the 
matter  off  your  hands  at  the  sum  you  agreed  to  give. 
Why  did  you  give  600/.  ?~2  and  3  I  told  you 
I  received  2,500/.  for,  for  which  I  was  to  give  up  the 
Cafe  de  PEioile,  and  then  pay  Mr.  Phipps'  fees,  but 
that  has  been  reduced  by  these  payments. 

3117.  {Mr.  Winch.)  Reduced  by  the  600/..?— 
Yes. 

3118.  Had  Mr.  Fowler  anything  to  do  with  voting 
you  a  lease  in  respect  of  2  and  3  ? — That  I  cannot  tell 
you  about. 

3119.  {Chairman.)  Can  you  tell  the  date  when  you 
made  that  payment  to  Mr.  Phipps  ? — Not  here. 

3120.  {Mr.  much.)  Had  you  known  Mr.  Fowler  ? 
— Yes. 

3121.  Known  him  as  a  member  of  the  Board? — 
No  ;  I  knew  him  simply  at  the  introduction  of  Mr. 
Phipps. 

3122.  How  long  had  you  known  Mr.  Fowler? — 
1  should  say,  roughly,  a  couple  of  years.  It  is  im- 
possible to  tell  that  correctly. 

3123.  {Chairman.)  I  think  you  have  told  us  when 
your  tender  for  2  and  3  was  accepted  ? — I  made  my 
tender  on  June  19. 

3124.  And  it  appears  not  to  have  been  accepted 
till  after  the  date  when  you  had  received  your  pay- 
ment from  Captain  Napier? — Yes.  No  doubt  I  can 
give  an  explanation. 

3125.  After  you  made  your  tender,  and  before  your 
tender  was  accepted,  had  you  made  that  payment  to 
Mr.  Phipps  and  Mr.  Fowler? — Oh,  dear  no.  I  may 
as  well  say  at  once,  in  no  single  instance  have  I  ever 
made  a  payment  prior  to  any  transation  with  the 
Board  to  anyone.  My  impression  is  this,  that  the 
thing  was  allowed  to  drag  on — I  may  be  corrected — 
and  the  Board  refused  at  first  to  go  on  with  it. 

3126.  {Mr.  Winch.)  Had  you  in  the  same  way 
with  Mr.  Phipps  agreed,  as  you  bad  with  Mr.  Robert* 
son,  that  if  the  thing  went  through  hu  should  have 
600/.  r — Certainly,  as  he  brought  Captain  Napier  as  a 
customer,  but  tfcat  is  done  in  my  work  every  day  as 
an  architect. 

3127.  Mr.  Phipps  and  his  friend  Mr.  Fowler  were 
interested  in  its  going  through,  or  else  they  would 
not  get  600/.  ? — Mr.  Phipps  was  doing  a  large  amount 
of  work  on  plans  with  Mr.  Fowler.    I  know  there  is 
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a  very  grand  huikiing  f^oing  up  there  as  the  result  of 
their  work. 

3128.  {Chairman.)  Are  you  sure  you  have  told  us 
all  the  members  of  the  Board  or  officials  of  the  Board 
who  at  any  time  received  any  money  from  you  ? — 
Quite  sure. 

3129.  Did  yon  know  what  Mr.  Robertson's  position 
with  the  Board  was — his  salary  ?— No,  my  Lord.  Of 
course  I  have  known  of  late. 

3130.  You  knew  in  February  1888,  1  suppose, 
when  you  made  the  last  payment  of  350/.,  because 
that  was  after  all  this  had  appeared  in  the  newspapers  ? 
— Yes,  but  he  did  me  a  service  outside  the  Board  in 
bringing  Mr.  Villiers. 

3131.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  understand  that, 
with  reference  to  plots  2  and  3,  your  tender  was  made 
in  the  name  of  Gole  ? — J.  and  R.  Gole. 

3132.  And  then  before  any  agreements  were  made 
yon  had  assigned  to  Captain  Napier,  and  the  agree- 
ments and  documents  went  in  under  Captain  Napier's 
name  ? — I  shall  be  quite  willing  to  produce  my  agree- 
ment between  Captain  Napier  and  myself,  prepared 
by  my  own  solicitors. 

3133.  His  Lordship  has  asked  for  these  documents. 
I  do  not  think  your  name  really  appeared  ? — No. 

3134.  But  it  would  be  the  names  of  Gole  and 
Napier  ? — Yes.  Mr.  Phipps  brought  me  the  cus- 
tomer entirely. 

3135.  Is  that  the  theatre  that  is  called  Mr.  Hare's 
theatre  ? — No,  the  "Lyric,"  in  Shaftesbury  Avenue. 

3136.  {Chairman.)  At  the  next  meeting  of  the  Com- 
mission you  will  be  probably  able  to  make  the 
correction,  if  there  is  a  correction  to  be  made,  about 
the  time  you  received  that  from  Captain  Napier  ? — I 
will  produce  ihe  agreement. 

3137.  Because  it  appears  at  present  somewhat  ante- 
cedent. It  may  be  you  have  made  a  nustake  of  the 
year  ? — I  have  it  in  pencil  if  you  would  like  to  look 
at  my  notes.  I  have  everything  here  if  you  would 
like  to  ask  any  questions  upon  them  {handing  in 
same). 

3138.  There  certainly  seems  to  be  either  a  discre- 
pancy or  you  had  assigned  to  Captain  Napier  before 
your  tender  was  accepted  ? — I  do  not  think  that  could 
be  possible,  because  that  would  be  quite  against  my 
habit  of  business. 

3139.  You  may  have  learnt  by  word  of  mouth  that 
it  was  to  be  accepted  ? — No.  I  always  waited  till  I 
had  the  official  communication. 

3140.  That  you  will  be  able  to  clear  up  on  the  next 
occasion  ? — 1  have  no  doubt. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  There  is  a  matter  as  to 
which  Mr.  Winch  asked  a  question,  I  think,  of  Mr. 
Worley,  about  certain  projections  from  the  PaviUon, 
and  1  should  like  to  refer  your  Lordship  to  a  report  of 
the  architect  of  the  23rd  February  1885  ":  "Refering 
"  lo  my  report  of  Monday  last,  I  now  beg  to  present 
*«  the  second  set  of  drawings  rendered  necessary  for 
"  the  reasons  therein  stated.  J  consider  that  the 
"  elevations  in  Tichborne  Street  and  the  intended  new 
"  street  have  been  much  improved  by  the  alterations, 
"  and  as  the  plan  will  be  carefully  considered  by  the 
'*  Theatres  Committee  to- morrow,  I  need  not  trouble 
"  the  Committee  with  a  detailed  report  at  the  present 
*'  time,  but  will  merely  remark  tliat  there  is  nothing  to 
**  which  objection  neecl  be  taken  in  the  Board's  capacity 
*'  as  owners  of  the  land."  The  elevations  were  made 
a  little  less  lofty  and  a  little  less  complicated  and 
ornamental,  so  as  to  enable  the  plans  to  be  carried 
through  in  the  time,  **  The  block  plan  shows  some 
"  projections  bevond  the  general  building  line  for  the 
**  purpose  of  detaining  an  architectural  effect  by  the 
**  intro(hictjon  of  detached  columns  in  Tiohhome 
*«  Street,  and  three-quarter  columns  in  the  new  street. 
*'  The  projections  vary  in  extent  from  3  inches  to 
''  about  2  i'eet,  and  the'  total  area  absorbed  is  53  feet, 
"  whereas  to  secure  the  requisite  treatment  of  the 
**  design  Mr.  Villiers  proposes  to  surrender  272  feet 
•<  to  the  public  way,  and  I  recommend  the  Committee 
<^  to  approve  of  the  arrangement," 
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Sixth  Day. 
1  June  1S88. 

F.  S.  Hobson. 
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Sixth  Day. 
X  June  1888. 

F.S.Bob9oiL 


Mr. 
E,  J.  Harper, 


(  C/u$irmaiL)  Who  is  that  signed  by  ? 

(Mr,  Meadows  White.)  That  is  signed  by  Mr. 
George  VuUiamy, 

{Chairman.)  Can  you  tell  me  whose  handwriting 
it  is  in  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  It  is  in  Mr.  Harper's 
writing.  Mr.  Harper  is  here.  That  explains  these 
projections,  and  shows  there  was  a  consideration  given 
— Il72  feet  surrendered. 

{Mr.  Grain.)  I  would  ask  Mr.  Hobson  if  there  be 
any  correspondence  between  himself  and  Mr.  Leslie, 
of  the  "  Prince  of  Wales  llieatre,"  who  is  now  the 
builder  of  the  new  "  Lyric  Theatre"  and  the  "  Caf6 
de  rEtoile,"  if  he  could  produce  it  on  the  next  occa- 
sion :  if  he  would  kindly  look  it  up  if  there  be  any. 


{The  Witness.)  There  is  none. 

3141.  {Chairman.)  Is  there  any  between  yourself 
and  Mr.  Robertson  ? — No. 

3142.  It  all  passed  by  word  of  mouth  ?— I  have  liad, 
perhaps,  in  the  course  of  the  year,  a  friendly  letter 
from  him,  but  not  on  Board  matters. 

3148.  Have  you  got  any  ? — There  would  only  be  a 
card  ;  something  about  buying  a  horse,  or  something 
of  that  sort. 

{Mr.  Grain.)  I  was  suggesting  if  he  would  kindJy 
look  and  see,  it  is  possible  he  may  be  wrong  in  that. 
I  may  be  wrongly  instructed,  but  I  am  informed  there 
is  a  con*espondence. 

{The  Witness,)  Then  to  relieve  you  from  a  marc's 
nest,  I  may  say,  no  there  is  none. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Edgar  Josiah  Harper  sworn  and  examined. 


3144.  {Chairman,)  You  area  clerk  in  the  employ 
of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ? — Yes. 

3145.  Are  you  employed  in  the  Architect's  Depart- 
ment ? — Yes. 

3146.  ITie  body  of  the  letter  which  has  just  been 
read  is  in  your  handwriting  and  signed  by  Mr.  VuUi- 
amy ? — Of  the  report,  not  the  letter,  yes. 

3147.  From  whom  did  you  get  the  materials,  or  the 
draft  from  which  that  report  was  made? — It  was 
either  dictated  to  me  by  Mr.  Robertson  or  I  copied  it 
from  his  draft. 

3148.  Was  that  irequently  the  case  with  regard  to 
reports  that  were  signed  by  Mr.  VuUiamy  ? — Yes. 

3149.  Generally  P^Generally. 

3160.  How  long  have  you  been  in  the  Architect's 
office  ? — Just  over  10  years. 


3151.  Does  that  statement  apply  throughout  the 
time  you  were  there,  that  it  was  not  Mr.  VuUiamy, 
but  Mr.  Robertson  who  generaUy  dictated  to  you  ? — 
Yes.  I  may  say  that  of  late  years  I  have  not  been  in 
the  habit  of  writing  out  the  reports,  being  promoted 
to  more  important  work.  That  was  done  by  a  junior 
afterwards. 

3162.  Down  to  1885  you  were  doing  it  ? — Certainly, 
and  later. 

3153.  And  during  that  time,  although  the  reportft 
were  signed  by  Mr.  VuUiamy,  they  were  dictated  to 
you  by  Mr.  Robertson  ? — Yes,  or  prepared  by  him  ia 
draft. 

3154.  Or  drafted  by  him  ?— Yes. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Ern£st  Augustus  Runtz  re-called  and  further  examined. 


Mr. 
E,  A.  Runtz, 


3155.  {Chairman.)  Have  you  now  made  out  the 
payments  you  have  made  to  Mr.  Robertson  ? — Yes,  and 
I  should  Hke  to  make  this  statement.  You  asked  me 
if  I  had  had  any  other  transactions  with  Mr.  Robertson, 
with  the  exception  of  work  for  the  Board,  and  I  told  you 
"  Yes,  one ;"  but  1  find  there  is  one  other  instance.  I 
do  not  know  whether  you  can  call  it  a  transaction 
with  Mr.  Robertson,  but  he  happened  to  travel  on  the 
same  line  of  railway  as  I  did,  and  he  introduced  me  to 
a  friend  of  his  who  had  a  ground  rent  to  sell,  and 
this  friend  put  the  matter  into  our  hands,  and  we  sold 
the  ground  rent  within  a  week,  and  received  a  commis- 
sion of  100  guineas,  out  of  which  Mr.  Robertson  had 
nothing,  although  he  introduced  the  work  to  me. 
Then  you  asked  me,  with  regard  to  the  cheques  for 
the  Curtain  Road.  Here  are  the  pass  books,  if  you 
Uke  to  look  at  them,  and  I  can  give  you  the  dates  of  the 
cheques  that  were  received,  and  when  they  were  paid 
away.  On  the  24thJanuary  1883  I  received  instructions 
from  Mr.  Robertson,  or  rather  my  partner  did,  to  let 
the  warehouse  in  Curtain  Road.  It  was  let  by  us  on 
the  13th  March  the  same  year,  to  Mr.  Moore,  on  lease 
for  7,  14,  or  21  years,  at  200/.  for  the  first  year,  250/. 
for  the  second  year,  and  300/.  for  the  remainder  of  the 
term.  For  this  Mr.  Robertson  was  charged  a  commis- 
sion of  10  guineas,  which  was  paid  to  us  on  the  4th 
May  1883.  The  first  rent  coUected  from  Mr.  Moore 
by  us  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Robertson  was  on  the  6th 
November  1883,  six  months  after  the  commencement  of 
the  tenancy.  On  November  6th,  1883,  we  received 
50/.  from  Mr.  Moore,  and  on  the  same  date  paid  our 
own  cheque  for  the  same  amount  to  Mr.  Robert- 
son. On  the  17th  January  1884  we  received 
from  Mr.  Moore  51/.  I7s.  6d.,  the  extra  1/.  17*.  6rf. 
is  probably  for  the  insurance,  and  on  the  19th 
of  the  same  month  we  paid  a  cheque  for  the  sme 
amount  to  Mr.  Robertson.  On  the  30th  April  1 884 
we  received  50/.  from  Mr.  Moore,  and  on  the  let  May 
paid  this  amount  to  Mr.  Robertson.  There  ends  the 
first  year  of  the  tenancy.   Then  it  commenced  with  the 


increased  rent.  The  increased  rent  was  250/.,  and 
on  the  11th  August  1884,  we  received  a  cheque  from 
Mr.  Moore  for  58/.  6s.  Sd.  and  on  the  same  date  sent 
our  cheque  to  Mr.  Robertson  for  the  same  amount. 
Probably  the  property  tax  was  allowed  in  that 
quarter  which  makes  it  less.  On  the  1 5th  November 
1884  we  received  62/.  10*.  from  Mr.  Moore,  and  on 
the  21st  of  the  same  month  we  paid  a  cheque  for 
that  amount  to  Mr.  Robertson.  On  the  16th  Feb- 
ruary 1885  we  received  62L  10*.,  and  on  the  18th  of 
the  same  month  paid  a  similar  amount  to  Mr. 
Robertson.  On  June  11th  1885  we  received  G2L 
10*.  and  gave  a  cheque  to  Mr.  Robertson  for  that 
amount  on  the  22nd  June.  On  August  13th  we 
received  from  Mr.  Moore  68/.  15*.,  which  was  the 
beginning  of  the  third  term,  and  on  the  14th  we  paid 
that  to  Mr.  Robertson.  On  November  20th,  1885, 
Mr.  Moore  paid  a  cheque  to  us  for  75/.  which  was 
returned  to  us.  He,  however,  subsequently  jmid  50/. 
on  account.  This  we  paid  to  Mr.  Robertson  on  the 
25th.  We  received  a  cheque  for  the  remaining  25/. 
on  the  9th  December  from  Mr.  Moore,  which  was  also 
returned  to  us  on  the  1 1th,  and  on  January  28th  of 
the  following  year  we  paid  Mr.  Robertson  25/.  by 
our  own  cheque  to  clear  the  matter  up,  and  as  Mr. 
Moore  had  hitherto  paid  all  his  rent  we  hoped  to  get  it 
from  him,  but  after  threatening  to  sue  him  and  calling 
several  times  we  heard  that  he  was  not  able  to  pay 
the  amount,  and  at  the  end  of  the  year  we  struck  otT 
that  25/.  as  a  bad  debt.  That  is  all  the  transactions. 
This  portion  of  my  evidence  is  hardly  accurate,  my 
partner's  (Mr.  S.  Walker)  evidence  given  voluntarily 
on  the  5th  June  will  best  explain  the  matter. 

3156.  Did  you  apply  to  Mr.  Robertson  for  that? — 
No. 

3 157.  Why  not  ? — We  could  not  very  well  with  good 
grace  apply  to  him  after  he  had  introduced  a  cUent 
to  us  who  had  paid  100  guineas  out  of  which  he  had 
nothing.  I  think  there  is  one  other  cheque  which 
1  have  i-ecorded  hei-e.     It  is  an  exchange  cheque  and 
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he  probably  called  nt  the  office  in  the  morning  on  his 
way  up  to  the  Board,  and  got  a  cheqne  cashed  of  his 
own   for  10/.,  which  appears  on   both  sides  of  our 


)>ooks.     Tlieso   are  all    the   transactions   1  can   find.      Sixth  Day. 
The  above  i*emark8  also  apply  to  this,  upon  which  my  "~~- 

pariner  arave  additional  evidence.  ^  ^"^  ^*^^* 


The  witness  withdrew. 
Adjourned  to  Tuesday  next  at  11  o'clock. 


SEVENTH  DAT- 


Tuesday,  5tli  June  1888. 


BEFORE : 


Lord  Herschell, 


Mb.  Grenpell. 
Lord  HERSCHELL  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  Bosanquet,  Q.C.,  and 


Mr.  Samuel  Walker  sworn  and  examined. 


31o8.  (Chairman,)  You  are  a  partner  in  the  firm 
of  Walker  and  Runtz  ? — Yes. 

3159.  Your  partner  has  explaiiieil  to  us,  I  believe^ 
the  circumstances  relating  to  ail  the  pecuniary  trans- 
actions between  your  firm  and  Mr.  Robertson  witli 
the  exception  of  one  cheque  ? — Yes. 

3160.  I  believe  you  are  desirous  of  giving  au 
explanation  with  regard  to  that  cheque? — Yes,  I 
called  at  the  Commission  yesterday  afternoon  anci 
asked  that  I  might  be  called  here  this  morning  to 
explain  the  circumstances  of  the  cheque  for  251.  paid 
to  Mr.  Robertson  in  respect  of  the  premises  in 
Curtain  Road.  My  partner  did  not  attend  to  this 
matter,  and  I  attended  to  it  personally,  therefore  he 
was  not  able  to  give  so  good  an  explanation  as  1  can . 
The  facts  were  these.  Mr.  Moore,  the  tenant,  sent 
us  a  cheque  on  the  16th  November,  dated  thn  19th 
November,  and  in  his  letter,  which  I  have  in  my 
hand,  ho  paid  it  would  be  met  when  presented,  or 
words  to  that  effect.  Moore's  cheques  had  been  very 
irregular  of  late,  and  some  of  them  liad  been  returned, 
and  I  thought  that  if  I  held  it  a  day  or  two  longer  I 
should  be  more  likely  to  get  the  cheque  cashed.  As  my 
pass-book  at  the  banker's  will  show,  I  paid  it  in  on 


the  21st;  T  paid  it  in  two  days,  afterwards  the  21st 
instead  of  the  19th  ;  the  consequence  was  it  was 
returned  marked  N.S.  My  partner  fias  explained 
that  we  got  50/.  three  days  afterwards,  and  another 
chetjue  for  25/.,  which  was  also  returned  marked  ^.S. 
When  I  mentioned  this  matter  to  Robertson  he  said  if 
you  had  paid  the  cheque  in  when  I  told  you  and  when 
you  ought  to  have  paid  it  in  I  should  not  ha\e  lost 
the  money,  and  as  you  have  lost  the  money  for  me  I 
expect  you  to  pay  it,  and  I  paid  it,  and  that  is  the 
reason  why  1  paid  it.  My  hook -keeper,  who  has  been 
with  me  20  years,  is  in  .court,  and  he  will  confirm 
what  I  tell  you. 

3161.  That  is  a  perfectly  satisfactory  explanation. 
— Before  I  leave  this  box  :  It  has  been  said  that  my 
partner's  father,  Mr.  John  Runtz,  is  a  covert  partner 
ill  my  firm.  That  iniputaiion  is  entirely  false.  I 
declare  that  Mr.  John  Runtz  has  nevei*  received  a 
single  shilling  in  his  life  from  me  for  any  vvo'-k  of  any 
kind,  either  from  the  Board  or  anyone  else ;  awd  I  also 
declare  that  I  have  never  paid  a  .shilling  to  any 
member  of  the  Board  or  any  officer  of  the  Board  for 
any  work  in  connexion  with  the  Board's  working. 


Seventh  Day. 
5  Jane  1888. 


S. 


Mr. 
Walker. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Frajik  Statham  Hobson  recalled,  further  examined. 


3162.  (Chairman.)  Have  yon  any  further  docu- 
ments relating  to  the  matters  on  which  you  were 
examined  ? — I  find  first  that  I  was  perfectly  correct 
in  stating  that  there  is  no  correspondence  whatever 
between  Mr.  Leslie  and  myself  in  reference  to  the 
Lyric  Theatre.  There  are  a  few  letters  to  Mr.  Leslie 
in  reference  to  the  Caf6  de  l*£toile,  of  which  I  hand 
copies  if  you  care  to  have  them  (handing  same  to  his 
Lordship). 

3163.  These  were  apparently  with  reference  to 
some  delay  in  carrying  out  the  an-angement  between 
you  and  Mr.  Leslie  with  reference  to  the  Caf^  de 
I'Etoile  ? — That  was  so.  Then  there  are  a  few  letters 
to  Mr.  Robertson.  I  said  I  ihought  I  had  none,  but 
I  find  on  looking  through  my  books  that  I  have 
some. 

3164.  The  first  is  making  some  inquiries.  Was 
this  when  you  were  about  purchasing  the  *'  White 
Lion"? — No;  I  had  purchased  it.  1  think  it  was 
something  to  do  with  the  Building  Act,  a  mere  general 
inquiry. 

3165.  I  see  yon  purchased  on  the  27th  January 
1887,  and  this  letter  is  in  February  1887,  asking 
whether  the  water  ever  rose  to  the  level  of  the 
ground,  and  other  inquiries  of  that  description.  Then, 


the  31st  January  1888,  the  next  letter  is  written  on 
your  behalf  by  your  secretary  to  Mr.  Robertson  ? — 
Yes. 

3166. "  Shaftesbury  Avenue.  Villiers,— Mr.  Statham 
"  Hobson  desfres  me  to  thank  you  for  the  prompt 
"  return  of  the  printed  Statement  of  Defence  herein, 
"  and  to  ask  if  there  is  anything  you  would  like  to 
"  communicate  to  his  lawyers  with  reference  to  that 
"  portion  which  especially  refers  to  yourself.  If  so, 
"  he  would  like  to  hear  when  you  will  be  expected  in 
"  town."  What  does  that  refer  to? — An  action  I 
brought  in  reference  to  a  tenancy  of  Villiers. 

3167.  Against  whom? — ^Against  Villiers. 

3168.  Villiers  set  up  something  in  the  Statement 
of  Defence  which  concerned  Robertson  ? — Yes. 

3169.  What  was  that? — He  was  present  when  I 
made  the  bargain  with  Villiers,  and  he  (Villiers) 
denied  what  I  had  stated  in  my  claim  with  reference 
to  what  the  arrangement  was. 

3170.  He  said  that  Robertson  would  support  it  ? — 
Yes. 

3171.  I  do  not  want  to  go  into  detail,  but  what  was 
the  nature  of  the  dispute  ? — It  was  a  piece  of  ground 
that  Villiers  agreed  to  take  of  me  and  never  cona- 

N  2 


Mr. 
F.  S.  Hobson. 
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5  June  1888. 
W,S.Hob$(m. 


SeTitith  Day.    pleted.     It  wag  a  mere  contract  as  between  our  two 
selves. 

3172.  The  next  is  «imply  about  the  day  of  the  ap- 
pointment. The  next  is  2l8t  May  1884:  '*  My  dear 
"  Sir, — I  have  written  to  Sturge  to  let  you  have  the 
"  phaeton.  Many  thanks  for  your  cheques  lor  this 
'*  and  for  the  mare.  Perhaps  you  will  wiite  me  just 
**  one  line  as  the  phaeton  is  not  my  own,  simply 
•'  stating  that  you  are  prepared  to  offer  this  sum  for 
**  it,  and  I,  of  course,  will  advise  the  sale  "? — Those 
were  the  two  cheques  you  called  my  attention  to,  and 
which  I  had  quite  forgotten.  On  May  26th,  1884, 1 
think  it  is,  I  received  two  cheques,  one  of  G6L  and 
one  of  42/.,  and  I  simply  handed  ihem  over.  I  repaid 
them  to  the  owner  of  the  horse  and  the  owner  of  the 
phaeton. 

3173.  You  told  us  last  time,  one  was  for  a  iiorse 
and  the  other  for  a  phaeton  ? — Yes. 

3174.  On  April  30th,  1884:  «  My  dear  Sir,— Colo- 
nial " — that  is  the  Colonial  Institute  ? — ^Yes. 

3175.  [April  30th,  1884.]  «  Colonial.  My  dear 
*'  Sir, — ^Not  a  line  or  call  from  Mr.  Walker.  He 
"  may  be  doing  his  best,  but  his  silence  causes  un- 
"  necessary  anxiety  in  the  matter,  as  to  which  we  may 
*•  have  serious  litigation  at  any  moment."  Who  was 
Mr  Walker? — The  district  surveyor  wiiom  we  had 
retained  with  reference  to  the  lights.  I  paid  him  a 
fee,  but  he  did  not  do  anything  in  the  matter  ;  I  had 
to  attend  to  it  myself. 

3176.  What  had  Mr.  Robertson  to  do  with  that? — 
Mr.  Robertson  had  introduced  me  to  Mr.  Walker  as  a 
very  good  man  for  lights.  I  could  not  see  Mr. 
Walker,  I  could  not  find  him  ;  I  was  writing  every 
day  to  Mr.  Walker,  and  could  get  no  answer  to 
my  letters. 

(Mr,  Meadows  White.)  It  is  Mr.  Robert  Walker  ? 
—Yes. 

3177.  (Chairman.)  The  next  is  16th  November 
1883,  and  it  is,  "  Clerkenwell  Road.  My  dear  Sir,— I 
"  am  quite  willing  to  transfer  this  lot  at  your  request 
**  to  Mr.  George  Phillips  at  the  price  I  have  con- 
**  ti-acted  to  purchase  it  for,  and  upon  receipt  of  cheque 
"  for  amount  of  deposit  will  so  advise  the  Board/* 
That  was  one  of  four  lots  that  you  purchased  sub- 
sequently to  an  auction  sale  by  private  treaty  with 
the  auctioneer  ? — Yes. 

3178.  They  were  lots  6,  10,  14,  and  15  ?— Yes. 

3179.  Can  you  give  me  the  date  when  you  pur- 
chased them  ? — Yes,  I  said  it  was  the  same  date,  but 
I  see  it  was  the  next  morning.     There  is  the  contract. 

3180.  That  would  be  the  28th  July  ?— The  auction 
was  the  previous  day.  They  were  bought  in  at  the 
auction  sale.  I  attended  the  auction  sale  and  bought 
two  lots,  lots  13  and  20,  andn  one  of  the  public  would 
buy  the  other  four  lots,  and  I  afterwards  bought  them. 

3181.  Let  us  deal  with  those.  Lot  14  you  bought 
on  the  28th  July  for  ^,750/.,  and  it  was  conveyed  by 
your  direction  to  another  person  on  the  16th  Novem- 
ber for  2,050/.  ? — May  I  asK  who  I  conveyed  it  to. 

3182.  Bridgwater  ?— Yes. 

3183.  Can  you  tell  me  when  your  contract  with 
Bridgwater  was  made.  It  was  conveyed  on  the  16th 
November ;  of  course  the  contract  would  be  before  ? — 
It  would  be  a  month  before,  I  should  think. 

3184.  That  was  an  advance  of  300/.  ?— Yes. 

3185.  Then  lot  15  you  purchased  on  the  28th  July 
also  for  3,200/.  by  private  ti-eaty,  and  that  was  con- 
veyed on  the  19th  November  to  Mr.  Javins  for 
3,700/  ? — ^I  certainly  sold  to  Mr.  Javins.  I  sold  a  lot 
to  Mr.  Javins  ;  the  documents  will  speak  lor  them- 
selves. 

3186.  This  is  the  return  of  the  conveyances.  The 
3,700/.  appears  to  be  paid  on  the  19th  November  ? — 
That  would  be  so. 

3187.  Then  lot  10,  which  you  purchased  on  the 
28th  July  for  1,500/.,  on  the  7th  May  following  was 
conveyed  by  your  direction  to  Mr.  George  Smith  for 
the  sum  of  3,000/.  ?— That  is  right. 

3188.  That  is  an  advance  of  1,500/.  ?— After  a 
year's  work. 


3189.  It  was  conveyed  en  the  7th  of  May,  so  that 
the  contract  must  have  been  before  that  f — A  very 
short  contract.     These  were  all  very  short  contracts. 

3190.  That  was  exactly  double  what  you  had  given 
for  it  ? — Yes. 

3191.  That  leads  up  to  the  next  question.  For 
1,750/.  you  got  2,050/. ;  that  is  an  advance  of  300/. 
You  got  an  advance  of  500/.  on  the  next ;  that  was 
800/.,  and  you  got  an  advance  on  the  next  of  1,500/. 
That  was,  in  all,  2,300/.  The  other  lot,  lot  6,  was 
conveyed  to  Mr.  Phillips  in  November  1883,  and,  as  I 
understand,  at  Mr.  Robertson's  request  you  conveyed 
it  to  him  without  any  advance  ? — Without  any  ad- 
vance. 

3192.  Was  the  communicution  m  writing  which 
led  to  that? — No,  I  thiuk  all  my  commuuicatioHs  of 
that  kind  wore  verbal. 

3193.  Why  did  he  ask  it,  or  how  came  he  to  ask  it, 
or  you  to  assent  to  it  ? — I  really  cannot  tell  you.  I 
can  tell  you  why  I  aj^sented  to  it.  I  had  got  a  very 
heavy  book,  so  to  speak,  in  the  street,  and  was  quite 
willing  to  get  rid  of  some  of  it. 

31 94.  You  were  getting  rid  of  all  you  were  getting 
rid  of  at  a  very  considerable  advance  ? — Not  at  that 
time. 

3195.  Yes.  This  letter  is  dated  7th  November 
1888,  and  on  the  16th  of  November  it  was  actually 
ccDveyed  to  Mr.  Bridgwater  at  2,050/.,  and  on  the 
19th  of  Novi^mber  conveyed  to  Mr.  Javins  at  3,700/.  ? 
—Yes,  but  I  think  you  will  see  that  thai  letter  was 
just,  as  I  had  rather  over-bought  myself;  the  deal  with 
Mr.  Phillips  was  the  first  before  I  knew  whether  the 
lots  would  go  or  not. 

3196.  That  is  impossible  to  say  ? — Yes,  it  is  at  this 
distance  of  time. 

3197.  If  your  contract  with  Mr.  Bridgwater  was 
subsequent  to  the  7th  of  November  that  must  be  very 
quickly  carried  out  if  the  conveyance  was  executed  by 
the  Board  on  the  16th  ? — With  every  wish  to  give 
every  information,  1  cannot  pin  myself  to  it. 

3198.  I  should  like  you,  if  you  can,  by  reference  to 
books  to  give  me  the  date  when  the  Board  were 
requested  to  have  the  conveyance  of  lots  14  and  15 
made  out  to  Mr.  Bridgwater  and  Mr.  Javins.  It 
must  have  been  some  days  before  the  conveyance  ? — 
What  was  a  li(tle  on  my  mind,  I  think,  in  getting  rid 
of  it  promptly  was  that  the  public  would  not  buy 
these  properties  at  all.  They  had  been  bought  in  in  a 
roomful  of  people.  1  did  not  know  whether  my  judg- 
ment was  at  fault.  It  was  not,  as  it  appears.  The 
public  thought  so  evidently,  because  there  was  a  very 
large  attendance  of  buyers  on  that  day,  and  speculators 
of  every  kind. 

3199.  Lot  No.  6  was  actually  conveyed  by  the 
Board  the  day  after  lot  No.  15.  Therefore,  it  would 
not  look  as  if  they  had  been  i*equested  to  do  it  before  ? 
—No. 

3200.  The  next  letter  is  the  19th  of  September 
1883.  You  wrote  to  Mr.  Robertson  "  My  dear  Sir, — 
"  Thanks  for  your  wire.  I  have  to-day  seen  Mr. 
"  Javins,  and  have  told  him  lot  15."  So  that  you 
see  you  sold  him  lot  15  on  the  19th  of  September, 
which  is  earlier  than  the  6th  of  November,  and  you 
had  £old  it  him  at  an  advance  of  500/.  **  I  under- 
'*  stand  your  Board  have  no  objection  to  allow  the 
^*  balance  of  the  purchase  money  to  remain  at  a  fair 
^<  rate  of  interest.  Is  this  so,  and  who  shall  I  see  on 
**  the  matter  ?  When  do  you  come  to  town  ?  I  am 
**  trying  to  get  away  for  a  short  holiday  some  time 
"  the  latter  end  of  next  week."  Then  September  the 
17th,  "  I  have  been  away  since  I  wrote  to  you.  On 
"  my  arrival  in  town  to-day  for  the  first  time  since 
**  Thursday  I  find  two  persons  after  Javins'  site,  so 
^  kindly  stir  him  up,  and  let  me  know  his  decision." 
Did  Mr.  Robertson  find  you  Mr.  Javins  ?  Was  he  a 
friend  of  Mr.  Robertson's  ? — I  should  think  it  very 
likely.  I  should  say  so  by  that  letter.  That  is  all  I 
can  say.  You  get  buyers  in  and  out  all  day.  I  should 
think,  probably,  Mr*  Robertson  sent  Javins  to  me. 

3201.  I  see  these  letters  go  backwards.  On  Sep- 
tember the  13th  you  wrote  to  Mr.  Robertson, ''  Just 
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*<  a  line  of  apology  that  I  have  not  written  you  before 
<<  in  reference  to  Javins'  site.  On  looking  at  it  this 
"  morning  I  have  formed  an  opinion  which  I  think 
"  you  can  endorse,  that  it  is  about  the  best  of  the 
'^  bunch,  and  has  one  great  advantage  that  it  produces 
**  an  income,  and,  therefore,  keeps  down  interest.  Be 
"  this  as  it  may,  I  should  like  to  meet  the  man  fairly, 
**  and  if  he  will  give  500/.  for  the  bargaiu  I  will 
"  accept  it ;  and  I  should  not  object  to  give  him  credit 
«*  for  a  portion  of  this  sum,  say  half  down  and  the 
*'  balance  in  six  months."  You  have  bargained  for 
those  two  sites  prior  to  the  communication  with  Mr. 
Robertson  on  the  7th  of  November  obviously  ? — You 
will  understand  it  is  a  little  difficult  in  dealing  every 
day  to  give  the  exact  date. 

3202.  You  do  not  know  anything  about  any  arrtmge- 
ment  between  Mr.  Robertson  and  Mr.  Phillips,  I  sup- 
pose ? — Hfo. 

3203.  I  see  Mr.  Bridgwater  gives  notice  on  the 
25th  of  October  that  he  had  that  day  purchased  the 
lot  of  you  aiid  forwards  the  conveyance  for  approval  ? 
— Yes.  You  asked  to  see  the  agreement  between 
Mr.  Napier  and  myself  as  to  lots  2  and  3.  May  1,  to 
save  your  Lordship's  time,  say  that  on  looking  up  the 
papers  I  find  that  the  tender  for  plots  2  and  3  was 
accepted  by  the  Board  on  the  8th  of  July  1886;  that 
would  be  the  Shaftesbury  Avenue. 

3204.  Your  name  does  not. appear? — No.  It  \^as 
Messrs.  Gole.  Then  it  was  allowed  to  drop.  The 
negotiation  dropped,  but  subsequently  the  Board  re- 
newed it  with  me ;  that  is  the  date  it  was  accepted. 

*  3205.  This  was  on  the  8th  of  July  1886.  They 
intimate  that  they  are  willing  to  accept  the  tender  at 
the  rent  of  1,030/.  per  annum  on  the  references  being 
satisfactory  ? — Yes.  Then  the  16th  of  September 
1886  is  the  date  of  the  agreement  with  Captain 
Napier. 

3206.  This  was  simply  a  transfer  to  him  for  the 
sum  of  2,500/.  of  your  right  to  the  lease.  Your  right 
was  not  absolutely  complete,  as  I  understand,  at  that 
time  ? — No.  During  all  that  time,  of  course,  any 
individual  in  this  world  could  have  bought  it  if  he 
liked  if  he  thought  there  was  a  great  deal  in  it. 

3207.  Your  tender  had  been  accepted  subject  to 
references.  Had  anything  been  done  upon  that  ? — 
No  ;  I  allowed  that  to  slip,  and  the  Board  pi'acticaily 
wrote  to  say  that  negotiations  had  dropped.  Then 
when  I  found  a  customer  I  wrote  again  to  the  Board 
and  asked  them  if  they  would  accept  my  original 
tender,  which  they  did.  I  found  the  deposit.  I  did 
many  things  in  connexion  with  it. 

3208.  At  that  time  you  had  found  a  purchaser  who 
was  to  give  you  2,500/.  for  the  bargain  ? — Yes,  cer- 
tainly. 

"  3209.  That  is  not  a  bad  arrangement,  because  you 
were  at  that  time  perfectly  free  ;  if  you  had  not  found 
a  purchaser  you  need  not  have  taken  it  ? — Certainly. 
1  should  like  to  do  it  over  and  over  again,  but  I  fail 
to  see  anything  dishonourable  in  it. 

3210.  I  am  not  dealing  with  that  ? — I  found  the 
deposit  and  did  a  number  of  other  things.  1  am  only 
too  glad  to  underwrite  myself  if  I  can  find  a  buyer.  I 
found  one  yesterday  oifly. 

3211.  Is  there  any  other  matter  with  reference  to 
which  you  were  examined  last  time  on  which  you 
have  any  addition  to  make  ? — I  received  my  evidence 
this  morning.  1  have  only  glanced  at  it  very  roughly. 
There  are  a  few  printer's  errors ;  very  small  matters. 
I  could  not  quite  correct  that.  I  can  correct  what  is 
present  to  my  own  mind  as  a  mistake.  I  find  on 
reference  that  I  paid  Mr.  Phipps  500/. — I  said  400/. 
last  time — in  two  cheques  of  November  4th,  1 886,  and 
January  13th,  1887,  and  then  Mr.  Phipps  called  on 
me  yesterday  and  corrected  my  impression  as  to  Mr. 
Fowler.  I  was  under  the  impression  that  he  brought 
Mr,  Napier  to  Mr.  Phipps  and  Mr.  Phipps  brought 
Mr.  Napier  to  me.  That  is  not  so.  He  said  Mr. 
Phipps  had  all  the  monetary  arrangements  in  con- 
nexion with  Mr.  Fowler,  and  I  only  saw  Mr.  Fowler 
on  the  day  1  handed  him  the  cheque.  Ue  savs  it  was 
not  so;   it  was   in   connexion  with   some  lights  or 


something  of 
Mr.  Fowler. 

3212.  Was 
you  paid  Mr. 
thouofht  Mr. 


the  sort   that   he  was  associated  with     Seventh  Day 


it  in  connexion  with  this  mRtter  that 
Fowler  part  of  the  money? — Yea,    I 
Pliipps  owed   his  introduction  to  Mr. 
Napier  and  me  to  Mr.  Fowler,  but  that  is  not  so. 

3213.  You  say  Mr.  Phipps  ^now  tells  you  that  that 
was  not  the  case  ? — Yes. 

3214.  (Mr,  Bosunquet,)  What  did  you  pay  Mr. 
Fowler  200/.  for  ?— I  paid  Mr.  Fowler  200/.  at  the 
request  of  Mr.  Phipps. 

3215.  Had  you  promised  to  give  Mr.  Phipps  700/.  ? 
— Yes.  I  thmk  it  was  even  more  than  that.  I  think 
Mr.  Phipps  took  a  little  less  than  I  promised  in  the 
end.  Mr.  Phipps  is  a  well-kncwn  theatrical  architect. 
This  site  in  my  judgment  was  only  fit  for  a  theatre. 
If  he  could  bring  me  a  customer  I  was  to  give  him  so 
much,  of  wliich  he  arranged  that  I  was  to  pay  Mr. 
Fowler  this  money. 

3216.  You  were  to  pay  Mr.  Fowler  part  of  the 
money  for  having  a  customer  brought  ? — I  am  in  a 
little  difticulty  there  as  to  what  it  was  quite  for ;  I 
think  it  was  with  regard  to  the  lights. 

3217.  {Chairman,)  You  had  nothing  to  do  with 
how  Mr.  Fowler  had  earned  the  money.  The  matter 
of  paying  it  to  Mr.  Fowler  rather  than  to  Mr.  Phipps 
was  entirely  Mr.  Phipps*  affair  ? — Yet.  As  a  fact,  I 
had  never  seen  Mr.  Fowler  until  December  the  lith 
in  my  life  to  my  knowledge. 

3218.  1  am  not  quite  sure  that  1  understand  now 
why  Mr.  Phipps  could  not  have  paid  him  himself  out 
of  the  money,  and  why  Mr.  Fowler  should  have  been 
brought  to  yoti  at  all  ? — Mr.  Phipps  all  along  told  me 
that  Mr.  Fowler  was  to  receive  some  of  his  commis- 
sion in  connexion,  as  1  understood  it,  with  the  lights  ; 
but  that  is  a  matter  which  Mr.  Phipps  could  explain 
very  much  better  than  I  can. 

3219.  {Mr.  BosanqueL)  Did  Mr.  Robertson  bring 
you  any  other  customers  besides  Mr.  Phillips  and  Mr. 
Javins  ? — Only  those.  I  think  I  have  stated  I  d*»  not 
remember  any  others  at  this  number  of  years. 

3220.  Whom  else  do  you  say  Mr.  Robertson  brought 
you  ? — I  said  I  was  under  the  impression  that  he 
brought  a  Mr.  Smith,  of  Smith  and  Elder,  but  of  that 
I  am  not  quite  sure.  > 

3221.  Mr.  Robertson  introduced  nobody  else  to  you 
besides  those  three  ? — 1  really  cannot  tell  you  abso- 
lutely ;  1  do  not  think  he  did.  1  knew  all-  the  time 
that  Mr.  Fowler  was  working  with  Mr.  Phipps  in 
this  matter.  That  must  be  present  to  my  mind  be- 
cause Mr.  Fowler's  name  was  from  the  first  often 
mentioned.  I  never  saw  Mr.  Fowler  until  the  day 
I  handed  him  the  cheque. 

^222.  (Chairman.)  I  forget  what  day  you  say  it 
was? — December  the  lltli,  1886. 

3223.  What  was  the  day  on  which  you  got  your 
agreement  with  the  Board  absolutely  settled  ;  your 
name  never  came  before  the  Board  ? — No  ;  only  my 
lawyer's  name.  No  one  knew  but  myself  and  my 
solicitors  for  whom  Messrs.  Gole's  tender  was. 

3224.  (Mr.  GrenfelL)  Who  are  J.  and  R.  Gole  ? 
— The  solicitors.  I  do  not  think  anyone  had  at  the 
time  of  my  first  tender  the  slightest  idea  that  Messrs. 
Gole  were  acting  for  me. 

{Chairman.)  On  the  28th  of  June  the  tenders  were 
opened,  and  amongst  the  tenders  was  that  of  J.  and 
R.  Grolc  for  plots  2  and  3,  1,030/.  a  year ;  and  there 
was  also  a  tender  for  plots  2  and  3  of  1,312/.  a  year, 
but  that  was  with  special  conditions.  Can  you  give  mo 
that  tender,  Mr.  White,  so  that  I  may  see  what  the 
special  conditions  were  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White,)  It  shall  be  sent  for. 

{Chairman.)  **It  was  moved  by  Mr.  Harben  and 
"  seconded  that  the  said  tenders  and  letters  be  referred 
*^  to  a  sub-committee,  consisting  of  the  deputy  chair- 
"  man  and  the  late  deputy  chairman,  in  conjunction 
"  with  the  architect,  for  examination  and  report  to 
**  this  Committee  on  Monday  next.  An  amendment 
**  was  moved  by  Mr.  John  Jones  and  seconded  by 
'*  Captain  Wenborn  that  the  said  tenders  and  letters 
"  be  referred  to  a  sub-committee  consisting  of  the 
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'*  depaty  cbairmau,  the  late  deputy  chairman,  and  the 
^<  chairman  of  the  Building  Act  Committee,  in  con- 
'<  junction  with  the  architect,  for  examination  and 
**  report  to  this  Committee  ou  Monday  next."  That 
amendment  was  carried  and  it  was  resolved  accordingly. 
Then  on  the  29th  June, "  The  sub-committee  met,  con- 
"  sisting  of  Francis  Hayman  Fowler,  Esq.,  deputy 
"  chairman  of  the  Board,  William  Robins  Selway, 
'^  Esq." ;  was  he  the  late  deputy  chairman  ? 
(Mr,  Meadows  White.)  Yes. 

3225.  ( Chairman,)  "  The  reference  was  presented 
"  as  follows :  That  th«  several  tenders  for  building 
"  land  in  Shaftesbury  Avenue  be  referred  to  a  sub- 
'*  committee  consisting  of  the  deputy  chairman,  the 
"  late  deputy  chairman,  and  the  chairman  of  the 
"  Building  Act  Committee,  in  conjunction  \vith  the 
"  architect,  for  examination  and  report  to  the  Com- 
"  mittee  on  Monday  next.  The  sub-committee  having 
"  considered  the  tenders,  it  was  resolved  that  the 
'^  following  recommendations  be  submitted  to  the 
**  Works  and  General  Purposes  Committee:  1.  That 
"  the  tender  of  Messrs.  J.  and  R.  Gole,  viz.,  1,030/. 
*'  per  annum  for  plots  2  and  3  be  accepted  subject 
*'  to  the  usual  inquiries."  Then  on  the  5th  July 
the  report  was,  read,  *'  Your  sub-committee  have  ex- 
'^  amined  the  tenders  opened  on  Monday  last  and  beg 
*'  to  report  as  follows  :  The  following  tenders  are  in 
"  order  and  are  in  excess  of  the  architect's  estimate : 
**  (1)  Gole,  J.  and  R.,  Plots  2  and  3,  1,030/.  per 
"  annum  (architect  1,000/.).  Your  committee  recom- 
*'  mend  as  follows  :  (1)  That  the  tender  of  Messrs.  J. 
"  and  R.  Gole,  viz.,  1,030/.  per  annum,  for  plots  2 
'*  and  3  be  accepted  subject  to  the  usual  inq bines. 
**  It  was  moved  by  Mr.  Fowler,  seconded  and  resolved 
**  that  the  tender  of  Messrs.  J.  and  R.  Gole,  of  1,030/. 
'^  per  annum  for  plots  2  and  3  be  accepted."  Then 
on  the  19th  July,  "Read  a  report  by  the  solicitor 
"  stating,  that  he  had  not  yet  received  the  particulars 
"  applied  for  with  reference  to  the  tender  of  Messrs. 
"  J.  and  R.  Gole  for  plots  2  and  3,  Shaftesbury 
**  Avenue.  Resolved,  on  the  motion  of  Mr.  b^dwards, 
"  that  the  solicitor  do  report  again  on  Monday  next." 
On  the  2ik1  Augjust  there  is  a  report  ')y  the  solicitor, 
'^  Repeated  applications  have  since  been  made  both 
"  by  letters  and  by  calling  at  Messrs  Gole's  offices 
**  without  obtaining  any  information  respecting  the 
"  person  for  whom  the  tender  for  the  ground  was 
*•  made.  .  On  the  31st  ultimo  I  received  a  letter  from 
**  Messrs.  Gole  stating  that  they  were  not  yet  able  to 
"  forward  the  particulai-s  required.  I  am  informed 
"  by  the  architect  that  there  are  other  offers  tor  the 
"  plots."  Then  on  the  same  date,  "  Read  a  report  by 
**  the  solicitor  stating,  with  reference  to  the  tender  of 
•*  Messrs.  J.  and  R.  Gole  for  plots  2  and  3, 
"  Shaftesbury  Avenue,  that  although  he  had  made 
"  repeated  applications  for  tlie  name  of  their  client 
"  with  references  he  had  not  been  able  to  obtain  the 
"  information  required.  It  was  moved  by  Mr.  Edwards 
*•  and  seconded  that  the  solicitor  do  inform  Messrs. 
'*  Gole  that  the  tender  is  declined.  An  amendment 
**  was  moved  by  Mr.  Fowler  and  seconded  by  Mr.  Free- 
**  man,  that  notice  be  given  to  Messrs.  Gole  by  the 
*'  solicitor,  that  unless  the  required  particulars  are 
**  furnished  within  ten  days  the  tender  will  be 
'*  declined."  The  amendment  was  carried  ? — It  is 
after  that  date  that  I  refer  to  the  property  as  being  in 
open  market  for  anyone  who  liked  until  I  re-opened 
my  negotiations. 

3226.  No,  not  then  ?— Within  ten  days. 

3227.  Then  on  the  4th  October  the  solicitor  to  the 
Board  reports  that  '*  Messrs.  Gole  having  failed  after 
'*  repeated  applications  to  them  to  forward  the  name 
"  of  the  person  on  whose  behalf  the  tender  was  made, 
**  together  with  references,  the  negotiation  was 
"  closed  by  the  order  of  the  Committee  of  the  2nd 
**  Ajgust  last."  That  would  be  on  the  12th  or 
13th  August?— Yes. 

3228.  **  On  the  8th  ultimo  "—that  would  be  the  8th 
September—  "  Messrs.  Gole  having  written  that  they 
**  were  prepared  to  forward  the  name  of  the  person 
^*  on  whose  behalf  they  forwarded  the  tender,  together 


"  with  references,  I  replied,  reminding  Messrs.  Gole 
*'  that  the  negotiations  was  at  an  end,  and  I  wrote  m 
"  reply  to  a  subsequent  letter  from  them  that  if  they 
**  forwarded  the  name  of  their  client  with  references 
*'  I  would  ask  the  Committee  whether  they  were 
'*  willing  to  re-open  the  negotiation.  On  the  27th 
"  ultimo  Messrs.  Gole  forwarded  the  name  of  their 
*'  client  with  references."  What  was  the  date  of 
your  agreement  with  Captain  Napier  ? — The  16th 
September. 

3229.  ''I  have  not  at  present  been  able  to  com- 
"  plete  the  inquiries,  but  from  some  information  ob- 
^'  tained  I  think  the  result  will  be  satisfactory.  If 
"  the  Committee  are  willing  to  i-e-open  the  negotia- 
"  tion  they  will  perhaps  wish  me  to  report  further  on 
*'  Monday  next."  Then  it  was  **  resolved  on  the 
"  motion  of  Mr.  Edwards,  seconded  by  Mr.  Fowler, 
"  that  the  solicitor  do  proceed  to  make  the  usual 
*'  inquiries  and  report  to  the  Committee."  Then  on 
the  11th  October  the  solicitor  again  writes  a  letter  in 
which  he  states  that  Messrs.  Oole's  tender  is  on  behalf 
pf  Captain  Charles  James  Napier.  Then  he  gives 
the  names  of  his  referees,  and  then  on  the  11th 
^)ctober,  **  Resolved,  on  the  motion  of  Mr.  Edwards, 
'•  that  the  solicitor  do  make  further  inquiries  and 
*•  report  again."  I  do  not  here  find  the  result  after 
those  further  inquiries.  It  goes  on  to  other  matters. 
Assuming  that  he  is  entitled  to  the  lease  and  saying 
that  he  has  arranged  for  the  lease  of  the  CafI  de 
r£toile,  and  proposes  to  transfer  his  lease,  and  so  on. 
But  the  last  minute  is  that  of  the  11th  October  1886, 
"  Resolved,  that  the  solicitor  do  make  further  inquiries 
*'  and  report  again."  There  must  have  been  some- 
thing else.  Will  you  give  me  the  minutes  of  the 
Works  Committee  for  the  next  two  or  three  weeks 
after  the  11th  October  {They  are  handed  to  his 
Lordship,) 

{Mr,  Meadows  White,)  There  is  a  minute  of  the 
25th  October. 

3230.  {Chairman.)  Yes,  on  the  25th  October  1886  : 
"  Reid  a  report  of  the  solicitor  stating  the  result  of 
"  his  further  inquiries  with  reference  to  the  tender 
"  of  Messrs.  J.  and  R.  Grole,  on  behalf  of  Captain 
**  Napier,  for  plots  2  and  3.  Resolved,  on  the  motion 
"  of  Mr.  Kd wards,  seconded  by  Mr.  Fowler,  that  thf, 
'*  acceptance  of  the  tender  be  confirmed,"  and  that 
seems  to  complete  it.  Yon  stated  on  the  last  occasion 
when  you  were  examined,  whcMi  you  were  asked  if 
you  had  known  Mr.  Fowler,  that  you  knew  him 
simply  on  the  introduction  of  Mr.  Phipps,  and  that 
you  had  known  him  roughly  a  couple  of  years.  Did 
Mr.  Phipps  introduce  him  to  you  in  reference  to 
any  other  transaction  prior  to  this  ?  —  No.  I  am 
speaking  from  memory.  This  was  December  11th, 
1886.     That  would  be  just  about  it. 

3231.  You  mean  two  years  from  the  present  time  ? 
—Yes. 

3232.  It  was.  How  long  "  had  "  you  known  Mr. 
Fowler  } — That  would  be  the  right  answer,  would  not 
it  ?     I  have  known  him  for  two  years. 

3233.  It  was,  "had"  you  known  him,  not  "have'* 
you  known  him ;  you  understood  me  "  How  long  have 
you  known  him  "  ? — Yes. 

3234.  When  you  mentioned  two  years  you  were 
referring  to  about  the  time  of  the  transaction  with 
Captain  xVapier  ?— Yes. 

3235.  And  your  only  acquaintance  with  him  was 
in  connexion  with  that  transaction,  I  understand  ? — 
The  only  transaction. 

3236.  You  had  no  other  dealing  ?  —  No  other 
dealing. 

3237.  When  did  you  first  hear  Mr.  Fuwler's  name  ? 
From  Air.  Phipps,  in  connexion  with  this  matter? — 
When  I  first  commenced  to  negotiate  with  Mr. 
Phipps — who  was  for  Captain  Napier. 

3238.  Before  the  agreement  was  concluded  with 
Captain  Napier? — Yes. 

3239.  The  agreement  was  concluded,  I  think,  on 
the  16th  September? — Yes. 

3240.  Before  the  16th  September  you  had  heard  of 
Mr.  Fowler  in  connexion  with  the  matter  ? — ^Yes. 
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3241.  Can  you  tell  us  what  Mr.  Phipps  had  told 
you  ? — He  told  me  only  in  general  terms  that  a  bro- 
ther architect,  Mr.  Fowler,  was  acting  with  him  in 
the  matter,  and  I  really  thought  up  till  yesterday  that 
he  had  brought  Mr.  Napier  to  Mr.  Phipps. 

3242.  {Mr,  GrenfelL)  That  Mr.  Fowler  had  ?— 
Yes. 

3243.  {Chairman)  Now  you  say  Mr.  Phipps  in- 
forms you  that  was  not  the  case  ? — ^Yes. 

3244.  Of  course  you  did  not  know  anything  of  the 
matter  until  Mr.  Phipps  introduced  him  to  you  ? — I 
knew  nothing  of  Captain  Napier  who  took  the  site. 

3245.  Is  there  any  addition  that  you  have  to  make, 
in  reference  to  any  payments  made  by  you  to  Mr. 
Kobertson  or  any  other  member  of  the  Board,  to  j'our 
statement  last  time  ? — No  more  than  I  said  that  any 
cheque  which  I  may  have  given  in  Mr.  Robertson's 
name  I  can  easily  trace.  I  have  done  so,  but  I  do 
not  bind  myself  to  100/.  either  way.  T  have  given 
you  all  I  can  possibly  trace  in  Mr.  Robertson's  name 
or  otherwise ;  no  one  else  can  trace  them.  If  cash 
or  bearer.  I  think  I  spoke  of  one  cheque  of  100/. 
beyond  those  I  have  stated,  but  I  will  not  be  sure  it 
is  Robertson's. 

3246.  Can  you  tell  me  through  what  bank  the 
250/.  cheque  of  February  this  year  was  cashed  ? — It 
was  a  cash  cheque. 

3247.  It  was  not  crossed  on  any  bank  ? — ^No.  I 
could  ten  you  what  the  350/.  was  if  I  had  the  cheque 
here. 

3248.  I  do  not  require  that  ? — I  should  like  to  ex- 
plain this.  I  said  that  every  dealing  I  had  with  the 
Board  had  been  by  public  tender  or  auction.  I  find 
that  in  one  case  I  did  try  to  deal  privately  with  them 
and  they  declined  my  offer.  The  property  was  sub- 
sequently put  up  to  auction,  and  I  purchased  it  and 
another  purchaser,  the  "  Robin  Hood,"  which  included 
it,  at  a  loss  to  the  Board  of  over  3,000/.,  below  my 
offer  privately. 

3249.  {Mr,  Grain.)  Messrs.  J.  and  R.  Gole  were 
your  solicitors  ? — ^They  were. 

3250.  Acting  for  you  ? — Acting  for  me. 

3251.  And  the  offer  they  made  to  the  Board  was 
made  upon  your  instructions  ? — Certainly. 

3252.  Was  it  upon  your  instructions  that  they  kept 
back  your  name  from  the  Board  ?— Certainly. 

3253.  Can  you  explain  that  to  us.  I  am  quite 
ready  to  take  your  explanation ;  why  was  it  ? — My 
business  has  been  gone  so  thoroughly  into. 

3254.  {Chairman)  What  is  Mr.  Phipps'  address? 
— Mecklenburgh  Square. 

3255.  It  is  C.  J.  Phipps,  is  it  not  ? — ^Yes. 

3256.  Has  he  an  office  besides  ? — He  has  consulting 
rooms.  He  will  be  found  there ;  I  think  it  is  17  ;  but 
Mecklenburgh  Squai-e  will  find  him  perfectly  well. 
The  number  is  in  the  Directory. 

3257.  {Mr.  Grain)  Mr.  Hobson  states  that  Messrs. 
Gole  kept  back  his  name  on  his  instructions,  and  I 
follow  it  with  this  question  :  Will  you  explain  to  me 
why  you  gave  instructions  to  Messrs.  Gole  to  keep 
back  the  name,  if  your  Lordship  thinks  there  is  no 
objection  ;  he  seems  to  object  to  it  ? — I  have  no  real 
objection  to  the  question ;  it  is  only  a  matter  of 
principle.  My  business  has  been  gone  into  so 
thoroughly.  Am  I  to  give  every  instruction  I  gave 
to  various  solicitors  ?  I  do  not  mind  answering  the 
question,  but  where  is  it  to  end  ? 

{Mr.  Grain)  1  will  leave  it  in  my  Lord's  hands. 

3258.  {Chairman)  You  probably  have  no  objection 
to  my  knowing  it  ? — Not  the  least. 

3259.  l£yo\x  write  down  what  it  was  I  will  see 
whether  there  is  any  reason  for  withholding  it  ? — I 
will  answer  this  one  if  you  like. 

3260.  No,  write  it  down  and  I  will  see  whether 
there  is  any  reason  why  it  should  not  be  made  public. 

{Mr.  Grain,)  Certainly,  1  am  quite  contented. 


(  Witness.)  1  have  no  objection  to  that  being  known 
{handing  a  letter  to  his  Lordship). 

3261.  {Chairman.)  I  do  not  think  there  ciin  be  any 
objection  ? — I  was  looking  for  my  customer,  and  I  did 
not  want  to  go  on  with  it  till  I  had  found  one. 

3262.  {Mr.  Grain.)  Bid  Messrs.  J.  and  R.  Gole 
tender  for  yqu  for  any  other  sites  ? — No,  they  have 
done  other  business  for  me,  of  course. 

3263.  Have  you  made  tenders  through  any  other 
solicitors  for  Board's  sites  ? — Oh,  yes. 

3264.  Would  you  give  me  the  name? — Messi's. 
Cunliffes  and  Davonport  of  Chancery  Lane. 

3265.  (  Chairman)  You  mentioned  them  last  time  .^ 
—Yes. 

3266.  {Mr.  Grain.)  Are  there  any  others  that  you 
have  not  mentioned  ? — I  do  not  think  so. 

3267.  Have  you  mentioned  Davidson  and  Morris  ? 
— I  may  have  done.  They  act  very  largely  in  business 
for  me.     I  may  have  tendered  through  them. 

3268.  {Chairman.)  In  any  of  those  cases  were  the 
tenders  accepted ;  did  anything  follow  on  them  ? — Yes ; 
Messrs.  Cunliffes  and  Davenport,  plot  4  to  9,  which 
has  been  discussed. 

3269.  {Mr.  Grain)  Did  anything  follow  on  the 
tender,  if  you  made  one  through  Messrs.  Davidson 
and  Morris  ? — My  impression  is  that  I  never  made  a 
tender  through  Messrs.  Davidson  and  Morris,  but  if  I 
did  something  would  have  followed  on  it,  I  should 
think. 

3270.  (  Chairman.)  You  have  given  us  all  the  cases  ? 
— ^I  may  as  well  say  at  once  that  I  have  never  made 
more  than  one  tender  for  any  plot  of  land  when  I  have 
been  dealing  with  the  Board,  and  that  in  every  case  I 
have  completed  those  tenders. 

3271.  (Mr.  Gram.)  I  do  not  follow  that  If  you 
made  a  tender  through  Davidson  and  Morris  was  it 
accepted  ? — If  I  have  made  a  tender  through  David- 
son and  Morris  it  would  have  been  one  that  has  been 
accepted. 

3272.  Cannot  you  charge  your  memory  with  that? 
— I  think  I  have  charged  my  memory  very  fairly, 
considering  my  transactions. 

3273.  You  keep  books,  do  not  you  ? — Not  of  ten- 
ders, certidnly  not. 

3274.  Do  not  you  keep  any  record  of  the  tenders 
you  send  in  ? — Oh,  yes  ;  if  there  is  a  tender  in  the 
name  of  Messrs.  Davjdson  and  Morris  I  can  tell  you 
immediately  if  it  was  one  of  mine. 

3275.  I  do  not  know  if  there  was  ? — There  is  nothing 
in  it,  I  assure  you. 

3276.  I  daresay  you  will  have  some  memorandum 
some  way  or  other,  and  you  can  by-and-by  tell  us 
whether  there  were  any  or  not  ? — I  am  pretty  neaily 
certain  there  was  not.  If  there  was  one  I  will  cer- 
tainly let  you  know. 

3277.  On  the  last  occasion  you  were  asked  dis- 
tinctly this  question  :  "  Did  anybody  else  have  the 
"  good  fortune  to  get  anything  connected  with  the 
«  Board  of  Works  ?— The  100/.  to  Mr.  Saunders  ; 
"  that  was  the  light  and  air.  {Chairman.)  Were 
"  there  any  others? — No.  {Mr.  Winch)  Did  Mr. 
"  Goddard  ? — No."  Was  there  any  correspondence 
passing  between  you  and  Mr.  Goddard? — None. 

3278.  None  ? — At  no  time,  as  far  as  I  know  ;  I  am 
positive. 

3279.  I  do  not  mean  any  casual  letter,  but  any 
business  letter  ? — May  I  just  say  that  the  Northumber- 
land Avenue  site,  I  think,  stood  with  a  board  upon 
it  for  about  four  years  before  I  negotiated,  and  anyone 
who  liked  to  have  had  it  might  have  had  it  at  that 
time,  and  I  suppose  at  that  price ;  i.e.,  that  anyone 
could  have  purchased  any  of  the  properties  I  acquired 
from  the  Board  at  the  same  price  I  have,  and  that 
really  applies  to  the  whole  of  my  transactions  with 
the  JBoard. 


S«TeDth  Day. 

5  June  1888. 

Mr. 
F,  S.  Hobson*' 


The  witness  withdrew. 
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Mr.  Augustus  Uahbis  sworn  and  examined. 


Seventh  Day. 
5  June  1888. 

A,  Harris, 


3280.  (Chairman.)  I  believe  you  are  lessee  of 
Drury  Lane  Theatre  ? — I  am. 

3281.  And  I  believe  you,  with  other  lessees  of 
theatres,  have  taken  exception  to  tiie  action  ot*  the 
Board  under  the  Building  Acts  ? — Yes. 

3282.  I  believe  you  were  one  of  the  deputation  that 
waited  on  the  Home  Secretary  to  suggest  that  the 
powers  conferred  by  the  Building  Acts  should  be 
transferred  to  some  other  authority  ? — Yes. 

3283.  Will  you  be  good  enough  to  inform  the  Com- 
mission what  was  the  nature  of  the  objection  enter- 
tained to  the  administration  of  the  Acts  by  the  Bori^'d  ? 
— We  felt  that  the  Board  had  sufficient  powers  ah-c^dy, 
and  we  were  afraid  that  if  more  powers  were  put  in 
their  hands  managers  would  fare  very  badly,  as  we 
did  not  believe  that  the  Metropolitan  Board,  being 
composed  of  members  who  were  elected  every  few 
years,  and  who  were,  to  a  certain  extent,  irresponsible, 
as  wo  imagined,  would  be  a  good  l?ody  ;  we  preferred 
to  have  permanent  officials ;  we  felt  we  should  not  be 
safe  in  their  hands. 

3284.  Was  that  idea  derived  from  anything  in  your 
experience  of  the  working  of  the  Board  under  the 
powers  that  they  already  possessed  ? — Yes.  We  found 
that  we  had  been  put  to  nil  sorts  of  unnecessary 
trouble,  and  we  knew  that  the  members  of  the  Board 
gave  a  lot  of  instructions,  but  knew  nothing  at  all 
about  the  working  of  theatres,  and  we  felt  that  if  we 
could  have  permanent  officials  who  thoroughly  under- 
stood their  busines-,  we  should  then  fare  pretty  well. 

3285.  Did  you  find  that  the  directions  given  by  the 
Board  or  the  requirements  of  the  Board  varied  from 
time  to  time  ? — From  the  general  information  we  hail, 
we  knew  that  what  was  ordered  at  one  time  was  very 
often  not  ordered  at  imother,  and  that  their  instruc- 
tions were  not  always  the  same. 

3286.  Did  you  have  any  reason  to  think  that  they 
did  not  a«;t  uniformly  in  the  case  of  all  theatres;  that 
they  made  more  requirements  in  the  case  of  some 
than  ihey  did  in  the  case  of  others  ? — I  do  not  know 
exactly  how  to  answer  that  question.  There  was  a 
general  impression  that  that  was  the  case. 

3287.  In  your  own  case  some  question  arose  with 
reference  to  an  official  of  the  Board  seeking  admission 
to  your  theatre  ? — ^Yes.  I  may  as  well  state  that  all 
the  alteraliono  that  were  made  in  Drury  Lane  Tlieatre, 
or  nearly  all  the  alterations,  would  not  be  at  my  ex- 
penses but  would  be  at  the  expense  of  the  committee 
who  let  the  theatre  ;  and,  therefore,  I  am  not  largely 
interested  in  the  large  expenses  that  the  proprietors 
have  been  put  to. 

3288.  You  would  not  be  in  the  same  position,  or  in 
as  gooil  a  position,  to  judge  of  that  matter  as  other 
managers  of  theatres  who  are  more  interested^  in  the 
building  ? — Exactly  so. 

3289.  Mr.  Hebb  was  employed  in  the  Architect's  De- 
}>artment  of  the  Board  ? — I  never  met  Mr.  Hebb,  nor 
should  I  know  him  if  I  saw  him  now.  The  only 
evidence  I  have  is  the  letters  I  have  received  from 
him.     I  never  met  him  to  my  knowledge. 

3290.  You  are  now  aware  that  he  was  in  the  Archi- 
tect's Department,  and  that  in  some  cases,  at  all 
events,  he  was  concerned  on  behalf  of  the  superin- 
tending architect  in  examining  the  work  done  in 
pursuance  of  the  retjuirements  of  the  Board  at  theatres  ? 
—Yes. 

3291.  What  was  the  lir?t  communication  you  re- 
ceived from  Mr.  Hebb  ? — I  cannot  say  what  the  first 
.was.  When  1  found  that  the  applications  were  be- 
coming very  numerous  I  said,  "  Just  see  what  letters 
you  can  find,"  and  the  first  I  came  a<?ross  is  dated  the 
9th  of  January  1884. 

3292.  There  may  have  been  some  before  that  date  ? 
— There  may  have  been.  Before  that  date  I  did  not 
keep  letters  anything  like  as  I  have  kept  them  since. 
Most  likely  they  would  have  been  destroyed  if  there 
were  any. 


3293.  How  many  letters  did  you  receive  from  hiui 
which  you  have  kept  ? — As  far  as  I  am  aware  there 
are  20  (handing  in  letters). 

3294.  Running  from  the  9th  of  January  1884  to 
the  1 5th  of  December  1885  ?— That  is  all  I  know  of. 

3295.  That  is  within  two  years  ? — Yes. 

3296.  They  are  on  paper  headed,  "Metropolitan 
"  Board  of  Works,  Superintending  Architect's  De- 
**  partment.  Building  Act  Office,  Spring  Gardens  "  ? 
— Mostly. 

3297.  **  Can  you  let  me  have  a  box  for  any  night 
**  this  week"?  "Can  you  let  me  have  two  stalls,  or 
"  a  small  box,  for  Thursday  next "?  I  suppose,  in 
answer  to  that,  there  had  been  some  letter  of  yours,  or 
on  your  behalf,  making  some  difficulty  ? — Generally, 
if  you  look  at  the  letter,  you  will  see  there  is  either  a 
"  Yes"  on  it.  or  some  mark  which  will  show  what 
was  done  in  the  case. 

3298.  There  docs  not  appear  to  be  on  that  particu- 
lar one? — Perhaps  it  is  in  the  corner,  right  at  the 
top. 

3299.  There  is  "  Thursday  "  ?— Sent  for  Thursday. 

3300.  Then  the  23rd  of  January :  **  Thanks  for 
'*  your  note.  I  have  no  desire  to  interfere  with  your 
**  business,  but  should  be  glad  if  you  could  make  it 
"  convenient  to  let  me  have  a  box  this  week,  or  the 
*'  beginning  of  the  next "  ? — That  would  be  in  answer 
to  a  refusal. 

3301.  "You  know,  perhaps,  that  I  am  authorised 
"  by  the  Board  to  visit  theatres  at  any  time,  but  this 
"  authorisation  only  applies  to  himself,  and  I  do  not 
**  always  care  to  go  alone  "  ? — That  would  be  bec&use 
I  sent  one  seat. 

3302.  "14th  February.  Dear  Sir,— Could  you 
"  conveniently  let  me  have  a  box  for  a  morning  per- 
"  formance  any  day  next  week."  That  you  sent.  I 
see  it  is  marked  "  Yes."  "  March  10th.  My  friend 
"  Mr.  Furniss,  who  is  a  member  of  this  Board,  and 
"  whose  address  I  enclose,  asks  if  I  could  procure 
"  him  two  seals  for  a  morning  performance  of  your 
"  pantomime.  I  told  him  I  would  inquire,  and  feel 
"  sure  that  if  your  business  permits  you  will  oblige 
"  him."  "  May  5th.  Can  you  oblige  me  with  a 
"  couple  of  seats  for  Weilnesday  next  or  any  other 
"  evening  that  is  convenient  to  yourself?"  No- 
"  vember  12th.  Can  you  let  me  have  a  box  or 
"  two  stalls  for  Saturday  evening.  A  committee  of 
"  the  Board  will,  I  believe,  visit  your  theatre  on 
"  Saturday,  but  if  they  do  you  will  have  notice  ?  " 
"  December  1st.  I  can  make  u?e  of  some  tickets 
"  this  week  if  you  will  send  me  some.  I  know  this 
"  is  a  time  when  you  are  not  overcrowded."  "  De- 
"  cember  17th.  Can  you  oblige  me  with  a  box  or  n 
"  couple  of  stalls  for  Monday  next  ?  "  "  January  5th. 
"  Can  you  oblige  me  with  a  box  or  a  couple  of  seats 
"  for  any  day  this  week  ?  "  Then  an  answer  appa- 
rently was  Sent  to  that  saying  you  would  have  much 
pleasure  in  granting  his  request,  but  at  present  busi- 
ness is  so  good  that  you  do  not  like  to  keep  money 
out  of  the  nouse.  On  the  21st  of  January  1885  he 
writes  again  :  "  When  will  you  be  able  to  let  me  have 
"  a  box  for  your  pantomime  ?  I  do  not  want  to  be 
"  intrusive,  but  should  be  glad  if  you  could  oblige  me 
"  shortly."  The  answer  was  sent  a  little  later : 
"  April  6th.  Dear  Sir, — Let  me  remind  you  that  1 
**  never  received  the  box  for  your  pantomime  you 
"  promised.  Can  you  get  me  a  box  for  Friday  or 
"  Saturday  next  ?  I  do  not  know  Mr.  Rosa.  I  should 
"  have  to  enter  into  explanations  if  I  wrote  to  him. 
"  Perhaps  you  will  not  mind  saving  me  this  trouble." 
April  8th,  1885.  "  Thanks  for  the  tickets  for  Friday. 
"  It  is  not,  however,  what  I  wanted,  as  I  wish  to  take 
"  some  of  my  childrt- n,  an<l  we  are  more  numerous 
"  than  two.  I  should  l>e  glad  to  have  a  box  for  some 
**  evening  most  convenient  for  yourself."  "  August 
"  5th.  I  can  make  use  oH'  a  private  box  if  you  can 
"  make  it  convenient  to  let  me  have  one."  **  August 
**  6th.    Mr.  John  Hebbt'  compliments  to  Mr.  Augustus 
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*^  Harris,  and  begs  to  thank  him  for  the  two  stalls  he 
**  was  so  kind  enough  as  to  send.  Mr.  Hebb,  how- 
*^  ever,  wanted  a  private  box,  as  he  wishes  to  take 
'*  some  children,  and  would  be  glad  if  Mr.  Harris 
**  would  make  it  convenient  to  send  him  one." 
*^  August  11th.  Mr.  Hebb's  compliments  to  Mr. 
**  Harris,  and  would  be  glad  if  Mr.  Harris  would  be 
**  good  enough  to  oblige  him  with  a  box  for  any 
**  evening  this  week.  Mr.  Hebb  cannot  believe  that 
''  the  statu  of  business  can  make  it  difficult  for  Mr. 
«  Harris  to  do  Mr.  Hebb  this  favour."  '*  August 
**  25th.  Dear  Sir, — I  wrote  you  last  week  to  ask  you 
^^  to  oblige  me  with  a  box,  but  I  have  not  had  any 
**  reply  to  my  letter.  I  am  unwilling  to  believe  that 
*^  you  intend  any  dis<K>urtesy  towards  me,  and  hope 
^  that  the  letter  has  been  overlooked.  Allow  me  to 
^  remind  you  that  I  am  instructed  by  the  Board  to 
'*  visit  theatres  from  time  to  time  during  the  time  of 
^  performance  in  order  to  see  if  the  Board's  orders 
«<  are  carried  out,  but  I  have  no  wish  to  exercise  my 
*^  privilege  in  a  manner  to  cause  you  inconvenience, 
*^  and  would  much  rather  do  so  in  a  manner  agreeable 
*^  to  you."  An  answer  was  sent  to  say  you  had  been 
away  ? — I  had  been  away  and  sent  the  tickets  now,  I 
believe. 

3303.  "  August  29th.  Dear  Sir,— I  am  obliged  oy 
'<  the  circle  tickets  you  were  so  good  as  to  send.  I 
"  was  not,  however,  able  to  make  use  of  the  tickets  as 
"  they  were  not  what  1  asked  for.  What  I  asked  for 
^  was  a  private  box,  and  I  explained  I  wanted  to  take 
^<  some  children  during  their  holidays.  I  am  sorry  to 
^  trouble  you  again,  but  I  am  not  desirous  of  ex- 
<*  periencing  a  difficulty  at  the  doors,  and  would 
"  prefer  if  I  take  anybody  in  doing  so  with  your  ap- 
"  proval  beforehand."  **  September  3rd.  Dear  Sir, — 
"  Are  you  out  of  town  again  or  have  you  overlooked 
**  my  last  letter  ?  I  should  be  glad  to  hear  from  you." 
On  that  a  first  tier  box  was  sent  him.  October  5th, 
1885.  *'  Dear  Sir, — Can  you  oblige  me  with  a  private 
'<  box  for  any  evening  this  week  most  convenient  to 
**  yourself?"  December  15th.  "  Dear  Sir,— I  should 
"  be  glad  if  you  could  oblige  me  with  a  box  or  two 
<*  stalls  for  any  evening  this  week.  That  seems  the 
**  last  of  thnem  ? — I  believe  so. 

3304.  You  did  not,  so  fai*  as  you  know,  receive  any 
request  from  him  for  a  box  or  seats  after  that  date  ? — 
Not  after  that  date,  I  believe.  I  believe  after  that 
date  the  manager  of  the  St.  James's  Theatre  put  the 
matter  before  the  Board,  he  having  received  similar 
requests,  and  he  was  told  not  to  send  any  more. 
That  is  what  I  am  given  to  understand. 

3305.  There  were  no  further  applications  made  to 
you  after  that  ? — No. 

3306.  You,  of  course,  under  the  circumstances  you 
have  mentioned,  not  being  yourself  interested  in  the 
building,  are  not  able,  from  your  own  information,  to 
make  to  the  Commission  any  statement  with  reference 
to  the  dealings  of  the  Board  and  their  requirements 
under  the  Building  Act  ? — These  notices,  in  the  first 
instance,  have  generally  been  sent  to  me,  and  I  have 
handed  them  over  to  the  proprietors  of  the  building. 
I  have  had  to  give  evidence  in  cases  of  arbitration 
when  the  Board  required  a  great  deal  more  to  be  done 
than  was  found  necessary. 

3307.  At  what  theatre  was  that  ? — At  Drury  Lane 
Theatre. 

3308.  Has  the  matter  gone  to  arbitration  at  Drury 
Lane  when  the  Board  have  made  requirements? — 
Yes. 

3309.  More  than  once  ? — I  believe  once. 

3310.  Do  you  remember  whom  that  was  before  ? — 
I  cannot  say.  I  cannot  say  that  it  went  to  arbitratirn. 
Anyhow  there  was  a  case. 

{3£r.  Meadows  fFhite.)  That  is  a  letum  made  to 
the  House  of  Lords  on  this  matter,  and  your  Lordship 
will  see  from  that  what  was  done  in  every  theatre. 
There  are  two  Acts ;  that  is  under  the  first  Act  of 
Parliament  {handing  same  to  his  Lordship),  Until 
Sir  Henry  Hunt's  illness  he  was  the  arbitrator  in  every 
case  appointed  by  the  Board  of  Trade. 

i^Wilnesi,)  I  believe  it  was  an  arbitration, 
i    54142. 
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(Chairman,)  Yes.  I  see  notice  is  sent  by  the  Seventh  Da>. 
owners  on  the  3rd  of  Jul^  18  S2,  notice  of  appeal 
17th  July  1882,  and  arbitrator's  award  4th  Septem- 
ber 1883.  The  result  of  the  award  was  that  seven  of 
the  requihitions  were  confirmed,  three  were  modified, 
and  one  was  not  confirmed. 

3311.  {Mr.  Winch,)  You  have  been  telling  his 
Lordship  about  the  applications  from  Mr.  Hebb  for 
seats.  Have  you  had  applications  from  other  officials 
of  the  Board? — I  really  cannot  say.  These  letters 
were  brought  to  my  notice  in  consequence  of  the 
covert  threats.  I  thought  it  most  extraordinary,  and 
I  gave  instructions  to  look  up  these  letters,  but  I 
cannot  say  whether  there  are  or  are  not  others.  It 
is  not  usual  with  me  when  a  friend,  or  an  acquaint- 
ance, or  anyone  asks  me  for  a  ticket,  to  keep  a  record 
of  it. 

3312.  I  suppose  you  have  had  a  great  many  appli- 
cations ? — Yes,  from  all  sorts  of  people. 

3313.  You  have  not  noticed  whether,  beyond  Mr. 
Hebb,  any  official  of  the  Board  has  asked  you  for 
seats  ? — No,  I  have  not  noticed  it. 

3314.  Or  any  member  of  the  board  ? — No,  I  have 
not  noticed  it. 

3315.  {Mr,  Meadows  White,)  You  were  a  member 
of  the  committee  or  the  deputation  to  the  Home 
Secretary  to  which  his  Lordship  has  referred  ? — I 
was. 

3316.  You  say  from  what  you  had  heard  you 
thought  the  action  of  the  Board  had  not  been  uni- 
form ?— Yes. 

3317.  Did  you  or  the  gentlemen  who  formed  pait 
of  that  committee  or  the  deputation  take  steps  to  com- 
pare the  requisitions  which  had  been  served  u}>on  the 
various  owners  of  theatres  ? — ^I  cannot  say. 

3318.  Are  you  aware  that  there  are  two  Acts  of 
Parliament,  the  first  Act  of  Parliament  referring  to 
structural  alterations,  and  the  second  Act,  the  Act  of 
1882,  rrferring  to  directions  to  be  given  to  the  lessees 
of  theatres,  or  rather  to  those  who  kept  the  theati^es 
as  to  the  times  during  which  the  doors  of  the  theatres 
should  be  kept  open,  and  so  forth  ? — ^I  believe  there 
are  two  Acts. 

3319.  Were  you  referring  to  the  Act  which  enabled 
the  Board  of  Works  to  require  structural  alterations, 
or  to  the  Act  which  enabled  them  to  ask  for  exits, 
and  so  on  ? — I  was  not  referring  to  any  Act.  I  was 
referring  to  their  general  practice. 

3320.  Can  you  give  me  any  specific  instance  ?^I 
am  afraid  I  could  not  prove  anything. 

3321.  You  cannot  give  me  any  specific  instance  ? — 
No. 

3322.  I  quite  understand  what  you  say,  that  re- 
quisitions under  the  lirst  Act  were  on  the  owners  of 
the  theatres,  and  that  you  passed  on  what  was  served 
at  Drury  Lane  to  the  committee  of  management  ? — 
Generally  the  requisitions  hod  to  be  paid  for  by  the 
proprietors,  and  sometimes  part  of  them  by  the 
manager. 

3323.  How  many  cases,  if  I  may  so  speak,  went 
before  the  arbitrator  with  regard  to  Drury  Lane  ? — ^It 
is  not  in  my  knowledge  at  present. 

3324.  There  was  not  more  than  one  set  of  re- 
quisitions, was  there  ? — I  believe  there  was  one  set  of 
requisitions. 

3326.  And  there  was  an  arbitration  attended  by 
counsel  on  both  sides  before  Sir  Henry  Hunt  Do 
you  remember  that?— I. do. 

3326.  I  think  I  had  the  pleasure  of  examining  or 
cross-examining  you  then  ;  you  were  there  and  gave 
information  to  the  arbitrator  as  to  the  requisitions, 
and  what  you  thought  about  them  ? — I  believe  so. 

3327.  You  cannot  give  me  any  specific  instance 
where  there  has  been  want  of  uniformity.  Of  course 
there  must  be  variety  in  the  requisitions,  because 
they  deal  with  difierent  theatres,  and  under  different 
circumstances.  Can  you  tell  me  of  any  instance  of 
want  of  uniformity  in  principle  in  the  requisitions 
which  the  Board  have  made  ?— The  vaiious managers 
would  be  able  to  give  you  that  information.  At  this 
meeting  the  variotis  managers  all  had  their  grievances. 
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3328.  All  these  reqnisitions  were  in  writing.  It 
would  appear  that  manj  of  them  were  assented  to, 
and  others,  as  would  appear  by  this  return,  went 
before  the  arbitrator.  I  do  not  want  to  prolong  the 
proceedings  of  the  Commission  by  asking  you  about 
matters  which  you  do  not  know,  but  you  do  not  know 
yourself  of  any  want  of  uniformity  of  principle  in  these 
requisitions  ? — I  am  not  able  to  testify  to  them.  1 
was  referring  not  only  to  the  requisitions,  but  to  the 
action  of  the  Board  generaUy. 

3329.  What  is  the  action  of  i;he  Board  generally  ? 
— The  passing  of  plans  and  various  matters. 

3330.  Under  what  circumstances  have  thfe  Board 
passed  plans  ? — For  new  theatres. 

.  3331.  This  is  another  matter.  They  have  a  power 
of  course  over  new  theatres.  Have  they  not  made 
byelaws  as  to  them — general  byelaws  with  reference 
to  all  theatres,  and  with  regard  to  new  theatres. 
That  is  their  duty,  is  it  not  ? — I  suppose  they  ou^ht 
to  have  done  so  if  they  have  not.  I  shcmid  imagine 
they  have. 

3332.  You  do-  not  know  whether  they  have  or 
not  ? — I  suppose  they  have. 

3333.  You  cannot  complain  of  want  of  uniformity 
in  byelaws  which  apply  generally  to  all  ? — I  am  not 
referring  to  the  byelaws  in  any  way. 


The  Right 

Hon,  the  Earl 

of  Londes- 

borough. 


3384.  What  were  you  referring  to  ? 

333.5.  {Chairman.)  As  I  understand  to  the  passing 
of  plans  when  new  theatres  were  constructed? — And 
delays. 

3336.  Or  when  alterations  were  made  r — Delays 
and  objections.  I  was  referring  to  the  general 
ignorance  of  people  elected  on  the  Board  who  know 
nothing  at  all  about  theatres,  and  who  come  and  tell 
managers  what  to  do,  not  knowing  whether  they  are 
behind  or  in  front  of  the  curtain. 

3337.  As  I  understand,  your  suggestion  is,  that  not 
members  of  the  Board  who  do  not  know  much  about 
theatres,  but  that  certain  permanent  officials,  who 
should  be  elected  for  special  acquaintance  with 
theatres,  should  be  appointed  ? — That  is  so. 

3338.  {Mr  Grenfell.)  These  are  permanent  official 
in  the  architect's  office  ? — Yes. 

3339.  It  is  only  the  members  of  the  Board  that  are 
not  permanent  ? — ^Yes ;  but  they  give  their  instruc- 
tions in  the  matter  as  well ;  they  have  a  good  deal  to 
say  in  the  matter. 

3340.  {Chairman.)  On  that  occasion  on  which 
seats*  were  asked  for  a  member  of  the  Board,  Mr. 
Furniss,  were  they  sent  ? — Yes  ;  there  is  a  "  yes  "  in 
the  comer. 


The  witneflfl  withdrew. 


The  Right  Hon.  the  Earl  of  Londbsbobocoh  sworn  and  examined. 


3341.  (Cliairman.)  iTou  are,  I  believe,  interested 
the  Lyric  Club  ? — I  am. 

3342.  That  is  a  building  in  Whitcombe  Street  ? — 
It  is. 

3343.  Whitcombe  Street  was  a  sti-eet  in  which 
some  improvements  were  apparently  intended  by  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ? — Yes. 

3344.  Did  the  Ljrric  Club  take  the  site  of  their 
building  from  the  Metropolitan  Board? — I  believe 
they  did,  but  I  am  not  quite  certain  of  that.  The 
secretary  could  answer  that  more  tlian  I  could;  I 
have  only  just  joined. 

3345.  At  all  events,  when  your  building  was 
erected,  was  it  set  back  somewhat? — It  was  set 
back,  and  it  was  proposed  that  the  other  building 
should  be  set  back ;  if  it  had  not  been  for  that  I 
believe  the  dub  would  never  have  taken  the  place. 

3346.  Since  your  building  has  been  set  back  and 
erected,  a  public-house,  which  is  in  the  immediate 
neighbourhood,  is  being  rebuilt  ? — It  is. 

.3347.  Is  that  being  rebuilt  without  being  set  back  ? 
—It  is. 

3348.  I  believe  you  and  those  who  are  interested  in 
the  club  consider  that  that  is  a  great  injury  to  your 
building  ? — A  great  injury. 

3349.  It  being  set  back,  of  course  a  portion  of  the 
site  which  belonged  to  you  was  sacrificed,  that  is  to 
say,  thrown  into  the  street  for  the  public  good  ? — For 
the  public  benefit. 

d35D.  Your  view  is  that  that  being  so  you  ought 
not  to  have  been  required  to  do  that  unless  all  the 
buildings  would  be  set  back  in  the  same  way  ? — Yes ; 
I  may  say  that  I  believe  the  club  would  never  have 
taken  the  premises  if  they  had  not  understood  that 
the  other  buildings  would  be  set  back. 


3351.  I  understood  yon  to  say  you  have  only 
recently  become  connected  with  the  club  ?— Only 
recently. 

3352.  Who  will  best  tell  us  the  circumstances 
connected  with  the  taking  of  the  site  ? — Mr.  Adam, 
the  secretary. 

3353.  Is  he  hei-e  ?— He  is  here,  I  believe. 

3354.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  When  did  you  join 
the  Lyric  Club  ?— About  a  month  ago. 

3355.  You  assented  to  what  his  lordship  suggested 
to  you  that  you  or  those  whose  property  you  were 
speaking  of  had  thrown  back  and  sacrificed  a  part  of 
their  land  ? — That  was  before  the  Lyric  Club  took  it. 

3356.  Do  you  know  of  your  own  knowledge  whether 
that  is  the  case  or  not  ? — I  do  not  know  it  of  my  own 
knowledge. 

3357.  Ha^  you  heard  it  from  anyone? — I  have 
heard  it  from  the  secretary. 

3358.  That  the  owners  of  that  building  sacrificed 
or  gave  up  any  part  of  iheir  land  ? — I  believe  they 
did  ;  I  do  not  know  it  of  my  own  knowledge. 

3359.  From  whom  did  you  hear  that  ? — Mr.  Bruce, 
the  owner  of  the  land,  I  believe,  bought  the  land  and 
then  he  put  the  building  back. 

3360.  Are  you  sure  he  told  you  that  ? — I  am  tiot 
certain  about  that,  but  the  secretary  would  be  able  to 
tell  you.     I  do  not  know  it  of  my  own  knowledge. 

3361.  At  present  I  must  not  take  it  from  yon  as 
knowing  it  of  your  own  knowledge  that  there  was  any 
land  sacrificed  ? — No. 

3362.  {Chairman.)  However,  I  undei-stand  your 
view  to  be  quite  apart  from  any  sacrifice  of  the  land 
whether  it  was  imposed  on  you  or  not  that  the 
buildings  would  not  have  been  erected  as  they  were, 
or  in  your  own  view  it  would  not  have  been  desirable 
to  erect  them,  unless  all  the  buildings  in  the  street 
were  set  back  to  the  same  building  line  ? — Certainly. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Ml .  Mebcer  Adam  sworn  ahd  examined. 


Mr.  M.  Adam.       3363.  {Chairman.)  Are  you   the   secretary  of  the 

Lyric  Club  ? — I  am. 

3864.  How  long  have  you  been  connected  with  it? 
-—I  was  officially  appointed  secretaiy  on  Ist  March  of 
this  year. 

3365.  Were  you  at  all  acquainted  with  the  pro- 
ceedings before  that  date  ? — With  what  proceedings. 

3366.  I   mean  with  refeience  to  the  site  of  the 


buildings — the  building  line  ? — I  was  acquainted  with 
negotiations  relative  to  the  purchase  of  the  property 
which  the  Lyric  Club  holds  at  the  present  day. 

3367.  Did  the  Lyiic  Club  take  under  Mr.  Edgar 
Bruce  ? — No.  The  property  was  originally  built  by 
the  firm  of  McGregor,  Mr.  Bruce  making  arrange- 
ments with  them  to  have  his  theatre  built  behind,  and 
the  buildings  which  we  now  have  as  the  Lyric  Club 
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"were  built  an  an  hotel,  which  was  to  be  worked  by  » 
company,  which,  however,  was  never  floated.  The 
property  being  in  the  niiirket  for  three  years  we 
bought  it,  completing  our  purchase  about  the  end  of 
March  or  beginning  of  April,  though  I  ara  not  quite 
certain  as  to  the  date. 

3368.  The  Lyric  Club  is  in  the  building  which  was 
designed  as  the  Prince's  Hotel  ? — Yes. 

3369.  Tour  complaint,  as  I  understand  it,  is  that 
these  new  buildings  having  a  certain  building  line 
which  makes  the  street  wider  than  the  old  Whitcombe 
Street  a  public-house  is  now  being  rebuilt,  which  is 
allowed  to  come  ,out  to  the  old  line  ? — Quite  so.  1 
believe  the  facts  of  the  matter  are  that  the  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works  purchased  from  Mr.  Marshall  one 
building  at  a  cost  of  6,653/.,  and  another  from  Mr. 
Hoarsby  at  a  cost  of  4,200/.,  the  agreement  being 
with  the  owners  of  what  is  now  the  property  of  the 
I^yric  Club,  that  as  the  Prince's  Hotel  had  been  built 
15  feet  in  from  the  original  street  line  (when  Whitcombe 
Street  was  Prince's  Street)  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works  agreed  to  throw  other  buildings  back,  I  under- 
stand, as  far  as  Pall  Mall,  so  as  to  make  a  broader 
street,  as  we  gave  up  our  15  feet  all  down  the  frontage 
to  Whitcombe  Street.  Well  then,  subsequently  they 
sold  the  whole  property  for  5,150/.,  that  is  to  say,  at  a 
loss  of  nearly  5,000/.  This  has  been  sold  to  a  man 
who  buys  up  public-houses  and  re-starts  them  and  sells 
them  again,  whic];i  I  believe  is  a  regular  business  in 
London  amongst  certain  people. 

3370.  I  do  not  quite  understand  it.  Has  anything 
been  done  by  the  Board  with  the  site  of  the  buildings 
or  the  buildings  which  you  say  they  bought  and  re- 
sold or  any  alteration  made  in  the  position  of  buildinge 
or  is  a  new  building  being  erected  on  the  site  of  the 
buildings  which  they  lK)ught  ? — The  old  buildings  are 
still  standing.  The  agreement  made  with  the  previous 
owners  of  our  building  was  that  if  we  threw  ourselves 
back  15  feet,  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  having 
purchased  the  next  property  would  throw  that  back, 
and  so  eventually  we  should  get  the  whole  street 
broadened  down  to  Pall  Mall.  Now  they  have  sold 
these  two  building?,  which  they  arranged  with  us 
they  would  throw  back  if  we  threw  ours  back.  Thej 
have  sold  them,  for  what  reason  I  do  not  know,  at  a 
loss  of  5,000/.,  and  with  the  sale  we  have  lost  the 
agreement  to  have  them  thrown  back,  and  the  new 
purchaser  is  going  to  build  on  the  origmal  site. 


5  June  1888. 
Mr,  M.  Adam, 


3371.  Then  the  result  will  be,  if  I  understand  you  .  Seventh  Day. 
rightly,  that  apart  from  pecuniary  loss  there  is  no  ad- 
vantage in  their  having  purchased  them  at  all  ? — I 
should  say  there  was  a  disadvantage. 

3872.  They  sell  exactly  what  they  purchased,  and 
allow  a  building  to  be  erected  which  is  where  one  was 
before  ? — ^Yes,  and  at  a  loss  of  about  5,000/. 

3373.  (Mr.  Meadows  fVhite.)  When  did  you  first 
have  anything  to  do  with  this  property  ? — Negotia- 
tions have  been  going  on  for  the  purchase  of  the  pro- 
perty since  the  latter  eod  of  last  year. 

3374.  Purchased  by  whom  ? — By  the  proprietor  of 
the  Lyric  Club. 

3375.  The  Lyric  Club  are  not  lessees,  they  do  not 
hold  their  premises  under  Mr.  Bruce? — No;  Mr. 
Bruce  has  nothing  at  all  to  do  with  it. 

3376.  Were  you  purchasing  a  lease  or  a  fee  simple, 
or  what  ? — They  have  got  a  99  years'  lease,  I  be- 
lieve. 

3377.  This  is  new  to  me  as  to  any  agreement. 
What  agreement  are  you  speaking  of,  in  considera- 
tion of  throwing  it  15  feet  back,  that  the  other  build- 
ing should  be  thrown  back? — That  agreement  was 
before  the  Lyric  Club  had  anything  to  do  with  the 
property  ;  it  was  between  Mr.  McGregor,  the  builder, 
and  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works. 

3378.  And  before  you  had  anything  to  do  with  it  ? 
— Yes,  three  years  before  we  had  anything  to  do 
with  it. 

3379.  You  cannot  say  of  your  own  knowledge 
whether  there  is  any  agreement  at  all,  whether  there 
was  any  agreement  in  writing  or  any  parties  to  any 
agi-eement  ? — No,  I  merely  understand  that  that  is 
the  case. 

3380.  You  know  nothing  of  your  own  knowledge  of 
the  circumstances  under  which  this  public  house  was 
bought  ? — It  is  a  nmtter  only  brought  to  my  notice 
the  last  few  days  in  connexion  wiui  the  deputation 
waiting  on  Lord  HerschelL 

3381.  You  know  nothing  of  your  own  knowledge 
about  it  ? — Not  previous  to  the  date  that  we  took  it 
except  that  I  understood  that  such  an  agreement  had 
been  made  but  I  have  not  seen  any  actual  deed. 

33«2.  That  is  not  your  own  knowledge  but  what 
<ou  have  been  t^ld  by  somebody  ? — Yes, 
3383.  Who  told  you  ?— Mr.  Keevil. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Edward  Colsion  Keevil  sworn  and  examined. 


3384.  {Chairman.)  What  has  been  your  connexion 
with,  or  knowledge  of,  the  transactions  relating  to  the 
buildings  in  Whitcombe  Street?— The  residents  in 
Whitcombe  Street  knowing  that  I  had  taken  some 
interest  in  bringing  forward  evidence  called  upon  me 
and  stated  their  complanit  in  the  matter  of  this  "  White 
Horse "  having  been  acquired  by  the  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works  in  1885  for  9,853/.  with  the  object 
of  having  it  set  back  in  a  line  with  what  was  recently 
called,  till  the  Lyric  Club  took  it,  the  Princes  Hotel 
set  back  15  feet  6  inched.  At  the  early  part  of  this 
year  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  sold  the  same 
property  for  5,150/.  and  abandoned  the  proposed  im- 
provement. During  the  last  10  days  the  "White 
Horse "  has  been  pulled  down  with  the  object,  I  am 
told  and  know,  of  a  gin  palace  being  erected  there. 
Therefore  the  residents  of  Whitcombe  Street  made  a 
complaint  and  came  to  me  and  asked  me  how  they 
could  bring  the  matter  forward  before  the  Commis- 
sion to  obtain  redi-ess.  T  pointed  out  to  them  the  way 
to  do  it ;  hence  it  is  that  I  have  the  honour  of  appear- 
ing here. 


3385.  What  knowledge  have  you  of  the  facts  } — 
The  facta  of  the  price. 

3386.  Yes  ? — They  are  on  record  at  the  offices  of 
the  Board  of  Works.  I  went  to  the  Board  of  Works 
and  obtained  the  information. 

3387.  Have  you  seen  that  plan  {handing  name  to 
witness)  ? — I  ha\  e  not  seen  that  plan  before.  I  am 
not  familiar  with  this  plan.  This  is  the  spot  (painting 
on  the  plan), 

3388.  Is  Mr.  Edgar  Bruce  here?— No;  he  writes 
a  letter  to  say  that  be  has  another  engagement,  and  I 
think  your  Lordship  has  it  before  you. 

3389.  He  has  written  me  desiring  to  be  heard? — 
There  is  a  more  explicit  plan  which  has  been  sent. 

3390.  If  Mr.  Bruce  could  attend  hei-e  at  any  time 
in  the  course  of  the  day  it  would  be  very  advisable  ? — 
Mr.  Fidler  would  like  to  be  heard  on  this  subject. 

3391.  We  want  somebody  who  knows  himself  some- 
thing about  the  facts. 


Mr. 
E,  C.  Keevil 


The  witness  withdrew. 

Mr.  Chablxs  Fidlbb  sworn  and  examined. 
3392.  (Chairman,)  What  do  you  know  in  relation      Mr.  Keevil  has  almost  stated  what  I  am  acquainted  Mr,  C. Fidler. 

w  this  matter  of  the  buUdings  in  Whitcombe  Street?—     with  ;  iu  fact,  I  informed  him  of  almost  all  that  he 
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Serenth  Day.  knows.  He  has  asked  me  respecting  it.  The  pro- 
peiiy  was  purchased,  &s  Mr.  Adams  has  stated,  for 
9,853/.,  and  resold  for  5,150/.,  and  no  improvement 
effected.  What  I  complain  of  greatly  is  that  when 
they  got  out  the  footings  for  the  Prince's  Hotel  the 
houses  adjoining  sunk  four  or  five  incties,  and  we 
were  very  much  afraid  of  the  old  structures  coming 
down.  Hence  my  reason  for  busying  myself  in  this 
matter. 

3393.  Arc  you  a  resident  there  ? — I  am  a  resident 
adjoining  the  *^ White  Horse"  property  which  has 
\»een  sold.  J  am  very  fearful  when  they  pull  down 
the  "  White  Horse,"  which  they  are  now  doing,  as  to 
the  whole  structure  to  the  comer  of  Panton  Street, 
which  only  consists  of  three  houses  where  the  Metro- 
politan Board  of  Works  have  neglected  to  carry  out 
the  improvements  as  they  originally  suggested.  My 
fear  is  that  the  district  surveyor  will  come  along  when 
the  party  wall  is  pulled  down,  and  say  that  this  is  a 
dangerous  structure.     This  might  stand  for  a  large 


number  of  years  wer^j  it  not  interfered  with ;  but  by 
the  action  of  the  Board  setting  back  the  roadway  16 
feet  as  they  have  done  it  has  so  weakened  the  foun- 
dations when  this  Princes  Hotel  was  built,  they  went 
so  deep  for  such  a  heavy  structure  that  it  caused  our 
houses  to  totter,  and  of  course  we,  as  the  ratepayers 
of  the  district,  feel  indignant  at  the  action  of  the  Board 
in  taking  a  portion  of  the  street  down  and  setting  it 
back,  and  making  it  all  manner  of  different  widths. 
In  consequence  of  that  a  memorial  was  presented  to 
the  Board  of  Works,  very  extensively  signed,  and  we 
were  promised  some  redress ;  at  least  a  consideration 
from  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works.  We  have 
had  no  intimation  whether  they  have  considered  it 
favourably  or  otherwise ;  hence  our  reason  for  coming 
to  the  Commission  and  laying  our  complaint. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  do  not  know  whether 
your  Lordship  would  like  some .  explanation  fi'om  any 
member  oi  the  Board  ? 

{Chmrman.)  Certainly. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  William  Robins  Sblway  recalled,  further  examined. 


Mr. 


3394.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  You  are  generally 
acquainted  with  the  improvemients  in  Coventry  Street 
and  Titchborne  Street,  and  the  corner  of  Whitcombe 
Street? — ^Yes.  T  think  I  am  generally  acquainted 
with  the  subject,  but  I  ought  to  say  that  I  had  only 
this  morning  to  look  at  the  papers.  I  am  not  quite 
sure  of  what  information  his  Lordship  may  require, 
but  I  will  do  the  best  I  can. 

3395.  I  will  ask  you  some  questions,  and  if  his 
Lordship  desires  further  infoimation  we  can  get  it 
more  specifically  with  his  permission  afterwards.  The 
Act  of  Parliament  under  which  this  Coventry  Street 
and  the  corner  of  Whitcombe  Street  was  erected,  I 
think,  was  the  Act  of  1877,  which  his  Lordship  has 
before  him  (handing  o  plan  to  his  Lordship).  Your 
Lordship  will  see  a  line  coming  across  the  comer 
and  coming  down  to  the  yellow.  Was  it  originally 
proposed  by  the  Board  of  Works  in  the  Bill  which 
was  submitted  to  Parliament  on  this  occasion  to  make 
a  wide  access  by  a  wide  street  down  to  St.  Martin's-  < 
iri-the-Fields  from  Coventry  Street  ? — Yes. 

3396.  Which  would  pass  through  part  of  Whitcomb 
Street  ? — ^Yes.  In  the  Bill  as  it  was  presented  to  the 
House  of  Commons  it  was  proposed  not  only  to  form  a 
street,  which  is  now  called  Charing  Cross  Street,  but 
also  to  form  a  street  from  Hemming's  Row,  widening 
Heroming's  Row,  and  going  through  a  block  of  build- 
ings into  Whitcombe  Street,  and  it  was  intended  to 
widen  a  portion  of  Whitcombe  Street  at  that  time, 
but  in  the  House  of  Commons,  if  my  memory  serves 
me  right — though  I  am  speaking  of  several  years  ago 
and  from  memory — ^I  believe  the  opposition  came 
principally  from  the  Admiralty,  who  had  fronting 
upon  Hemm  lug's  Row,  large  establishments  which  the 
Admiralty  used  as  a  pattern  room',  I  think  it  was 
called,  and  they  very  much  objected  to  our  interfering. 
I  am  also  under  the  impression — I  speak  under  correc- 
tion— that  the  War  Office  authorities  did  not  like  our 
interfering  with  the  ground  of  St.  George's  Barracks, 
and  altogether  the  opposition  was  so  strong  that  that 
portion  of  the  improvement  was  taken  out  of  the  Bill 
in  the  House  of  Commons. 

3397.  Then  the  improvement  of  the  corner  was  left, 
and  I  think  that  is  left  in  the  Act  down  as  far  as  the 
corner  of  Panton  Street  ? — Yes. 

3398.  Terminating  at  Panton  Street.  This  part, 
which  was  a  continuation  of  that,  and  for  which  that 
improvement  was  chiefly  required,  was  withdrawn 
because  of  the  opposition  of  which  you  speak  ? — 
Because  of  the  opposition  it  met  with  in  the  House  of 
Commons.     I  will  put  it  so  generally. 

3399.  I  believe  since  that  time  that  application  has 
not  been  renewed  ? — That  application  to  Pariiament 
has  not  been  renewed. 

3400.  (Chairman.)  Had  yoq  mj  power  to  widen 
Whitcombe  Street  ? 


(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  In  the  Act  of  1877  your 
Lordship  will  see  <*  New  Street,  No.  3."  That  was 
the  part  of  the  scheme  which  was  left  in. 

340L  (Chairman.)  If  it  goes  down  only  to  the 
comer  of  Panton  Street  it  does  not  take  in  any  part 
of  Whitcombe  Street,  does  it? — ^Yes,  Whitcombe 
Street  runs  from  Pall  Mall  up  to  Coventry  Street. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Below  the  site  in  question 
of  this  public-house  your  Lordship  will  see  Panton 
Street,  Prince's  Street  was  the  old  name. 

(Chairman.)  Is  the  public-house  which  is  spoken 
of  north  of  Panton  Street  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  It  is  close  by  Whitcombe 
Court. 

(  ffitness.)  At  the  corner  of  Whitcombe  Court. 

(Chairman.)  You  had  power  to  widen  Whitcombe 
Street  as  far  as  Panton  Street  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Yes,  the  object  of  obtaining 
that  power  in  the  first  instance  was  to  have  continued 
it. 

(Chairman.)  They  did  take  powers  to  widen  as  far 
as  Panton  Street. 

3402.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  They  did.  Your 
Lordship  knows  the  way  in  which  these  matters  are 
put  into  Acts  of  Parliament.  They  are  put  in  por- 
tions, and  that  portion  was  left  in.  (To  the  witness.) 
You  had  power  to  widen  the  comer  of  Panton  Street  ? 
— Yes,  I  think  I  may  say  it  was  in  the  minds  of  the 
Board — at  any  rate  it  was  often  spoken  of  that  some 
day  or  other  a  street  might,  be  made  to  communicate 
from  the  corner  of  Coventry  Street  towards  Charing 
Cross,  either  through  Spur  Street  and  Leicester 
Square  and  Green  Street,  or  in  some  direction  of  that 
kind,  and  therefore  it  would  have  been  necessary  to 
widen  Whitcombe  Street,  perhaps  as  far  as  Panton 
Street,  or  nearly  so. 

3403.  Then  the  time  came  for  the  new  buildings, 
which  we  all  know  at  the  corner  of  Whitcombe  Street, 
which  are  now  said  to  be  rented  or  taken  or  purchased 
by  the  Lyric  Club.  Those  were  constmcted  in  con- 
nexion with  the  Prince's  Theatre  and  what  was  to  be 
an  hotel  ? — It  was  sold  ;  but  I  am  not  quite  sure 
whether  to  Todd  Heatly — or  Heatly,  I  think,  is  the 
name. 

3404.  (Chairman.)  The  Board  took  that;  the 
Board  became  owners  of  the  site  ? — Oh,  yes.  I  do 
not  know  whether  your  Lordship's  plan  is  coloured  as 
mine  is,  but  it  is  coloured  blue  here — quite  as  far  as 
the  Haymarket. 

3405.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  Board  have  no 
power  to  build,  but  what  they  do  is  to  prepare  a  street 
— to  make  a  new  street  with  sewers  and  pavings  ? — 
Quite  so. 

3406.  And  they  did  acquire  to  the  street  line  up  to 
which  they  sold  to  this  gentleman  ? — Quite  so. 
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3407.  And  prepared  a  street  up  to  that  point? — 
Yes. 

3408.  {Chairman,)  When  yon  sold  the  site  on 
which  is  now  the  Lyric  Club  and  the  Prince's  Theatre, 
did  you  sell  it  so  that  the  front  of  the  buildings  could 
only  be  erected  by  the  new  owner  up  to  within  15  feet 
of  where  the  old  buildings  stood  ? — Speaking  gene- 
rally, I  daresay  that  was  so.  I  cannot  bind  myself  to 
the  number  of  feet.     The  public  authority  widened  it. 

3409.  You  widened  it  in  that  sense,  and  having 
purchased  the  old  buildings  and  become  owners  of  the 
site  when  you  sold  the  site  to  the  new  proprietors, 
you  sold  something  less  than  the  site  of  the  old 
buildings  ? — Quite  so. 

3410.  The  effect  of  which  was  to  set  the  buildings 
back,  and  to  widen  the  street  ? — Yes. 

3411.  {Mr,  Meadows  White,)  At  the  time  when 
the  notices  to  treat  were  being  given,  the  Board  re- 
ceived a  notice  from  the  owner  of  the  "  White  Horse  " 
to  say  that  he  was  about  to  lease  ;  did  they  not  ? — 
There  was  a  notice  sent  in ;  I  am  not  aware  of  the 
date  of  it. 

3412.  Had  you  given  the  owner  of  the  "  White 
Horse"  notice  to  treat  ? — X  think  not  at  that  time. 

3413.  He  said  he  had  no  legal  liability  to  give  the 
notice.  The  eAect  of  the  notice  was  that  he  was 
about  to  grant  an  86  years'  lease  of  the  site  on  which 
the  "  White  Horse "  public-house  stood  ?  —  Fes,  1 
believe  that  is  the  case. 

3414.  I  believe  it  was  a  very  old  building,  but  it 
was  shored  up  across  Whitcombe  Court  to  the  adjoin- 
ing buildings,  and  there  vrere  considerable  difficulties 
connected  with  that  particular  site  ? — Yes,  that  is  so. 

3416.  The  notice  which  we  have  handed  to  his 
Lordship  was  handed  to  the  Board,  and  under  pressure 
of  that  notice  did  they  give  notice  to  treat  or  enter 
into  a  contract  with  this  gentleman  ? — The  notice 
which  his  Lordship  has  was  laid  before  the  committed, 
and  my  belief  is — I  have  not  had  the  time  to  refer  to 
the  minutes — but  my  recollection  is  that  we  at  once 
then  gave  the  solicitor  instructions  to  serve  the 
notice. 

3416.  {Chairman.)  You  only  had  power  to  buy 
it  if  you  were  going  to  take  it  for  the  purpose  of 
widening  the  street  ? — I  presume  so  ;  we  bought  it 
under  whatever  powers  there  may  be  in  that  Act. 

3417.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Owing  to  what  you 
have  said,  this  improvement,  which  was  a  continuation 
of  the  opening  and  widening  of  the  top  of  Whitcombe 
Street  and  (S>ventry  Street,  had  been  abandoned, 
and  therefore  the  **  White  Horse "  public-house  re- 
mained as  it  was,  on  its  own  site  ? — Yes  ;  the  Board 
has  never  thought  it  wise  to  promote  a  Bill  to  foi'm 
the  street  which  was  thought  of  in  1877. 

{Chairman.)  I  do  not  quite  understand  this.  In 
this  Act  yon  got  power  to  make  a  widened  street 
down  as  far  as  Pan  con  Street.  You  got  that;  you 
took  it. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White,)  Yes,  we  have  that  power. 

3418.  {Chairman.)  You  got  the  power  ? — Yes. 

3419.  I  do  not  understand  what  you  mean  is 
abandoned  ? — What  I  meant  by  the  idea  being  aban- 
doned was  to  continue  a  street  from  the  comer  of 
Coventry  Street  down  towards  St.  Martin's  Place. 

3420.  Because  you  abandoned  the  idea  of  making 
a  wide  street  down  there,  I  do  not  see  what  had  to 
do  with  preventing  your  carryipg  out  that  for  which 
you  got  parliamentary  powers. 

3421.  {Mr,  Meadows  White.)  Will  your  Lordship 
allow  me  to  put  one  or  two  questions  ?  The  mere 
widening  of  Whitcombe  Street  without  any  prolonga- 
tion of  it  as  a  public  improvement  towards  Charing 
Cross  would  be  a  local  improvement  ? — According  to 
the  general  practice  of  the  Board  it  would  be  a  local 
improvement. 

3422.  I  believe  the  Board  offered  to  continue  that, 
contributing  half  the  expen'se  to  the  local  authority  ? 
— We  have  asked  the  local  authority  if  they  were 
willing  to  undertake  it  as  a  local  authority  on  thpse 
terms. 


3423.  And  they  refused  that  ? — They  refused  a 
portion  of  that.  I  believe  the  question  is  still  now 
under  consideration  of  the  St.  Martin's  Vestry.  I 
mention  that  rather  as  hearsay  than  from  personal 
knowledge. 

3424.  {Chairman,)  When  was  the  idea  of  the  new 
street  abandoned  ? — I  do  not  think  1  can  give  you 
any  dat^  when  it  was  abandoned,  because,  as  I  have 
already  said,  the  street  from  Charing  Cross  to 
Coventry  Street  never  was  in  the  Bill.  I  will  not 
say  abandoned. 

3425.  I  do  not  understand.  You  say  you  regard 
this  as  a  local  improvement  not  within  your  powers. 
This  is  the  very  thing  for  which  you  got  powers  from 
Parliament :  "  A  new  street.  No.  3  commencing  on 
**  the  eastern  side  of  Regent  Circus  and  terminating 
"  at  Pan  ton  Street "  ? — ^Yes  ;  I  beg  your  Lordship's 
pardon,  £  did  not  intend  to  convey,  and  I  do  not 
think  I  said,  that  it  was  not  within  our  powers.  In 
answer  to  the  learned  counsel,  what  I  said  was  that 
the  mere  widening  of  a  portion  of  Whitcombe  Street 
or  of  any  street — I  will  put  it  in  that  way — would  be 
generally  regarded  by  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works  as  a  local  improvement  towards  which  the 
local  authority  should  contribute. 

3426.  The  widening  of  that  part  of  Whitcombe 
Street  was  a  part  of  the  plan  which,  if  it  did  not  go 
further  in  this  direction,  commenced  here  and  went 
down  to  that  point? — Quite  so;  so  it  did,  but,  as  I 
have  said,  that  was  taken  in  the  expectation  that  some 
day  or  other  it  might  have  been  diverted  off  to  the 
east  by  the  new  street,  but  that  idea  has  never  been 
revived  and  never  carried  out. 

3427.  Is  it  the  case  that  this  building  which  you 
bought  for  9,000/.  you  sold  for  5,000/.  without  any 
public  improvement  connected  with  it  ? — I  think, 
speaking  generally,  that  is  so.  It  was  bought  compul- 
sorily  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  and 
sold  by  public  auction  by  one  of  the  best-known — I 
think  they  usually  call  them — public-house  auctioneers. 
Now  I  am  speaking  entirely  from  memory,  but  I  think 
Messrs.  Miles  sold  it. 

3428.  Did  it  occur  to  you  to  make  any  inquiry  as 
to  what  you  could  get  if  you  had  got  the  public 
benefit  of  some  improvement.  What  strikes  me  is 
this  :  It  is  not  as  if  you  had  given  the  whole  thing 
up  and  left  it  all  as  it  was  before  you  had  widened  a 
part  of  the  street  which  comes  up  immediately  to  that 
point,  and,  therefore^  if  you  leave  the  whole  building 
standing  as  it  is  it  is  not  in  the  same  position  as 
before.  You  are  leaving  a  building  jutting  out  into 
the  street  instead  of  a  building  on  the  same  line. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  You  must  finish  the  comer. 
Your  Lordship  had  better  see  the  street  itself.  The 
corner  of  the  street  is  completed,  and  you  must  stop 
somewhere  in  the  street.  The  widening  practically 
stopped  at  Whitcombe  Court. 

(Chairfnan.)  I  should  have  thought  in  that  case 
they  would  have  stopped  their  new  street  No.  3  at 
that  point. 

(Mr,  Meadows  White,)  It  was  originally  introduced 
into  the  Bill  in  the  form  in  which  it  is  now,  and  the 
continuation  was  in  the  Bill,  but  it  was  withdrawn  as 
as  a  part  of*  the  improvement. 

3429.  {Chairman.)  What  did  you  buy  it  for  if  it 
were  not  to  make  some  use  of  it  in  the  public  interest  ? 
— In  the  first  place  we  were  under  the  pressure  of 
the  notice  which  has  been  handed  to  your  Lordship. 

3430.  That  was  no  pressure  at  all,  unless  you 
wanted  the  house  for  public  purposes  ? — I  repeat  what 
1  think  1  said  just  novi*,  that  at  that  time  it  was  in  the 
minds  of  the  members  of  the  Board  that  a  new  street 
would  be  formed  from  somewhere  about  that  jtmction 
eastward  to  Charing  Cross,  when  it  would  have  been 
very  de.sirableto  have  taken  those  houses,  and  perhaps 
one  or  two  more  in  Panton  Street,  so  as  to  make  an  easy 
sweep  eastward,  but  that  having  been  abandoned  that 
became  surplus  property. 

3431.  You  thought  that  the  fact  that  he  was  going 
to  let  it  on  a  lease  would  increase  the  compensation 
you  would  have  to  pay  if  you  determined  to  buy  it 
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afterwards  ? — Certainlj  ;  if  he  had  pulled  down  this 
o'd  property  and  rebuilt  on  it  it  would  have  increased 
the  compensation. 

3432.  No  doubt ;  but  on  the  other  hand,  you  see, 
the  result  han  been  that  you  have  speculated  in  lands 
very  unsuccessfully  on  the  chance  that  at  some  future 
date  you  might  want  to  make  an  improvement  which 
you  have  never  wanted  to  make  ? — Your  Lordship 
may  put  it  in  that  way,  but,  of  course,  I  need  not  say 
to  your  Lordship  again  that  we  bought  it  under  the 
Lands  Clauses  Act,  and  paid  for  the  irade  as  well  as 
for  the  freehold. 

3433.  Was  it  let  from  year  to  year? — I  am  not 
at  all  aware  cf  the  details.     I  have  not  got  any  papers. 

3434.  {Mr,  Winch.)  Let  by  the  month,  I  suppose, 
as  usual  ? — Not  when  we  first  took  it. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  creation  of  an  interest 
in  a  lessee  of  a  long  term  in  a  public-house  is  a  very 
serious  matter. 

{Chairman.)  Very  serious  if  you  are  really  going 
to  use  the  building. 

3435.  Do  you  know  what  the  length  of  the  existing 
lease  was,  because  the  notice  is  that  he  is  going  to 
accept  a  surrender  of  the  existing  lease  and  enter 
into  an  agreement  to  grant  a  new  lease  for  99  years  ? 
— I  am  afraid  I  cannot  answer  as  to  the  details  from 
memory.     I  have  notbing  to  refer  to  at  all. 

{Mr,  Mecuhws  White.)  I  can  give  your  Lordship 
the  whole  history  of  it.  This  is  the  lease  {handing 
same  to  his  Lordship),  These  are  the  minutes  which 
have  been  prepared  for  your  Lordship.  They  are 
divided  into  two  parts ;  the  minutes  and  correspon- 
dence relating  to  Austin,  the  lessee,  and  also  the 
minutes  and  correspondence  relating  to  Marshall,  the 
owner  {handing  same  to  his  Lordship), 

3436.  {Chairman.)  I  do  not  know  that  I  have  yet 
any  answer  from  you  to  a  question  I  put  just  now.  I 
think  I  went  off  to  something  else.  The  question  was 
whether  any  inquiry  was  made  as  to  on  what  terms 
the  Board  should  have  disposed  of  the  land  for  the 
purpose  of  the  public-house,  if  they  had  widened  the 
street  ? — No,  I  do  not  think  any  inquiry  of  that  kind 
was  made.  v 

3437.  Is  not  it  quite  possible  that  for  a  public- 
house  site  of  that  sort  you  might  have  got  substan- 
tially as  much  for  the  site  if  the  building  had  been 
set  back  as  you  did  ? — I  am  not  sufficiently  acquainted 
with  the  value  of  public-house  sites  to  say  that.  We 
should  only  have  sold,  roughly  speaking,  about  half 
of  it ;  about  half  the  land  would  have  been  sold,  and 
about  half  would  have  been  thrown  into  the  public 
way. 

3438.  Why  ? — Because  it  is  so  small  a  piece. 

3439.  Setting  it  back  16  feet  or  so  would  not  take 
half  the  land,  would  it? — I  am  not  .sure  what  plan 
your  Lordship  has.  It  is  this  red  spot ;  that  would 
have  been  the*  piece  we  should  have  thrown  into  the 
public  way,  and  that  is  the  piece  which  was  sold  ;  it 
is  the  public-house  and  a  building  behind,  a  warehouse 
or  a  shop,  or  something  of  that  sort,  but  aU  held 
under  one  holding.  I  should  like  to  point  out  thai 
if  that  had  been  done  those  houses  would  still  have 
projected  and  our  powers  of  acquisition  are  gone. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  There  is  the  report  of  the 
arbitrator  which  led  to  the  sale  {handing  same  to  his 
Lordship). 

3440.  {Chairman.)  What  was  the  number  of  years 
you  had  for  the  acquisition  of  the  land  ? — I  think  it 
was  Gi\e,  I  think  it  was  afterwards  extended  two 
years,  that  would  only  make  it  seven  ;  then  that  would 
only  bring  it  to  1884. 

3441.  The  superintending  architect  calls  attention 
to  it,  and  draws  the  attention  of  the  Committee 
pointedly  to  this.  He  says,  "  If  the  Committee  decide 
"  to  sell  the  property,  one  of  two  courses  may  be 
<*  pursued,  namely,  (1)  to  sell  it  as  it  stands,  or  (2)  to 
'*  provide  for  the  setting  back  of  the  frontage  line  so 
"  as  to  arrange  with  the  Prince's  Hotel." 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  believe  the  minute  was 
that  the  first  course  should  be  adopted :  '^  Resolved, 
'^  That  the  property  be  sold  as  suggested,  but  that  the 


**  architect  be  instructed  to  communicate  with  the 
**  vestry  of  St.  Martin's-in-the-Fields,  as  to  whether 
**  they  desire  to  carry  out  the  widening,"  and  so  on. 
Then  the  local  authority  declined  to  do  it. 

3442.  ( Chairman.)  After  all  you  purchased  it  on 
the  basis  of  an  agreement  having  been  come  to  to  let 
it  for  the  new  term  at  225/.  a  year  ? — I  am  afraid 
that  was  so. 

3443.  I  do  not  see  why  you  need  have  purchased 
it  then  at  all.     ^'hat  were  you  the  better  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  It  would  save  the  cost  of 
the  new  building,  bricks  and  mortar;  besides,  if  it 
bad  been  deferred  and  a  new  trade  had  got  up  we 
cannot  tell  what  it  would  have  been;  there  would 
have  been  an  enormous  premitim. 

3444.  {Chairman,)  I  see  on  the  21  st  March  1886 
the  following  report  was  made ;  it  is  a  joint  report  of 
the  engineer  and  architect  of  the  Board,  Sir  Joseph 
Bazalgette  and  Mr.  VuUiamy :  **  We  have  considered 
**  the  point  referred  to  us  by  the  Committee  on  Mon- 
"  day  last,  as  to  the  necessity  of  taking  Nos.  49  and 
"  51,  Whitcombe  Street,  and  1,  Whitcombe  Court.'' 
That  is  the  site  in  question  ? — ^Yes. 

3*45.  "  In  connexion  with  the  improvement  already 
"  carried  out  by  this  Board.  It  will  be  observed  that 
"  Whitcombe  Street  had  already  been  widened  by 
**  the  Board  as  far  as  Whitcombe  Court.  In  conse- 
**  quence  the  *  White  Horse'  public-house  projects 
**  about  15  feet  in  advance  of  the  new  line  of 
"  frontage ;  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  widening  of 
**  Whitcombe  Street  should  in  any  case  be  continued 
<^  as  far  as  Panton  Street,  that  is  to  the  extent  of 
**  the  property  over  which  the  Board  now  possess 
*'  compulsory  powers  ;  this  would  necessitate  the  ac- 
**  quisition  of  the  *  White  Horse '  public-house  and 
"  adjoining  pr<^rties,  the  site  of  which  would  also 
**  be  required  in  the  event  of  the  Board  deciding  to 
**  improve  the  communication  between  Coventry 
"  Street  and  the  Strand  by  way  of  Leicester  Square. 
<*  It  will  be  remembered  this  scheme  was  incorporated 
<^  in  the  original  plan,  but  was  abandoned  owing  to 
**  the  opposition  of  the  War  Office  authorities." 
There  in  a  joint  report  they  express  the  opinion  that 
in  any  case  the  street  ought  to  be  widened  as  far  as 
Panton  Street,  and  they  merely  put  as  a  subsidiary 
matter  that  it  would  also  be  required  in  the  event  of 
the  Boaid  deciding  to  improve  the  communication  ? — 
Yes.  That  was  no  doubt  so,  but,  as  I  have  already 
stated,  the  Committee  having  in  their  minds  this  street 
took  that  one  house,  or  the  two  houses,  and  never 
pr<^>06ed  to  go  any  further. 

3446.  The  Works  Committee  on  that  report  appa- 
rently simply  defer  the  consideration.  Can  you  give 
me  the  minute  of  any  meeting  where  the  report  of 
the  architect  and  engineer  was  considered?  Perhaps 
this  is  what  it  refers  to — "  Resolved,  that  the  report 
be  approved,  and  the  course  suggested  adopted."  That 
was  the  purchasmg  of  the  freeholders'  interest. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White)  Yes.  There  was  nothing 
more  done  on  that. 

{Chairman.)  1  should  like  to  know  when  was  this 
question  of  the  abandoning  of  the  scheme  and  deter  ^ 
mining  not  to  go  any  further  discussed  ? 

3447.  {Mr  Meadows  White.)  I  do  not  think  it  ever 
formally  came  before  Board  »* — Never.  I  should  rather 
say  the  idea  was  never  revived,  i  t  was  in  the  minds  of 
the  members,  but  it  was  never  formally  adopted,  and 
therefore  never  formally  abandoned. 

3448.  {Chairman.)  Then  the  purchase  really  was 
a  purchase  after  a  report  of  yoiu:  engineer  and 
architect  that  in  any  case  the  street  ought  to  be 
widened  as  far  as  Panton  Street,  and  that  therefore 
you  ought  to  exercise  your  compulsory  powers  ? — So 
far  as  those  houses  were  concerned,  certainly. 

3449.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Do  you  remember 
the  condition  of  these  houses  in  Whitcombe  Court  ? 
It  was  suggesed  to  me,  and  I  stated  to  his  Lordship, 
that  this  '*  White  Horse  "  public- house  was  in  a  very 
dilapidated  condition,  supported  by  shores  against  the 
other  side  of  Whitcombe  Court  ? — Yes,  I  remember 
that  was  so ;  and  I  i^ia  under  the  impression  that  there 
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had  been  a  fire  there,  and  that  part  of  the  place  was 
«lown. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  purchase  was  no  doubt 
upon  that  report. 

3450.  (Chctirman,)  Was  the  question  ever  con- 
sidered about  taking  the  improTeinent  down  to  Panton 
Street  in  the  way  suggested  ? — No,  never  ;  at  any 
rate  I  have  no  memory  of  it,  and  I  cannot  trace  any 
minute  of  it 

3451.  Why  was  not  that  done  before  you  sold  the 
site  of  this  public-house,  considering  that  it  was  bonght 
after  a  report  of  your  engineer  and  architect,  that  in 
any  case  the  street  ought  to  be  widened  as  far  as 
Panton  Street,  and  this  projection  of  15  feet  not 
allowed.  How  came  it  that  before  it  was  sold  the 
question  was  not  considered  whether  you  ought  not 
to  act  on  that  i-eport  and  carry  it  out  ? — I  can  only 
say  that  the  Committee  never  did  consider  the 
advisability  of  continuing  the  street  onwards. 

3452.  That  is  not  the  point,  Mr.  Selway.  The 
point  is  that  your  architect  and  engineer  advised  that 
whether  you  had  the  street  on,  or  had  not  the  street 
on  that  improvement  which  was  in  progress  ought 
to  be  carried  out  by  widening  the  street  as  far  as 
Panton  Street — ^that  is  what  I  am  calling  your  atten- 
tion to— and  that  for  that  pnrposet  his  "  White  Horse  " 
was  to  be  bonght.  Because  you  would  require  it 
whether  you  were  going  to  carry  on  the  street  or 
were  not  going  to  carry  on  the  street.  That  was  the 
advice  of  your  officials  and  on  that  you  bought.  I  want 
to  know  why  it  was  that  before  selling  the  site  the 
Board  did  not  consider  whether  they  ought  or  ought 
not  to  act  upon  that  report,  on  which,  or  at  all  events 
after  which,  they  bought  this  *•  White  Horse  "  ? — I  can 
only  say  that  when  this  subject  was  again  considered 
in  1887  our  powers  had  expired ;  we  could  not  have 
bought. 

3453.  You  powers  had  not  expired  as  regarded 
thb.  You  now,  by  selling  this,  preclude  yourself ;  if 
you  want  afterwards  to  carry  out  what  your  architect 
and  engineer  required,  you  would  have  again  to  buy 
this  OS  well  the  three  other  houses,  instead  of  only 
the  three  other  houses  ? — Certainly,  that  is  so. 

3454.  r  do  not  quite  understand  how  it  becomes 
now  a  mere  local  improvement  when  your  engineer 
and  architect  did  not  so  consider  it  in  1880,  but  thought 
that  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  that  improve- 
ment you  were  dealing  with,  the  street  ought  to  be,  at 
aU  events,  widened  us  far  as  Panton  Street  ? — ^I  can 
only  say  it  was  not  done,  and  I  have  no  recollection 
of  any  vote  being  taken  upon  that  question  specifi- 
cally. They  dealt  only  with  the  question  which  was 
before  them  at  that  moment.  X  should  like  to  add 
that  with  referenco  to  the  observation  of  a  gentleman 
who  gave  evidence  before  your  Lordship  just  now, 
there  never  was  any  intention  of  widening  Whitcombe 
Street  from  Pall  Mall  to  Piccadilly.  That  never  was 
before  us  at  all ;  nor  was  there,  that  I  am  aware  of, 
ever  any  iigreement  with  anybody  that  this  portion 
should  be  widened. 

3455.  Do  you  know  what  was  done  with  the 
"  White  Horse  '*  after  it  was  bought  ?  Was  it  let  from 
year  to  year  ?  I  see  in  1887  it  was  let  to  a  quarterly 
tenant  at  60/.  per  annum.  I  do  not  understand  why, 
if  it  were  let  at  that  time  on  a  lease  for  21  years  with 
20  years  yet  to  run  at  200/.  per  annum,  the  Board 
should  nevei*  get  more  than  60/.,  as  far  as  I  can  see, 
for  it.     Oh,  yes,  I  see,  they  get  10/.  a  month. 

{Mr,  Davis.)  1  tnink  that  was  for  only  the  one 
house. 

3456.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  lease  covered 
the  three  buildings  ? — I  think  this  is  the  minute  to 
which  your  Lordship  refers.  I  have  not  the  date  of 
the  report. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  report  is  October  3rd. 

3457.  {Chairman.)  The  architect  calls  the  attention 
of  the  Board  to  the  matter,  and  says  one  of  two 
courses  might  be  pursued ;  to  sell  it  as  it  stands,  or 
to  provide  for  the  setting  back  of  the  frontage  of  the 
land,  so  as  to  range  with  the  Prince's  Hotel  and  then 
sell  the  surplus  land;  and  it  was  resolved  ou  your 


motion  that  the  whole  plot  be  disposed  of.  A  that 
time  was  this  question  ever  considered,  whether  you 
ought  not  to,  at  all  events,  widen  the  street  as  far  as 
Panton  Street,  as  your  architect  and  engineer  recom- 
mended?— It  was  considered  no  further  in  October 
last  than  this :  that  our  parliamentary  powers  had 
expired,  and  we  cx>uld  not  take  45,  46,  and  47  upon 
the  plan,  and  that,  therefore,  the  whole  plot  had 
better  be  sold.  Because  if  we  set  back  the  portions, 
43  and  44  on  the  plan,  vour  Lordship  will  see  the 
pi-ojection  would  still  be  just  as  bad — 45  standing  out ; 
and  if  we  had  gone  down  to  Panton  Street  then  56 
upon  the  plan  would  also  have  been  projecting  ;  and  so 
we  might  have  gone  on,  our  powers,  of  course,  only  ex- 
tending down  to  the  comer. 

3458.  What  pi*esses  upon  me,  is  this  :  you  took 
powers  to  make  the  street  as  a  Metropolitan  Board 
improvement,  widening  it  down  to  Panton  Street. 
Your  architect  and  engineer  jointly  advised  that  in 
any  case  the  improvement  ought  to  be  continued  by 
the  "widening  down  to  Panton  Street.  After  that 
report  you  had  bought  this  *'  White  Horse,"  and  then 
you  sell  it  without,  apparently,  ever  considering  that 
report,  or  whether  you  should  or  should  not  widen 
down  to  Panton  Street.  Of  course  it  was  possible  for 
you  to  renew  your  compulsory  powers  for  the  other 
three  houses  ? — Oh,  yes  ;  but  the  line  of  street  east- 
ward not  being  taken  up  it  was  never  thought  worth 
while  to  widen  that. 

3459.  You  entirely  disagi-eed  with  your  surveyor 
and  architect,  I  suppose,  and  thought  they  knew 
nothing  about  it  ? — I  should  be  very  sorry  to  say 
that. 

3460.  Because  you  always  go  back  to  the  question 
of  the  new  ctreet;  and  I  call  your  attention  to  the 
fact  that  they  said,  quite  apart  from  the  question  of 
the  new  street,  that  the  improvement  ought  to  go 
down  as  far  as  Panton  Street.  You  disagreed  with 
that,  I  suppose  ? 

3461.  (Mr.  GrenfelL)  From  an  economical  point 
of  view,  I  suppose  ? — Quite  so. 

{Mr.  Grain.)  Do  you  know  anything  about  the 
transaction  with  Mr.  Bruce  ? 

3462.  Do  you  know  when  Mr.  Bruce  came  about 
the  site  for  the  purpose  of  building  the  Prince  of 
Wales'  Theatre,  and  what  was  afterwards  called  the 
Prince's  Hotel  ?— The  land  was  let  to  Todd  Heatley ; 
I  am  not  qnite  sure  that  I  am  giving  you  the  correct 
designation,  and  I  believe  Mr.  Bruce  bought  of 
them. 

3463.  Do  you  know  anything  of  the  arrangements 
and  inspection  by  Mr.  Bruce  of  the  proposed  altera- 
tions and  improvements  ? — Nothing  at  all. 

3464.  And  any  conditions  that  were  made  or  sug- 
gested by  the  Board  as  to  the  buildings  that  were  to 
be  erected  ? 

(  Mr.  Meadows  White.)  You  are  assuming  that  there 
were. 

(  Witness,)  I  remember  distinctly  Mr.  Bruce's  plans 
for  the  theatre  being  before  the  Board,  if  that  is  what 
you  refer  to. 

Adjourned  for  a  short  time. 

3465.  {Mr.  fVinch.)  If  I  ask  you  a  few  questions 
it  will,  perhaps,  obviate  Mr.  Bruce  coming,  because  1 
can  then  point  out  Mr.  Bruce*s  grievance.  Will  you 
refer  to  your  plan  ?  As  I  understand,  the  Board  have 
taken  poww  to  widen  the  street  right  away  round  to 
Panton  Street  ? — Yes. 

3466.  And  having  got  those  powers  to  Mr.  Bruce, 
amongst  others,  they  let  the  land  upon  the  faith  and 
upon  the  representation  that  they  were  going  to  widen 
that  street  right  round  to  Panton  Street  ? — I  do  not 
think  the  Board  let  any  land  to  Mr.  Bruce. 

3467.  Whoever  Mr.  Bruce  derived  it  from ;  the  land 
for  the  Prince  of  Wales'  Theatre  ? — It  was  let  to  a 
firm,  I  think,  of  M^rs.  Heatley. 

8468.  Upon  the  terms  and  upon  the  faith  that  the 
Board  were  really  going  to  widen  that  street  ? — I  do 
not  know  anything  as  to  Mr.  Bruoe's  faith.    I  only 
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know  what  was  put  into  the  market.  Have  you  goi 
the  plan  in  the  room  that  was  submitted  to  Mr. 
Bnice  ? 

3469.  Would  not  the  plan  show  that  the  street  was 
going  to  be  widened  all  round  to  Pan  ton  Street  ? — No, 
I  should  say  certainly  not. 

3470.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  these  leases  were 
taken  by  the  different  people  who  did  take  them 
without  being  under  any  reasonable  belief  ;  I  put  it 
no  higher  than  that,  that  the  Board  were  going  to 
widen  right  round  to  Panton  Street  ? — I  know  of  no 
belief,  reasonable  or  otherwise.  The  Board  has  never 
told  anybody  they  were  going  to  widen  round  to 
Panton  Street,  so  far  as  I  know. 

3471.  But  the  Act  of  Parliament  told  the  public 
that  you  had  obtained  power  to  widen  round  to  Panton 
Street  ? — Certainly. 

3472.  And  this  also  was  public  knowledge  that  you 
bad  acquired  sites  for  the  purpose  of  doing  it  almost 
up  to  Panton  Street  ? — Some  of  the  sites,  certainly. 

3473.  Therefore,  am  I  not  right  in  saying  that 
anyone  knowing  those  facts  would  have  the  reasonable 
belief  that  you  were  ^oing  to  do  that  which  you  had 
obtained  an  Act  of  Parliament  for  ? — I  cannot  ansiver 
what  the  reasonable  belief  of  any  man  may  be. 

3474.  Then  that  is  Mr.  Bruce's  complaint,  is  not 
it  ? — I  do  not  know  at  alL 

3475.  Then  he  must  come  and  say  it  ?— How  can  I 
tell  what  Mr.  Bruce  has  to  complain  of. 

3476.  Has  he  made  no  complaint  ?  —  Unless  he 
states  it  in  a  letter  which  he  may  have  written.  I 
know  there  were  some  letters. 

(Chairman,)  I  think  if  there  is  any  allegation  of  a 
representation  or  anything  of  that  kind  to  Mr.  Bmce 


or  anybody  under  whom  he  bought,  we  can  only  deal 
with  that  by  having  evidence  of  it  directly. 
(Mr,  Winch,)  Then  I  will  pass  it  by. 

3477.  This  public-house  that  was  bought  for  9,800/ 
was  let  to  WaiTeu  ? — I  do  not  remember  the  name. 

3478.  Have  you  got  any  of  the  documents  which 
would  show  you  the  terms  on  what  this  public-house 
purchased  for  9,800/.  was  let  immediately  after  it  was 
purchased  ? 

{Mr,  Meadows  While,)  I  think  his  Lordship  has 
the  terms  on  which  it  was  let. 

{Chairman,)  No  ;  I  have  certain  sums  of  money 
received. 

34^79.  {Mr,  Winch.)  It  is  no  use  ray  telling  you 
what  I  am  instrucled.  You  know  nothing  about  it  ? 
— I  stated  to  my  Lord  at  first  that  I  have  only  had 
this  morning  to  look  into  the  papers. 

{Mr.  Winch,)  The  agreement  before  your  Lordship 
does  not  show  the  terms.  I  am  told  it  was  80/.  a 
year,  and  for  the  last  two  or  three  years  he  never  paid 
any  rent  at  all. 

{Mr,  Bosanqtiet,)  What  appears  here  as  the  re- 
ceipts from  Warren,  the  tenant,  is  September  to 
Christmas  1883  at  100/.  per  annum,  36/.  158, ;  Christ- 
mas 1883  to  Lady  Day  1887  at  60/.,  135/. 

{Mr,  Winch,)  That  is  all  that  they  received.  1 
am  told  that  the  brokers  wer«  constantly  put  in.  I 
do  not  know  whether  there  is  anything  in  this,  but  I 
was  in  hopes  that  Mr.  Selway  would  have  had  some 
documents  to  show  me  this  10,000/.  in  round  figures  is 
given  for  the  property  ;  it  is  let  to  pay  1  per  cent,  for 
aJl  these  years,  and  they  do  not  even  get  that, 

{The  TVitness,)  I  cannot  give  you  them  unless 
you  give  me  time  to  look  them  up. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


{Chairman.)  Have  you  got  here,  Mr.  White,  the 
tender  of  Thomas  Tucker,  of  8,  Sinclair  Eoad,  West 
Kensington  Park,  N.,  for  Plots  2  and  3,  Shaftesbury 
Avenue,  of  1,312/.  10^.,  with  special  conditions. 


{Mr.  Meadows  TFfnte.)  It  has  been  sent  for  and  is 
being  searched  for  now,  and  will  come  in  the 
of  the  afternoon,  I  hope. 


course 


Mr. 
r.  H,  Fowler, 


Mr.  Fbancis  Hayman  Fowxkr  recalled  nud  further  examined. 


3480.  {Chairman,)  When  did  you  first  have  any- 
thing to  do  with  the  letting — I  do  not  mean  as  a 
member  of  the  Board,  but  with  those  who  were  taking 
Plots  2  and  3  in  Shaftesbury  Avenue? — I  was  first 
spoken  to  by  Mr.  Phipps,  the  architect,  upon  my 
return  from  abroad  in  October  1886. 

3481.  Can  you  give  the  date  in  October? — It  waa 
the  end  of  the  month — about  the  28th — [after  refer- 
ring] I  think  it  is  the  12th. 

3482.  Was  that  the  first  communication  you  had  on 
the  subject  ?•— The  first  communication. 

3483.  What  were  you  spoken  to  about,  then  ? — 
Mr.  Phipps  asked  me  to  act  with  respect  to  the 
ancient  lights  which  surrounded  these  plots. '  I  had 
acted  before  in  several  matters,  and  was  considered 
an  authority  on  the  subject  of  ancient  lights. 

3484.  1  do  not  know  that  1  understand  what  yon 
mean  by  acting  about  the  lights? — He  had  given 
some  opinion,  and  I  was  advising  him  upon  the 
lights. 

3485.  Advising  Mr.  Phipps  ?— Yes. 

3486.  Did  you  know-  who  Mr.  Phipps  was  acting 
for  ? — I  understood  he  was  acting  for  some  Colonel 
Napier  or  Captain  Napier. 

3487.  You  knew  that  at  that  time  the  site  had  not 
been  let  by  the  Board  ? — The  site  had  been  let  by  the 
Board  in  June. 

3488.  No,  because  the  negotiations  were  closed  by 
order  of  the  Committee  in  consequence  of  Messrs. 
Gk)le  having  failed  to  furnish  the  name  of  the  person 
on  whose  behalf  the  tender  was  made,  and  on  the  4th 
October  jou  had  seconded  a  motion  that  the  solicitor 
proceed  to  make  the  usual  inquiries  and  report  to  the 
Committee  ? — I  considered  it  was  let  when  he  came 
to  me. 

3489.  1  have  read  you  that  minute  on  the  4th 
October  because  you  were  present  then  and  seconded 
the  motion  ? — Very  likely. 


3490.  On  the  11th  October  the  solicitor  made  a 
report,  and  it  was  then  resolved  that  he  make  further 
inquiries  and  report  again.  Therefore  it  is  quite  clear 
that  at  that  time  the  site  had  not  been  let? — The 
agreement  was  not  signed,  but  Mr.  Phipps  had  made 
drawings  which  he  brought  to  me,  and  I  considered 
it  was  practically  settled. 

3491.  You  could  hardly  do  that  when  you  are 
yourself  a  party  to  the  motion  that  the  solicitor  should 
make  inquiries  on  the  subject  ? — It  was  let,  I  sup- 
pose, subject  to  the  usual  inquiries  ;  that  is  to  say,  the 
sufficiency  of  them. 

3492.  it  had  been  in  the  first  instance,  but  then 
the  solicitors  had  not  given  the  names  of  their  princi- 
pals, and  consequently  they  had  been  told  if  they  did 
not  do  it  in  10  days  the  matter  would  be  at  an  end, 
and  it  was  at  an  end.  Then  a  month  after  they 
offered  to  communicate  the  names  of  their  principals, 
and  on  that  coming  before  the  Committee  it  was 
"  Resolved  on  the  motion  of  Mr.  Edward,  seconded 
"  by  Mr.  Fowler,  that  the  solicitor  do  proceed  to 
"  make  the  usual  inquiries,  and  report  to  the  Com- 
"  mittee"? — I  supposed  that  the  inquiries  would 
have  been  satisfactory  because  Mr.  Phipps  was  pro- 
ceeding with  his  drawings  as  if  they  were,  and  it  was 
on  the  faith  of  that  that  he  called  on  me.  I  had  not 
acted. 

3493.  At  that  time  you  knew  that  the  matter  was 
still  under  negotiation  with  the  Board,  because  the 
Board  were  not  bound  to  give  the  site  ? — I  think 
they  were  if  the  answers  were  satisfactory. 

3494.  They  had  to  judge  of  the  inquiries  at  all 
events  ? — Certainly. 

3495.  And  you  were  accepting  a  retainer  to  advise 
the  pei*8on  who  would  have  nothing  to  do  with  the 
site  unless  the  Board  subsequently  determined  to  give 
it  liim  ? — I  did  not  do  any  work  at  that  moment.  He 
only  called  on  me  and  said  he  should  want  me  to  go 


Digitized  by 


Google 


MINUTES   OF   EVIDENCE. 


113 


into  this.  There  were  a  number  of  lonff  windows 
overlooking  this  land,  and  I  knew  that  the  Board  had 
accepted  the  tenant  snbject  to  inquiries.  I  supposed 
these  inquiries  were  perfectly  good ;  if  it  turned  out 
they  were  not,  I  could  not  of  course  have  done  any 
more,  and  I  should  not  have  done  any  more. 

{Chairman,)  Mr.  White,  on  the  11th  October  it 
was  resolved  on  reading  the  report  of  the  solicitor, 
stating  the  result  of  his  inquiries,  "  That  the  solicitor 
"  do  make  further  inquiries,  and  report  again."  Then 
on  the  2oth  October,  '*Read  a  report  by  the  solicitor, 
*^  stating  the  result  of  his  further  inquiries,'*  but  I 
have  not  got  that  report. 

(J/r.  Meadows  JVhite,)  We  have  the  minute  but 
not  the  report ;  it  shall  be  sent  for. 

3496.  ( Chairman,)  When  was  your  next  interview 
with  Mr.  Phipps  on  the  subject  ?  —I  hardly  know 
what  day  it  was,  but  the  day  I  met  him  and  niade  the 
survey  was  the  4th  November. 

3497.  Had  he  arranged  about  remuneration  at  that 
time  ? — ^No. 

3498.  There  is  a  report  on  the  25th.  Did  you 
know  Captain  Napier  at  all  ? — No  ;  I  never  saw  him. 

3499.  Your  communications  were  only  with  Mr. 
Phipps  ? — I  never  had  any  communication  with  any- 
body but  Mr.  Phipps. 

3500.  You  had  with  Mr.  Statham  Hobson  ultimately, 
because  you  received  a  cheque  from  him  ? — ^Yes,  ulti- 
mately. 

3501.  Did  you  know  anything  of  the  arrangements 
between  him  and  Captain  Napier  ? — Not  in  the  least. 

3502.  Did  you  make  any  report  in  writing  ? — I  only 
made  drawings. 

3503.  Of  what?— Of  the  ancient  lights  and  their 
.effect  on  the  property. 

3504.  Were  those  supplied  by  you  to  Mr.  Phipps  ? 
—Yes. 

3505.  Then  he  would  have  them? — T  have  got 
them.  We  had  them  together  and  went  through 
them  all. 

3506.  Have  you  got  them  here  ? — I  have  some  of 
them  here.  I  have  not  the  drawings  that  were  pre- 
pared in  the  case  of  litigation .  I  ha^  e  got  the  drawings 
of  the  surrounding  properties  and  all  the  lots  {producing 
same), 

3507.  Had  Mr.  Phipps  made  any  such  drawings  ? — 
No,  I  think  not. 

3508.  He  is  competent  to  make  a  drawing  of  the 
ancient  lights,  I  suppose? — Mr.  Phipps  had  made  a 
(hawing  of  his  theatie  and  he  had  made  it  long  before, 
and  then  when  this  property  was  laid  out  it  was  found 
that  all  these  ancient  lights  so  dominated  the  site  that 
it  was  perfectly  impossible  to  build  upon  it  without 
some  arrangements  were  made  for  acquiring,  or  settling 
in  some  way  or  other  with  the  various  tenants.  In 
some  cases  the  claims  would  be  at  once  objected  to  as 
not  being  tenable,  but  everybody  makes  a  claim. 

3509.  I  should  have  thought  that  any  architect,  or 
even  an  individual  who  was  not  an  architect,  would  be 
competent  to  see  how  far  ancient  lights  would  dominate 
a  site  on  which  he  proposed  to  build  ? — I  think  they 
do  not  find  that  out  till  they  begin  to  build.  My 
experience  is  that  directly  you  begin  to  build  claims 
from  all  sides  come  upon  you  for  ancient  lights,  and 
these  windows  were  in  all  directions  round  this  place. 

3510.  I  know  the  site.  I  should  have  thought  that 
was  tolerably  apparent  ? — It  ought  to  have  been 
patent  before  they  took  it. 

3511.  I  do  not  quite  understand  why  Mr.  Phipps 
should  have  sought  your  assistance  to  point  out  to 
him  such  a  very  obvious  fact  ? — He  did  not  do  that, 
but  what  Mr.  Phipps  did  was  this.  He  had,  as  he 
k'd  me  to  suppose,  advised  somebody  to  take  this  site 
u)  huild  a  theatre  upon,  and  he  knew  perfectly  well 
directly  he  did  so  a  quantity  of  litigation  would  arise. 
He  came  to  me,  and  his  words  were,  "  I  want  you  to 
*^  back  up  my  opinion  so  that  we  might  fight  this 
•*  out,"  and  therefore  I  took  a  great  deal  of  trouble 
to  go  round  all  the  sites  and  see  the  effect  of  every 
one  of  these  windows  over  the  area  in  order  to  show 
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bow  it  oonld  be  done  and  what  would  be  the  best  way 
of  dealing  with  it. 

3512.  Have  you  got  the  plan  you  made? — No,  I 
have  got  Mr.  Phipps'  plan,  where  1  have  drawn  round 
the  various  houses  ;  but  the  large  plans  I  have  made 
are  very  large  with  the  angles  all  worked  out. 

3513.  You  were  deputy  chairman  of  the  Board  at 
this  time — in  1886? — 1  had  ceased  being  deputy 
chairman  then.  I  ceased  being  deputy  chairman  in 
June  1886. 

3514.  At  the  end  of  June  ? — ^June  the  13th. 

3515.  On  the  29th  June  you  are  put  down  as 
deputy  chairman  ? — It  was  just  after  tJiat ;  perhaps 
that  is  the  last  sime. 

3516.  It  never  occurred  to  you  that  you  were  se- 
lected to  advise  on  the  lights  because  the  people  who 
were  proposing  to  take  the  site  were  negotiating  with 
the  Board  of  which  you  were  a  member  ? — No,  cer- 
tainly not.  It  did  not  occur  to  me  that  that  was  any 
reason,  for  I  knew  Mr.  Phipps  veiy  well  and  had 
advised  before.  I  am  supposed  to  be  rather  a  good 
authority  upon  that  question. 

3517.  We  have  heard  that  Mr.  Saunders,  who  was 
another  architect  on  the  Board,  was  engaged  to  ad- 
vise on  the  lights  for  another  site  under  somewhat 
similar  circumstances  ? — I  have  been  invited  to  ad- 
vise very  often  and  refused,  but  in  this  case  Mr. 
Phipps  was  an  old  friend  of  mine,  and  I  should  have 
put  myself  out  of  the  way. 

{Chairman  to  Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Have  you 
got  that  report  yet  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  No.  my  Lord ;  it  has  been 
sent  for.  This  is  the  Minute  Book  of  the  Works  Com- 
mittee for  the  25th  October  {handing  in  the  same). 

.3518.  {Chairman,)  I  observe  that  you  seconded 
the  acceptance  of  the  tender,  or  that  the  acceptance 
of  the  tender  should  be  confirmed  on  the  25th  October 
1886?— Yes. 

3519.  That  was  at  a  time  when  you  were  being 
consulted? — I  was  the  outgoing  deputy  chaiitnan, 
and  it  is  generally  the  outgoing  deputy  chairman  who 
does  second  the  resolutions  that  are  brought  up  to  the 
Board  of  that  sort.  It  is  moved  by  the  deputy  chair- 
man, and  I  seconded  it. 

3520.  Did  not  it  occur  to  you  there  were  reasons 
why  you  should  not  second  a  motion  of  that  sort  as 
you  were  at  that  time  being  consulted  professionaUy 
and  advising  the  people  proposing  to  take  the  site  ? — 
I  was  advising  in  a  case  quite  outside  the  Board 
altogether. 

3521.  If  they  wrte  not  going  to  take  it  they  would 
not  want  your  advice,  and  if  they  did  not  want  your 
advice  they  would  not  pay  you  for  ndvice  ? — To  that 
extent. 

3522.  When  was  it  you  saw  Mr.  Hobson  and  re- 
ceived the  200/.? — It  was  on  December  the  11th  I 
made  a  report  and  valued  the  property.  There  was  a 
long  discussion  between  Mr.  Phipps  and  myself  as  to 
the  best  thing  to  do,  because  if  he  built  to  avoid  those 
ancient  lights  the  site  of  the  theatre  would  have  been 
so  small  that  the  question  was  whether  it  could  be 
built  at  all,  and  I  went  into  the  question  of  what 
would  be  the  value  of  buying  up  those  houses  adjoin- 
ing. I  gave  three  or  four  days  between  November 
and  December  to  that  and  got  out,  which  I  have  here, 
the  figures  for  him  to  consider.  One  morning,  when 
I  was  present  at  my  office,  without  any  intimation  at 
all,  Mr.  Hobson,  whom  I  never  saw  before,  called  in 
with  Mr.  Phipps.  He  was  introduced,  and  said, 
"You  are  working  with  Mr.  Phipps  about  this 
theatre."  I  said,  «  Yes,  I  am."  "  Well,"  he  said,  «  I 
"  have  come  here  (in  an  airy  sort  of  way).  I  have 
"  to  pay  Mr.  Phipps  some  money,  ana  I  am  to 
"  give  you  200/."  I  turned  to  Mr.  Phipps  and  said, 
**  What  is  this?"  and  he  said,  "You  had  better 
**  take  it ;  that  will  be  for  your  work." 

3523.  You  had  not  sent  in  any  professional  terms  ? 
— No,  my  work  is  not  done  yet ;  I  am  employed  at  it 
now.  All  last  year  I  have  been  on  it.  Within  the 
last  three  weeks  another  claim  has  sprung  up.     I  am 
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Seventh  Day. 

5  June  1888. 

Mr, 
F,H,  Fowler. 
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SeTenifa  Day.    dealing  with  claim  after  claim.     This  is  a  most  dread- 

—  ful  case  of  ancient  lights. 

5  June  1888.         3524.  So  that  the  amount  was  fixed  in  tliat  way  by 

TZ  Mr.  Hobson  himself? — Mr.  Hobson  himself  fixed  the 

F,H,Pmoler.    ^^^^^^^ — °<>-     H©  said,  "  Mr.  Phipps  has  told  me  that 

'  *    "  I  am  to  give  you  this ;  I  have  to  pay  him  some 

'*  money  for  something  else."    Why  he  should  call 

and  pay  me  I  did  not  know,  but  I  referred  to  Mr. 

Phipps,  and  be  said,  "  It  is  all  right,  take  it." 

3525.  You  had  never  heard  of  him  before  ? — I  had 
heard  his  name. 

3526.  Had  you  heard  of  him  in  connexion  with 
this  site  ? — Never  at  all ;  I  had  no  idea  he  had  to  do 
with  the  site.  I  beg  your  pardon,  I  think  I  had  heard 
before  this  interview  tbat  Mr.  Statham  Hobson  was  in 
some  way  connected,  but  I  did  not  know  how.  I 
thought  he  was  financing. 

3527.  Had  you  any  other  transaction  with  him 
except 'this? — No,  never  a  note  nor  letter  from  him. 
I  think  I  have  seen  him  three  times  in  my  life. 

3528.  When  you  were  first  consulted  about  this 
site,  had  you  any  letter,  or  was  it  a  verbal  commu- 
nication ? — Mr.  Phipps  came  to  me.  The  facts  were 
these.  The  tenants  of  some  property  of  mine  in  the 
Strand — it  is  property  quite  unconnected  with  the 
Board  at  all — made  an  application  to  me  to  make 
some  alterations.  I  am  ground  landlord  of  a  theatre, 
the  Opera  Comique,  and  the  tenants  there  made  an 
application  to  me  to  make  an  alteration.  I  always  in 
such  cases  refer  them  to  my  surveyor  because  I 
never  act  myself  I  referred  them  to  Mr.  Phipps, 
and  upon  that  Mr.  Phipps  came  to  me.  That  is  how 
it  was.  Then  upon  that'-  he  said,  "  I  am  going  to 
"  build  this  theatre,  and  I  must  get  you  to  back  me 
"  up  with  these  things,  for  we  shall  have  a  difficulty 
**  about  the  matter  "  ;  and  I  took  the  business. 

3529.  Did  you  inquire  for  whom  he  was  acting  ? — 
No,  I  did  not ;  but  I  knew  myself  at  the  Board  that 
the  land  had  been  practically,  as  I  thought,  let,  and  I 
heard  to  this  gentleman  of  the  name  of  Napier. 

3530.  This  was  in  October  ?— This  was  the  end  of 
October. 

3531.  Did  you  learn  from  Mr.  Phipps  how  long  he 
had  been  acting  ? — He  did  not  tell  me  how  long,  but 
he  had  some  drawings  he  had  been  making  for  various 
people  apparently  for  this  site — different  designs.  He 
had  not  consulted  me  upon  them,  and  I  knew  nothing 
about  them. 

3532.  You  had  been  one  of  a  sub-committee  to 
whom,  in  the  first  instance,  the  question  of  accepting 
this  tender  had  been  referred  ? — Yes.  I  think  it  was 
not  exactly  this  one  tender.  I  think  there  were  a  lot 
of  tenders  refen^ed  to  us  at  that  time ;  it  was  all  the 
tenders  that  came  in  in  answer  to  the  advertisement. 

(Chairma7i  to  Mr,  Meadoics  White.)  You  have  not 
got  that  tender  for  plots  2  and  3  by  Mr.  Thomas 
Tucker  ? 

{Mr.  Meadotcs  JV/iite.)  No  my  Lord ;  we  are 
searching  for  it.  It  is  a  tender  that  was  not  further 
proceeded  with,  and  therefore  there  may  be  a  difficulty 
in  finding  it,  but  it  has  been  sent  for. 

3533.  (Ckair?nan.)  Have  you  any  correspondence 
between  yourself  and  Mr.  Phipps  with  regard  to  this 
matter  ? — No.  Mr.  Phipps  generally  met  me  on  the 
premises  or  called  upon  me.  He  is  on  the  telephone, 
and  he  would  say  through  the  telephone,  "  Can  I  see 
you  this  morning  ? "  and  I  have  said  "  Yes ;  what 
time  ?  "  but  I  have  had  no  letter  from  him ;  I  have 
had  no  reason  for  it. 

3534.  Is  there  any  other  case  in  which  he  has  been 
acting  as  architect  for  people  who  have  been  taking 
Board  sites  in  which  you  have  acted  for  him  or  with 
him  ? — I  am  not  aware.  I  think  somebody  asked  me 
to  act  in  a  case  at  one  time  for  an  alteration,  I  think  it 
was  the  Albert  Hall.  There  was  some  alteration 
necessary  to  make  it  fireproof,  and  I  recommended 
Mr.  Phipps,  but  I  recommended  him  because  I  thought 
he  was  a  competent  man  to  do  the  work  ;  I  would  not 
do  the  work  myself. 

3535.  Did  you  get  part  of  his  remuneration  ? — Yee, 
he  sent  me  a  cheque. 


3536.  Why  would  not  you  act  yourself?— I  de- 
clined to  act.  I  think  I  told  your  Lordship  the  other 
day  that  I  had  acted  in  one  case,  and  it  was  so  un- 
pleasant, that  I  refused  not  only  theatres,  but  other 
buildings ;  I  had  large  buildings  offered  me,  but  I 
would  take  nothing  which  brought  me  in  contact  with 
the  Board  officials. 

3537.  Was  this  a  matter  in  connexion  with  the 
Boaid  ? — Yes. 

5338.  Where  was  it  ? — It  \*  as  the  fire-proofing  of 
the  Albert  Hall. 

3539.  That  would  be  a  matter  the  Board  would 
have  to  do  with  ?  —  Yes.  I  should  be  brought  in 
contact  with  some  official  of  the  Board.  I  forget  who 
it  was,  but  a  friend  of  mine  said  **  Will  you  look  at 
"  this  thing  and  advise  us  ?  "  and  I  said  **  No,  I  will 
not." 

3540.  You  recommended  Mr.  Phipps  on  an  arrange- 
ment that  you  were  to  get  part  of  the  fee  ? — Not  any 
arrangement  at  all.  I  simply  sent  them  to  Mr.  Phipps, 
and  Mr.  Phipps  did  send  me  a  cheque  for  half  his 
fees. 

3541.  How  much  was  that? — I  think  about  30/.  or 
40/. 

3542.  You  at  that  time  were  serving  oa  the 
Theatres  Sub-committee  that  would  have  to  deal  with 
this  question  of  whether  the  Hall  had  been  properly 
made  fire-proof? — Yes.  I  do  not  know  whether  it 
was  properly  made.  There  were  requisitions  made, 
but  I  had  no  reason  at  the  time  to  suppose  that* 
Mr.  Phipps  was  going  to  do  anything  about  the  fee. 
I  said  I  shall  not  do  it.  There  was  another  case  at 
Brixton.  I  recommended  him  to  also  where  a  hall  was 
to  be  altered,  but,  however,  1  did  not  take  anything. 
He  got  a  fee  for  it. 

3543.  Was  there  any  other  case  in  which  you  had  * 
half  fee  besides  the  Albert  Hall? — None.     That  is 
the  only  case  where  I  recommended  Mr.  Phipps. 

3544.  You  are  sure  you  have  not  had  any  share  of 
the  fee  in  any  other  case  ? — Certainly  not.  It  was 
only  in  that  one  case,  and  he  sent  it  to  me  without — 
at  least  he  called  upon  me  and  pressed  it  on  me. 

3545.  Is  there  any  other  architect  who  has  been 
engaged  in  connexion  with  sites  or  buildings  that 
came  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Board  with  whom 
you  have  had  arrangements  ? — I  never  had  any 
arrangement  with  Mr.  Phipps. 

3546.  For  whom  you  did  any  work  ? — No,  none. 

3547.  No  other  ?— No  other. 

3548.  Have  you  sent  in,  or  caused  to  be  sent  in, 
to  the  Board  any  tenders  for  works  in  other  names 
than  your  own  ? — No.  I  never  sent  in  any  tender  to 
the  Board  at  all. 

3549.  I  am  not  speaking  of  yourself;  but  caused 
them  to  be  sent  in  or  had  them  sent  in  by  persons  in 
whose  carrying  of  them  out  your  were  interested  ? — 
No. 

3550.  None  ?— No. 

3551.  Any  tender  from  an  address  in  Essex  Street, 
Strand  ?— No. 

3552.  Not  in  any  way  sent  in  on  your  behalf  ? — 
Certainly  not  to  my  knowledge. 

3553.  Or  at  your  instance  ? — No.  My  mind  is  a 
perfect  blank  upon  that. 

3554.  You  do  not  know  to  what  it  refers  at  all  ? — 
Not  the  slightest. 

3555.  Are  you  cognisant  of  any  tenders  that  have 
come  to  the  Board  from  Essex  Street ;  can  you  recall 
any  ? — I  cannot  recall  any. 

{Mr.  Meadotcs  White.)  The  report  is  here  now 
{handing  in  same).  It  seems  to  have  been  an 
explanatory  matter  with  regard  to  some  county  court 
judgments.  Then  here  is  the  tender  of  Tucker 
which  your  Lordship  asked  for,  and  this  is  the  precis 
before  the  sub-committee  at  the  time,  and  your  Lord- 
ship will  see  Tucker's  tender  referred  to  (handing  in 
same), 

{Chairman.)  I  see  the  tender  was  not  really  for 
Lots  2  and  3.  He  tendered  1,312/.  105.,  but  for 
Lot«  2  and  3  plus  the  plot  coloured  blue. 
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{Mr.  Meadoics  IFhite.)  And  your  Lordship  sees  the 
precis,  which  is  a  paper  handed  for  information  to  the 
sub-committee,  and  it  would  appear  that  Tucker's 
tender  is  marked,  **  Tender  for  property  also  not  in 
the  market,"  the  part  coloured  blue,  or  part  of  it, 
being  devoted  or  intended  to  be  devoted  to  the 
purposes  of  the  new  street. 

3556.  (Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Was  it  before  your  trans- 
action with  Mr.  Hobson,  on  behalf  of  Capt.  Napier, 
that  you  received  the  half  fee  from  Mr.  Phipps,  or 
another  occasion  ? — A  very  long  time  ago. 

3557.  Where  was  it  you  saw  Mr.  Hobson  ?  Did  he 
come  to  your  office  ? — He  walked  into  my  ofiRce. 

3558.  And  paid  you  200/.? — He  came  in  with 
Mr.  Phipps.  Mr.  Phipps  introduced  him.  I  had  not 
seen  him  before. 

3559.  Then  he  paid  you  200/.  ?— On  account.  He 
said,  "  I  have  to  pay  Mr.  Phipps  some  money,  and  he 
*'  has  told  me  to  pay  you  200/." 

3560.  Did  he  not  state  what  the  200/.  was  for  in 
any  way  ? — ^Yes,  assisting  him  about  his  plans  and  his 
lights.     He  said  that. 

3561.  Assisting  Mr.  Hobson  ? — No.  I  did  not 
assist  Mr.  Hobson.     I  only  assisted  Mr.  Phipps. 

3562.  Did  Mr.  Phipps  or  Mr.  Hobson  explain  that  ? 
— Mr.  Phipps. 

3563.  Was  it  paid  in  a  cheque  ? — In  a  cheque. 

3564.  Whose  cheque  did  you  receive  ? — Mr.  Hob- 
son's  cheque.     I  did  not  look  at  it  at  the  time. 

3565.  Did  you  give  any  receipt  for  it  ? — No. 

3566.  Do  not  you  generally  give  a  receipt  when 
you  receive  as  large  a  sum  as  200/.  ? — Not  in  the 
case  of  a  matter  of  that  sort,  where  I  am  engaged  in 
a  large  afiair  of  light  and  air.  If  it  had  been  an 
ordinary  client  I  should  by  this  time  have  had  a  much 
larger  amount  to  charge. 

3567.  Is  it  not  usual  in  your  business  to  give  a 
receipt  if  you  get  200/.  ? — If  I  send  in  an  account, 
but  I  sent  in  no  account  at  all. 

3568.  Did  not  you  understand  it  to  be  in  part  or  in 
whole  payment  of  your  account  ? — Yes,  for  services 
rendered  and  to  be  rendered,  I  suppose. 

3569.  Was  there  nothing  at  all  to  show,  if  you  sent 
in  your  account  afterwards,  you  had  been  paid  part 
or  the  whole  ? — I  should  hardly  have  been  supposed 
to  have  made  a  charge  without  giving  credit  for  an 
amount  received  like  that.  There  was  no  legal 
discharge. 

3570.  Was  it  in  part  or  whole,  or  more  than  was 
due  to  you  at  that  time  ? — More  than  was  due  to  me 
at  that  time.  I  saw  plainly  it  would  not  bo  more 
than  would  become  due. 

3571.  If  you  went  on  working? — If  I  went  on 
working  and  had  to  fight  these  lights. 

3572.  The  200/.  was  not  due  to  you  at  that  time  ? 
—No. 

3573.  Did  you  explain  to  Mr.  Hobson  you  had  not 
a  claim  for  200/.  for  anything? — ^No,  I  explained 
nothing  to  him.  I  said  what  I  have  told  his  Lordship 
just  now,  exactly  in  the  words,  as  near  as  possible  : 
"  What  is  this  for  ?  "  He  said,  "  This  is  a  cheque  I 
**pay  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Phipps,"  and  I  turned  to 
Mr.  Phipps,  and  he  said,  "  Take  it,  it  is  all  right." 

3574.  Was  there  any  money  due  to  you  at  that 
time? — Yes.  It  would  be  difficult  to  make  an  ac- 
count out  for  fees  due  in  respect  of  what  I  had  done. 
I  had  valued  some  properties  to  the  extent  of,  I  think, 
6,000/.  that  I  thought  under  any  circumstances  must 
be  acquired  in  order  to  make  this  building.  I  had 
worked  at  that,  and  I  had  also  examined  the  lights 
and  taken  plans,  but  it  was  not  work  finished. 

3575.  My  question  was  whether  at  that  time  any 
fsum  had  become  due  to  you  ? — Yes,  there  would  be  a 
considerable  sura  due  to  me. 

3576.  Did  it  ehtcr  into  your  mind  at  all  how  much 
was  owing  to  you  then  ? — I  should  have  dealt  with 
Mr.  Phipps  very  differently  to  an  ordinary  case,  being 
a  brother  professional  and  having  had  me  in  to 
substantiate  his  opinion. 

3577.  {Chairman!)  He  wn.<»  acting  for  somebody. 
He  did  not  do  it  for  his  pleasure  ? — No  ;  but  I  believe 


the  case  is  this :  He  had  advised  these  people  to  take 
the  plots  and  had  not  sufficiently  considered  the 
responsibility  he  undertook  in  not  having  looked  after 
these  lights,  and  he  would  have  to  fight  it  all  out. 

3578.  Would  not  the  best  advice  to  have  given  him 
at  that  time  have  been  that  he  should  not  go  on  with 
the  matter  ? — I  put  that  to  him. 

3579.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Mr.  Hobson  paid  you  the 
200/.  ?— He  paid  the  200/.  ;  he  brought  the  cheque. 

3580.  You  cashed  the  cheque  ? — Certainly. 

3581.  At  Mr.  Hobson's  bankers  ?— Yes. 

3582.  In  plain  English,  Mr.  Hobson  paid  you  the 
money  ? — ^Yes. 

3583.  I  do  not  quite  understand  how  any  money 
was  due  to  yon  from  Mr,  Hobson  at  that  time  ? — No ; 
but  he  stated  himself :  "  I  pay  this  to  you  on  acconnt 
of  Mr.  Phipps." 

3584.  Had  any  money  become  due  to  you  at  that 
time  from  Mr.  Phipps  ? — Yes,  there  was. 

3585.  How  much  would  be  due  to  you  from  Mr. 
Phipps  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business  ? — Well,  I 
had  taken  up  the  whole  question,  and  it  was  in  course 
of  carrying  out.  I  had  not  come  to  any  conclusion  on 
the  matter.     It  took  me  all  last  year. 

3586.  Do  you  say  you  were  or  were  not  at  that 
time  expecting  payment  ? — I  was  expecting  no  pay- 
ment at  all. 

3587.  Then  the  200/.  came  on  you  as  a  surprise  ? — 
I  should  not  have  asked  Mr.  Phipps  for  payment  at 
present. 

3588.  It  does  not  occur  to  some  of  us  to  get  200/. 
when  we  do  not  expect  it.  T  want  you  to  tell  us  this: 
200/.  was  paid  you.  Did  you  expect  to  get  any 
money  at  that  time  ? — None.  I  should  not  have  sent 
in  my  bill  till  the  work  was  doae,  most  likely.  I 
never  do. 

3589.  The  200/.  came  upon  you  as  a  surprise,  do  you 
mean  ? — ^It  came  on  me  in  that  respect  ais  a  snl-prise, 
as  I  have  stated  it. 

3590.  You  did  not  ask  any  questions  about  it  ? — 
Yes,  I  asked  Mr.  Phipps.  I  said,  "  What  is  this  ?" 
He  said  :  '*  You  had  better  take  it ;  it  will  be  for  your 
work." 

3591.  {Chairman,)  Had  not  you  the  curiosity  to 
ask  what  the  relations  were  between  Mr.  Hobson  and 
Captain  Napier  and  Mr.  Phipps  ? — ^I  understood  from 
Mr.  Phipps  and  also  from  Mr.  Hobson  that  day  that 
there  was  due  to  Mr.  Phipps  a  sum  of  700/.,  or  some 
such  sum — I  may  be  wrong  as  to  the  amount — from 
Mr.  Hobson,  and  Mr.  Hobson,  I  suppose,  wishing  to 
do  something  in  rather  a  grand  way,  came  to  me,  and 
said  :  "  I  have  paid  Mr.  Phipps  some  money,  and  he 
says  I  am  to  give  you  200/.  on  account  of  your  work," 
and  he  gave  it  me.  About  the  relations  between 
them  I  do  not  know,  excepting  this,  that  Mr.  Phipps 
had  advised  some  gentleman.  Colonel  Napier,  to  take 
this  land  for  the  purpose  of  building  a  theatre  on,  as  to 
which  there  was  an  enormous  quantity  of  difficulty  to 
be  got  out  of,  and  he  asked  me  to  help  him  out  of  it. 

3592.  {Mr.  Bosanquet,)  Have  you  in  any  account 
given  credit  for  this  200/.  ? — I  have  not  made  up  my 
account  yet,  but  I  never  shall  charge  Mr.  Phipps  any 
more. 

3593.  Does  it  appear  as  a  receipt  in  your  ledger  or 
in  any  book  ? — Only  in  my  receipt  book — in  my  cash 
book. 

3594.  Do  you  keep  a  ledger  ? — I  keep  a  cash  book. 

3595.  Have  you  got  an  account  made  out  against 
Colonel  Napier  or  Mr.  Hobson,  or  anybody? — No; 
Mr.  Hobson  is  no  client  of  mine.  It  come  into  the 
fees  account.  I  always  put  down  in  the  fees  account 
so  much  fees. 

3596.  Do  not  you  keep  an  account  against  the 
person  who  is  to  pay  you  money  ? — If  it  was  a  com- 
mission account  in  the  ordinary  way  as  an  architect 
I  should  do  that,  but  in  this  case  it  is  really  nothing 
else  but  a  professional  account  for  advice. 

3597.  Is  a  professional  account  for  advice  an 
ordinary  case  ? — We  have  generally  drawings  and 
makinj;;  specifications,  and  tendering,  and  that  kind  of 
thing,  but  there  was  nothing  of  that  in  this  easiflw 
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3598.  Then  there  ii  no  account  in  your  book  against 
which  this  would  be  entered  as  a  payment  ? — No, 
except  fees. 

3599.  Then  it  does  not  appear  as  a  payment  to 
you  ? — It  appeare  as  fees  received. 

3600.  Against  some  account  ? — Yes.  The  Archer 
Street  ancient  lights.  That  is  how  I  put  it  always. 
That  is  where  the  ancient  lights  are,  and  I  have 
always  considered  this  a  payment  in  respect  of  these 
Archer  Street  aucient  lights. 

3601.  (Mr.  Grenfell)  At  Question  2360  you  were 
asked  whether  you  ever  advised  other  architects  as  to 
the  plans  they  should  send  in  to  the  Board,  and  you 
said  "  Never  "  ? — ^Never. 

3602.  Was  not  this  a  case  of  advising  another 
architect? — ^Not  as  to  plans  to  be  sent  in  to  the 
Board. 

3603.  {Mr,  Winch)  When  you  are  retained  by 
anyone,  do  you  make  any  entry  of  it  in  a  book  ? — ^No. 

3604.  Supposing  I  retained  you  to  make  a  building 
for  one,  would  you  make  any  entry  of  it  ? — I  daresay  I 
should,  if  you  retained  me. 

3605.  Then  Mr.  Phipps  retained  you? — No ;  he  did 
not  retain  me.     He  called  me  in. 

3606.  I  might  call  you  in  and  ask  you  to  build  me 
a  house.  Should  you  you  call  that  retaimng  you  ? — 
If  you  like  to  call  it  so. 

3607.  He  called  you  in  and  asked  you  to  make  a 
drawing  of  these  ancient  lights.  Was  not  that  re- 
taining jou  ? — It  may  be  so. 

3608.  Why  did  not  you  make  an  entry  of  it  some- 
where ? — 1  had  all  the  drawings  sent  me,  the  tracings 
of  the  theatre,  and  I  should  merely  put  the  date  when 
I  received  them. 

3609.  I  began  by  asking  you  was  not  your  practice 
when  anyone  retained  you  to  make  an  entry  ?  Here 
you  admit  that  Mr.  Phipps  retained  you.  Why  did 
not  you  make  an  entry  somewhere  that  Mr.  Phipps 
retained  you? — 1  should  not  have  done  it  in  that 
form. 

3610.  What  form  would  you  have  done  it  in?  If 
Mr.  Phipps  had  retained  you  what  entry  would  have 
appeared  ? 

{Chairman,)  I  should  not  have  thought  any  entry 
would  have  appeared  until  something  was  done  under 
it,  except  that  a  man  might  make  a  note  of  it  or  a 
memorandum. 

3611.  {Mr.  Winch,)  Did  you  make  any  entry  in  a 
book  of  the  work  you  have  done  for  Mr.  Phipps  ? — 
Yes  ;  I  have  got  all  that.     I  have  got  that  here. 

3612.  Where  is  your  book  ? — I  have  not  got  any- 
thing here  ;  but  I  have  the  precis  of  what  was  done. 

3613.  The  book  in  which  the  entry  was  made  of 
the  work  you  aid  for  Mr.  Phipps  ? — I  have  no  entry 
of  any  work  done  for  Mr.  Phipps.  All  I  have  is : — 
"  Mr.  Phipps,  engaged  so  many  hours." 

3614.  {Chairman,)  What  is  the  first  date  under 
which  that  entry  appears  ? — I  think  the  first  date  is 
November  4th,  when  I  made  the  survey. 

3615.  (Mr.  Winch,)  How  many  hours  ? — I  cannot 
teU. 

3616.  I  thought  you  said  you  have  your  entries 
here  of  it? — Not  here.  I  can  give  an  abstract  of 
every  hour  I  was  engaged  for  Mr.  Phipps. 

3617.  From  your  books? — From  my  books. 

3618.  How  many  hours  does  it  amount  to  alto- 
gether ? — ^I  cannot  say. 

3619.  No  notion  ? — I  cannot  tell  you  because  it 
has  extended  now  over  getting  on  for  two  years. 

3620.  Will  you  be  able  to  answer  the  question 
which  Mr.  Bosanquet  put  to  you  as  to  the  time  when 
this  200/.  was  paid,  and  how  many  hours*  work  you 
had  done  for  Mr.  Phipps  then  ? — Have  you  any 
notion  r — I  had  gone  down  and  made  a  survey  of  all 
these  premises.  1  had  been  there  once  or  twice  and 
made  some  inquiries,  and  made  some  calculations,  and 
got  the  value  of  the  houses  and  what  they  would  let 
at ;  and  (  had  made  a  valuation  of  Wniat  would  be  the 
probable  cost  of  buying  the  freehold,  or  acquiring  the 
leasehold.  I  had  done  work  to  that  extent,  but  as  to 
how  long  that  took  me  I  could  not  give  any  account 


362 1 .  What  is  the  advantage  in  your  book  of  putting 
in  the  number  of  hours  ?  Do  not  you  charge  accord- 
ing to  the  number  of  hours  ? — No. ' 

3622.  Then  what  is  the  use  of  putting  in  the 
number  of  hours  ? — No  advantage  at  all. 

{Chairman.)  Perhaps  the  simplest  way  would  be 
if  Mr.  Fowler  would  let  us  see  the  entries  in  the  book 
relating  to  this  particular  property. 

3623.  {Mr.  Winch.)  Let  me  ask  you  another  ques- 
tion. There  are  certain  questions  which  come  before 
the  Board  not  with  reference  to  Board  sites,  but  with 
reference  to  buildings  generally  which  the  Board 
have  to  give  their  consent  to.  Have  you  ever  advisjd 
or  been  interested  in  any  plans  that  have  been  sent  in 
with  regard  to  those  propositions  that  nave  been  put 
before  the  Board  ? — I  am  not  aware  that  T  have ; 
certainly  not  interested. 

3624.  Have  you  advised  on  it  ? — No. 

3625.  I  must  press  you  upon  this  ? — As  a  member 
of  the  Board,  particularly  an  architect,  I  suppose 
inuring  the  20  years  I  have  been  on  the  Board  I  have 
had  \o\s  of  people  to  ask  me  questions  as  to  that. 

3626.  A  man  is  building  a  house,  and  it  is  neces- 
sary that  the  plans  should  be  sent  in  to  the  Board. 
Have  you  advised  him  or  his  architect  in  any  way 
with  reference  to  the  plans  that  were  to  be  scjnt  in  to 
the  Board  ? — ^Not  for  houses,  certainly. 

3627.  For  anything  else  ? — I  have  no  doubt  I  might 
with  building  frontages. 

o628.  Then  you  have  for  building  frontages? — 1 
might  be  asked  that  as  to  building  frontages. 

3629.  Have  you  professionally  advised  on  building 
fix>ntoges  ? — 1  do  not  believe  I  have. 

3630.  You  have  just  said  you  have  jiot  for  houses. 
What  do  you  say  as  to  building  frontages  ?  Have 
you  not  professionally  advised  about  building  frontages 
sent  in  to  the  Board  ? — I  do  not  remember. 

3631.  Do  you  really  mean  that  ? — Yes,  I  do. 

3632.  Will  you  kindly,  before  the  next  meeting, 
look  it  up,  and  see  if  it  is  not  so  ? — Certainly. 

3633.  And  will  you  look  up  some  other  point? 
Have  not  you  received  sums  in  respect  of  it  for  so 
advising  ? — I  do  not  remember.     I  may  have  advised. 

3634.  Could  you  have  done  such  a  thing  without 
recollecting  it  ? — If  you  had  done  it  it  would  not  be 
right  to  have  done  it,  would  it  ? — Would  it  have  been 
right  to  have  advised  as  to  building  frontages  ? 

3635.  Yes  ?— I  think  I  should. 

3636.  And  receive  money  for  it? — ^I  think  I  should. 

3637.  Although  as  a  member  of  the  Board  3  ou 
would  have  to  vote  on  the  very  matter  when  brought 
before  you  ? — I  do  not  know  that  I  should. 

3638.  You  might  have  had  ? — Imight  possibly  have 
had ;  but  I  do  not  remember  any  case.  I  may 
possibly  have  been  asked  to  advise,  but  I  do  not 
remember  during  the  20  years  whether  T  have  or  not. 

3639.  If  you  had  in  your  judgment  it  would  have 
been  no  breach  of  your  duty  as  a  member  of  the 
Board  ? — I  think  I  could  advise  without  any  breach 
of  my  duty  as  a  professional  man. 

36^10.  And  receive  a  fee  for  it  ?— I  think  if  anybody 
comes  and  asks  me  to  give  an  opinion  they  are  bound 
to  pay  lor  it.  Because  I  go  to  the  Board  I  am  not  to 
cut  my  throat  if  a  man  comes  for  an  opinion.  It 
would  be  impossible  for  a  professional  man  to  join  a 
Board  at  all,  particularly  an  architect,  if  he  were  to  be 
precluded  from  earning  a  fee  for  giving  a  professional 
opinion. 

3641,  {Chairman.)  No;  because  the  professional 
opinion  does  not  always  involve  questions  that  come 
before  the  Board  ? — They  do  not  all  ;  but  there  are 
very  few  questions  thai  come  before  an  architect  that 
do  not  involve  in  some  way  or  other  either  the  Build- 
ing Act  or  the  Amendment  Acts  with  regard  to  it — 
there  is  hardly  u  case, 

3642.  Perhaps  that  goes  to  show  that  in  that  posi- 
tion a  man  must  choose  between  serving  himself  and 
serving  his  country,  or  his  city  ?—  I  think  it  would 
have  been  much  better  if  the  Act  of  Parliament  had 
stated  that  no  professional  man  should  belong  to  a 
board  ;  but  then  it  is  a  corresponding  advantage  to 
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have  all  the  ability  and  knowledge  which  a  professional 
man  bnngs  to  bear  on  questions  of  this  sort. 

3643.  (Mr.  Winch,)  Let  me  press  you  as  to 
saother  branch,  with  regard  to  requisitions  as  to  the 
exits  of  theatres.  Have  you  ever  given  any  profes- 
sional advice  about  those  ? — ^No,  I  am  not  aware  that 
1  have  ever  given  any  professional  advice  about  it. 

3644.  Not  in  connexion  with  theatres  ? — ^No,  I 
think  not. 

3646.  You  are  certain  of  that  ? — I  am  pretty  sure 
that  I  have  never  given  any  directions  to  theatres. 

3646.  (Chairman,)  Or  public  places  of  amuse- 
ment ? — I  think  not.  I  cannot  say  that  anybody  may 
not  have  called  upon  me.  My  chambers  are  open, 
and  I  am  in  the  profession.  Men  may  come  in,  and 
talk  to  you,  and  ask  you  questions,  and  one  gives 
them,  particularly  if  they  are  friends,  such  information 
as  one  can  fairly  give  them  without  payment  in  an 
affair  of  that  sort. 

3647.  Your  son  carries  on  the  same  profession  P — 
He  does  not  understand  this  at  all. 

3648.  He  is  iu  the  same  office  ? — He  is  a  clerk  of 
mine. 

3649.  Is  he  consulted  about  it  ? — No ;  he  does  not 
understand  it.  *  Nobody  would  ask  his  opinion.  He 
has  never  been  consulted. 

3650.  (Mr,  Winch.)  My  questions  are  only  pointed 
to  those  cases  where  you  received  a  fee  for  it.  If 
a  friend  came  and  you  charged  no  fee,  that  is  not 
the  ease  J  put.     I  am  asking  where  you  have  given 


professional  advice  and  received  a  fee  for  it  ? — ^I  do  not 
i-emember  any  such  case,  but  I  should  think  myself 
ac  liberty  to  charge  a  fee  if  any  man  got  any  informa- 
tion out  of  me. 

3651.  ^'Dangerous  structures."  Have  you  ever 
given  advice  with  regard  to  those  ? — I  do  not  think 
1  have  ever  given  advice  with  regard  to  dangerous 
structures  ;  I  believe  not. 

«3662.  You  keep  answering  me  that  you  "  do  not 
think,"  and  "  you  believe  not."  Cannot  you  pledge 
yourself  more  accurately  than  that  ? — Over  20  years 
I  Cftuoot  say  that  somebody  may  not  have  come  and 
asked  me  a  question,  but  to  the  best  of  my  belief 
I  iiave  never  received  a  sixpence  for  dangerous 
structures  in  my  life. 

ii653.  Could  you  look  through  your  books  and  see  ? 
— T  could  not  see.  I  do  not  know  the  cases  at  all. 
I  could  not  find  them. 

3654.  Did  Mr.  Pliipps  ever  tell  you  that  the 
amount  he  received  from  Mr.  Hobson  was  600/.  ? — 
He  did  not. 

3655.  Are  you  sure  ? — I  do  not  think  he  told  me 
anything  about  it. 

3656.  (Chairman.)  I  think  it  is  700/.  ?— I  repeated 
what  took  place  at  the  conversation  with  Mr.  Hobson, 
which  was  no  matter  of  mine. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Mr.  Fowler  has  said  him- 
self he  heard  from  Mr.  Phipps  and  Mr.  Hobson  that 
it  was  700/. 
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The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Edwabd  Dbbssbb  Rogkbs  sworn  and  examined. 


3657.  (Chairman.)  You  are  a  member  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ? — I  am. 

3658.  How  long  have  you  been  a  member  ? — About 
20  years. 

3659.  You  are  proprietor,  are  you  not,  of  some 
public  journal  ? — No,  I  am  not  the  proprietor,  I  am 
the  editor  and  manager  of  the  **  Metropolitan  "  news- 
paper. 

3660.  How  long  has  that  been  in  existence? — It 
was  originally  started  in  the  year  1872,  with  a  body 
of  gentlemen  as  a  limited  liability  company. '  It  was 
then  not  successful,  or  rather  they  lost  their  capital 
entirely,  and  at  the  request  of  many  individuals  who 
though  the  paper  was  an  advantage  to  the  metropolis, 
from  the  fact  of  its  being  the  only  local  paper  pub- 
lished in  London,  I  accepted  the  responsibility,  having 
lost  my  money  as  a  shareholder  in  the  concern  in 
starting  it  originally  with  the  other  members  of  the 
company,  ot  editor  and  manager. 

3661.  Who  is  the  proprietor  ? — My  elder  son. 

3662.  What  is  his  profession? — ^He  is  a  Fellow  of 
the  Institute  of  Surveyors. 

3663.  You  have  no  interest  in  it  pecuniarily  ? — 
None  whatever,  except  as  far  as  this  is  concerned  that 
the  terms  on  which  this  was  transferred  to  him  were 
that  I  should  receive  back  the  capital  I  had  lost  and 
advanced  for  carrying  it  on,  and  also  receive  some 
remuneration  as  editor  and  manager. 

3664.  Is  that  capital  returned  to  you  yet? — Not 
entirely. 

3665.  So  that  you  have  had,  and  still  have,  in  that 
fcense  a  pecuniary  interest  ? — Quite  eo. 

3666.  Is  anybody  proprietor  besides  your  son  ? 
—No. 

3667.  Is  your  son  S.  II.  Rogers?— No;  Edward 
Phipperd  George  Rogers. 

3668.  Where  does  your  son  reside  ? — At  Champion 
Paric,  Denmark  Hill. 

3669.  The  advertisements  of  the  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works  frequently  appear  in  that  paper  ? — 
Not  all  of  them  ;  most  of  them. 

3670.  Can  you  tell  me  what  revenue  is  derived 
from  the  newspaper  for  the  advertisements  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ? — The  advertisements 
of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  would  be  upon 
an  average  about  250/.  a  yoar,  the  average  advertise- 


ments of  the  paper  being  nearly  5,000/. — ^between 
4,000/.  and  5,000/.  a  year  general  advertisements. 
If  you  will  allow  me,  I  will  pass  up  a  specimen  of 
the  paper,  and  you  will  eee  the  character  of  it  (hand- 
ing in  same).  The  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works' 
advertisements  are  a  very  small  portion  of  the  adver- 
tisements of  the  paper. 

3671.  Who  is  George  Rogers  ?— That  is  my  eldest 
son  —Edward  Phipperd  George  Rogers. 

3672.  I  see  at  the  end  of  the  "  Metropolitan  "  it  is 
said,  "  Printed  for  the  proprietors  and  published  by 
"  George  Rogers,  Dorset  House,  Salisbury  Square, 
"  i'leet  Street."  That  is  the  same  as  Edward 
Phippert  George  Rogers  ?  —  Yes,  the  name  of 
*^  George  "  being  used  because  it  is  short.  For  busi- 
ness purposes  the  other  name  is  very  long. 

3673.  Are  you  a  member  of  any  other  public  body 
besides  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ? — Yes. 

36*74.  What? — The  Corporation  of  London. 

3675.  Any  other? — The  Camberwell  vestry. 

3676.  I  observe  ]besides  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works'  advertisements  there  are  a  good  many  other 
official  advertisements ;  for  instance,  those  of  the 
Corporation  of  London  ? — All  the  official  advertise- 
ments in  the  metropolis,  it  being  the  only  local  paper 
of  the  kind  published  in  the  country  and  circulating 
all  over  the  world,  in  consequence  of  that  amongst 
local  bodies.  It  is  subscribed  for  by  the  prefect  of 
l)olice  in  Fiance,  and  in  Berlin,  New  York,  California, 
and  even  in  Japan  we  supply  it. 

3677.  Ha-vc  }<>u  any  interest  in  any  other  news- 
paper besides  tht,  "  Metropolitan  "  ? — ^No. 

3678.  Or  your  sons  ? — No. 

3679.  Is  it  by  an  order  of  the  Board,  or  a  com- 
mittee of  the  Board,  or  how  are  the  advertisements 
ordered  ? — The  advertisements  of  the  Board  are,  T 
think,  given  by  the  committees ;  in  fact,  I  know  they 
are  given  by  the  committees  which  apply  to  the 
several  purposes  of  these  committees.  When  they  are 
thought  to  apply  to  the  purpose  of  being  directed 
towards  the  local  authorities,  who  all  take  this  paper 
and  see  it,  they  are  inserted  in  that  paper ;  but  all 
advertisements  are  not  inserted  in  the  "  Metropolitan." 
The  "  Times ''  has  a  much  larger  proportior  of  ad- 
vertisements than  the  "Metropolitan.**  But  when 
they  desire  to  address  local  authorities  it  is  looked 
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upon  as  being  taken  by  the  local  authorities,  and  that 
paper  is  seen  every  week. 

8680.  Does  the  parliamentary  committee  detennine 
about  advertisements  sometimes  ? — They  determine 
on  the  parliamentary  advertisements. 

3681.  When  you  have  been  on  the  parliamentary 
committee,  have  you  moved  the  insertion  of  adver- 
tisements in  the  "  Metropolitan  "  ? — ^Never.  I  never 
attempted  it.  I  never  asked  for  an  advertisement  or 
moved  in  any  way  whatever  to  induce  an  advertise- 
ment being  given  to  the  "  Metropolitan.*' 

3682.  Do  you  know  when  the  Board  first  began  to 
advertise  in  the  '^  Metropolitan  "  ? — I  should  think 
when  it  first  started,  in  the  year  1872.  You  see 
that  the  paper  (X>ntains  special  matter  from  the  Metro- 
politan Board  of  Works  in  the  way  of  reports,  the 
Board  never  being  reported  by  the  daily  papers  ;  and 
it  also  contains  information  of  an  official  character, 
which  is  of  considerable  importance,  and  parliamen- 
tary information,  which  is  specially  collated  for  the 
purpose  of  the  local  authorities  at  considerable  ex- 
pense. 

3683.  Did  you  when  you  were  on  the  parliamen- 
tary committee  ever  give  directions  with  regard  to 
the  insertion  of  advertisements  in  the  "  Metropolitan  "  ? 
—No. 

3684.  Is  it  done  by  resolution,  or  is  it  left  to  the 
clerk  ? — It  is  done  by  resolution  at  the  advice  of  the 
solicitor,  and  oi'dered  through  an  advertising  agent. 

368o.  Do  you  mean  that  the  solicitor  recommends 
what  newspapers  should  be  selected?  It  seems  hardly 
a  matter  for  a  legal  opinion  ? — I  suppose  the  solicitor 
is  advised  by  the  parties  competent  to  give  all  infor- 
mation. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White,)  The  solicitor  would  state 
the  papers  necessary  by  the  Standing  Orders  of  Par- 
liament. 

( Chairman.)  That  is  the  parliamentary  committee 
only. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White,)  Circulating  in  the  district  of 
some  sort. 

3686.  {Chairman,)  Do  you  know  whether  the 
'*  Metropolitan  '*  is  registered  in  the  joint  names  of 
Edward  Phipperd  and  George  Rogers  as  if  they  were 
two  people  ? — No. 

3687.  You  say  your  son  is  a  surveyor  ? — He  is  a 
Fellow  of  the  Institute  of  Surveyors. 

3688.  Does  he  do  any  work  for  the  Board  ? — ^Not 
to  my  knowledge. 

3689.  Are  you  connected  with  any  other  news- 
paper or  any  other  undertaking  of  any  kind  that  has 
pecuniary  transactions  with  the  Board  ? — None  what- 
ever. 

3690.  Is  there  one  paper  called  the  **  Metropolitan  " 
and  another  called  "  The  Metropolitan  Official  Ad- 
vertiser "  ? — No.  The  «*  Metropolitan,"  if  you  notice 
the  opening  page,  is  called  **  An  Official  Advertiser." 
I  have  heard  that  mentioned  by  one  or  two  persons, 
but  there  is  no  trutli  in  that.  It  has  never  been  called 
«*  The  Official  Advertiser." 

3691.  It  appears  to  be  registered  by  that  name  to 
account  for  it  as  "  The  Metropolitan  Official  Adver- 
tiser "  ? — Pardon  me,  **  An." 

36f>2.  In  the  return  it  is  simply  "  The  Metropolitan 
Official  Advertiser  "  ? — If  it  is  so  it  was  registered  by 
the  party  whu  registered  it  under  the  supposition  that 
it  was  the  "  Advertiser  "  of  the  metropolis,  not  any- 
thing more  than  that. 

3693.  However,  there  is  only  one  ? — Only  one,  and 
that  paper  was  conducted  at  a  considerable  loss  for 
very  many  years,  for  the  sole  purpose  of  informing 
the  metropolis  of  the  local  matters  going  on,  and  I 
think  I  am  justified  in  saying  that  if  you  look  at  that 
at  your  leisure  you  will  see  the  paper  has  established 
a  reputation,  without  being  partial  to  any  particular 
board  or  boards  at  all,  in  the  whole  metropolis,  and 
that  at  a  very  large  expense. 

3694.  Do  you  know  anything  about  the  arrange- 
ments with  Mr.  Willing? — Nothing  whatever. 

3695.  Who  would  be  able  to  tell  us  about  that  ? — 
I  do  not  know  that  there  are  any  arrangements  with 


Mr.  Willing  myself,  but  I  suppose  the  officials  of  the 
Board  would  tell  you  that. 

3696.  I  am  told  there  are  advertisements  called 
Witling's  advertisements?  —  They  would  not  come 
under  my  cognizance,  unless  it  has  occurred  during 
the  last  12  months.  I  have  been  away  ill  for  12 
months  with  a  serious  complaint. 

3697.  What  committee  would  it  come  before — the 
Works  Committee? — I  presume  so,  but  I  do  not 
know. 

(Mr,  Meadows  White,)  I  cannot  find  that  there  is 
any  aiTangement  as  to  advertising  with  Willing  as  an 
advertising  agent.  With  regard  tx>  letting  hoardings, 
the  Board  do  not  permit  advertising  on  Uieir  hoard- 
ings. 

(Chairman.)  Nevertheless  there  are  advartisements 
with  Willing,  I  am  informed,  on  the  hoardings. 

(Mr,  Meadows  White,)  There  may  be  some  tenants 
of  the  Board  where  there  is  no  special  agreement 
forbidding  it,  but  on  none  of  the  Board's  own  hoard- 
ings. 

( Chairman)  There  may  be  ^  no  agreement  with 
him,  but  I  have  rather  a  reason  )br  asking  whether  it 
ha9  not  b6en  done  on  some  of  tte  Board's  hoardings 
without  some  direct  arrangement. 

(Mr.  Meadows  JVhite.)  I  understand  that  some- 
times complaints  have  been  addressed  to  Mr.  Willing 
that  advertisements  have  been  put  on.  Inquiries 
shall  be  made  about  that. 

(Chairman.)  I  should  like  to  know  to  whom  those 
complaints  were  addressed.  I  have  a  particular 
reason  for  asking. 

3698.  (Mr.  Grenfell.)  This  *•  Metropolitan  "  news- 
paper is  entirely  devoted  to  municipal  business  ? — 
Entirely  devoted  to  municipal  and  public  business  in 
the  metropolis,  the  Board  of  Works,  the  corporation 
the  court  of  sewers,  all  the  vestries,  all  the  district 
boards,  and  all  the  boards  of  guardians  in  the  metro- 
polis are  regularly  reported. 

3699.  Just  as  much  as  the  "  Sporting  Life "  is 
devoted  to  sporting  subjects  ? — Well,  I  do  not  want 
to  couple  it  with  the  **  Sporting  Life  "  exactly,  but  it 
is  entirely  devoted  to  the  subject  of  local  govern- 
ment. 

3700.  (Mr.  Grain,)  Is  Mr.  Edward  Phipperd  Rogers 
— that  is  the  full  name  of  your  son — connected  with 
the  Southern  Land  and  Estate  Agency  Offices  ? — He 
is  a  surveyoi'  at  that  address. 

3701.  Is  that  a  company,  or  is  that  the  name  he 
gives  to  his  business  ? — That  is  the  name  he  gives  to 
his  business. 

3702.  The  Southern  Land  and  Estate  Agency 
Offices  ?— Yes. 

3703.  Where  is  the  address  of  that  ?— 18,  Borough. 
370-1.  Are  you  interested  in  that  business  ? — ^Not  at 

all — not  in  the  slightest  way. 

3705.  Either  by  finding  capital  or  having  capital  in 
it  ? — No  ;  in  no  way  whatever. 

3706.  Do  you  know  anything  about  the  business  ? 
— That  was  my  business  many  years  ago.  I  passed  it 
over  to  him. 

3707.  You  retired  from  business  then  ? — Quite  so, 
12  or  14*  years  ago. 

3708.  Have  you  yourself  when  you  were  in  busi- 
ness made  any  tender  for  Board  sites  when  you  were 
a  meml>er  of  the  Board  ? — ^None  whatever. 

3709.  Neither  directly  nor  indirectly? — ^Neither 
directly  nor  indirectly. 

3710.  Or  caused  tenders  to  be  made  by  solicitors, 
or  anything  of  that  sort.  I  mean  by  that  in  any  way 
directly  or  indirectly  ? — Nor  caused  tenders  to  be 
made  by  solicitors  in  any  way  either  directly  or 
indirectly. 

3711.  And  have  never  dealt  in  anyway  with 
Board  property  ? — I  have  never  dealt  in  any  way 
with  Board  property. 

3712.  Who  is  Mr.  Stanley  E.  Rogers  ?--That  is 
my  younger  son. 

3713.  Is  he  connected  in  any  way  with  the  busi- 
ness of  his  brother,  or  with  the  **  Metropolitan  "  ? — 
He  is  not  connected  with  the  business  of  his  brother 
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at  18,  Borough.  Stanley  Rogers  was  apprenticed  in 
Paternoster  Row  as  a  publisher,  and  will  be  the 
publisher  of  the  **  Metropolitan." 

3714.  Is,  or  will  be? — He  is  practically  now,  but 
will  be. 

8716.  Do  you  know  whether  your  son,  Mr.  Ed- 
ward Phipperd  Greorge  Rogers  has  had  any  dealings 
with  Board  sites  ? — I  am  sure  he  h«»s  not.  I  am 
certain  he  has  not. 

3716.  I  do  not  know  whether  you  know  him,  but 
Mr.  Williams  is  a  member  of  the  Board,  is  he  not, 
that  is  a  district  board  for  Lewisham  ? — Mr.  Williams 
has  been  a  member  of  the  Board  for  a  very  long 
time.     I  know  him  by  meeting  him  at  the  Boai^d. 

3717.  Is  he  a  member  now  ? — I  believe  he  is,  in 
fact  I  know  he  is. 

3718.  You  have  no  arrangement  with  him  at  all  as 
to  advertisements  ? — ^Not  the  slightest. 


3719.  He  is  the  proprietor  of  several  papers  ?— J 
do  not  know  that. 

3720.  Have  you  ever  had  any  communication  at  all 
with  Mr.  Robertson  in  any  matters  except  in  the 
ordinary  way  as  a  member  of  the  Board  to  a  servant  ? 
— ^I  do  not  suppose,  with  the  exception  of  meeting 
Mr.  Robertson  in  the  Board  room,  I  have  ever  spoken 
20  words  in  my  life  to  Mr.  Robertson  throughout  the 
20  years  I  have  been  on  the  Board. 

3721.  Or  Mr.  Goddard?— Mr.  Goddard  I  have 
spoken  more  often  to. 

3722.  On  any  matter? — I  have  only  spoken  to  Mr. 
Goddard  on  matters  of  business  of  the  Board  in  the 
Board  room.  In  fact,  I  made  a  rule  in  my  public 
conduct  and  public  business  always  to  go  to  the 
principal,  no  to  a  second  party. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Adjourned  to  Friday  next  at  11  o'clock. 


EIGHTH  DAY. 


.  S*'Vi»nth  Bay. 

5  June  1888. 

Afr. 
E.  JJ,  Rogers. 


Friday,  8th  June  1888. 


LoBD  Herschell, 


BEFORE : 


Me.  Grenfkll. 
Lord  HERSCHELL  in  the  Chair. 


Mr,  Bosanquet,  Q.C,  and 


Dr.  JoEm  Reynolds  sworn  and  examined. 


3723.  (Chairman.)  You   are  a  medical  man  prac- 
tising in  Coldharboui*  Lane  ? — Yes. 

3724.  You  have  been  for  some  time  professionally 
attending  Mr.  Goddard  ? — Since  the  3rd  of  ApriL 

3725.  I  believe  you  have  very  recently  seen  him  in 
consultation  with  Dr.  Pavey  ? — ^Yes. 

3726.  In  your  opinion  would  it  be  dangerous  to  the 


life  of  Mr.  Goddard  to  subject  him  to  examination, 
even  in  his  own  house? — ^It  would  certainly  be 
attended  with  great  risk. 

3727.  Do  you  mean  risk  to  his  life  ? — JRisk  to  his 
life,  yes. 

3728.  Dr.  Pavey,  I  believe,  concurs  in  that  view  ?— 
Yes,  very  strongly. 


Eighth  Day. 
8  June  1888. 

Dr. 

J.  Reynolds. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


{Chairman.)  Before  I  proceed  further  with  the 
examination  of  witnesses  I  should  like  again  to  call 
attention,  as  I  did  at  the  commencement  of  these 
proceedings,  to  the  provision  of  the  Act  relating  to  the 
powers  of  this  Commission,  because  I  understand  it 
has  not,  by  some  at  all  events,  been  fully,  apprehended. 
Every  person  who  is  examined  as  a  witness  by  this 
Commission,  who  makes  a  fnll  and  true  diselpsure  in 
the  opinion  of  the  Commissioners  touchiag  all  the 
matters  in  respect  of  which  he  is  examined,  is  entitled 
to  receive  a  certi6cat6.  That  certificate  can  only  be 
claimed  if  the  Commissioners  are  of  opinion  that  a  full 
and  true  disclosure  of  all  matters  has  been  made ;  but 
if  they  are  of  that  opinion,  and  give  a  certificate^  then 
that  certificate  will  stay  any  civil  or  criminal  proceed- 
ing which  may  afterwards  be  instituted  against  the 
witness  in  respect  of  any  matter  touching  which  he 
has  been  so  examined.  So  that  if  he  makes  a  full 
disolosure  of  any  matters  then  neither  criminal  nor 
civil  proceedings  can  be  taken  against  him  in  respect 
of  those  matters. 


{Mr.  Waddy.)  My  Lord,  I  am  instructed  on 
behalf  of  Mr.  Yilliers  to  watch  the  case  as  &r  as  I  am 
able  to  do  so  under  your  Lordship's  regulations. 
Mr.  Villiers  has,  through  his  solicitor,  made  to 
me  a  full  statement  in  the  way  of  iostinictions  as 
to  everything  that  he  knows  and  which  he  is  pre- 
pared, whatever  he  may  have  done  in  times  gone 
by,  fully  to  disclose.  I  shall  put  myself  and  my 
instructions  entirely  in  your  Lordship's  discretion, 
and,  if  your  Lordship  thinks  it  is  a  convenient  course 
for  me  to  adopt,  I  will  ask  any  question  myself  or 
hand  up  to  your  Lordship  (which  course  you  would 
probably  prefer)  the  instructions  I  have.  I  am 
instructed  by  my  client  to  do  so  without  the  least 
reserve. 

{Chairman.)  If  you  hand  up  to  me  the  instructions 
and  think  it  desirable  to  add  any  questions  when  he 
has  been  examined  by  the  Commission  you  are  at 
liberty  to  do  so.  {The  instructions  were  handed  to 
his  Lordsldp.) 


Mr.  Robert  Edwin  Yilliers  sworn  and  examined. 


3729.  {Chairman.)  You  are  the  proprietor  of  the 
London  Pavilion  ? — ^I  was. 

3730.  The  London  Pavilion  before  the  Board  took 
it  was  the  property  of,  and  carried  on  by  Mr,  Loibl  ? 
— It  was. 


3731.  In  1879  the  Board  gave  him  notice  to  take 
the  premises  ? — Yes. 

3732.  Your  first  act  with  reference  to  the  London 
Pavilion  I  believe  was  giving  evidence  on  the  arbitra- 
tion which  took  place  before  Sir  Henry  Hunt,  with 

P4 


Mr. 
R.  E.  ViUiers. 
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^lith  Day.     regard  to  the  compensation  to  be  paid  to  Mr.  Loibl  ? 

— It  was. 

8  June  1888.         3-733    j  believe  you  gave  evidence  on  his  behalf 
^^  that  the  rental  value  of  the  London  Pavilion  as  a  going 

/?.  E,  ViUiers.  concern  would  be  7,000/.  ? — Yes. 

.  3734.  You   were  cross-examined  by   the   learned 

counsel  for  the  Board,  with  a  view  of  showing  that 
that  was  an  over-estimate  ? — Sir  Henry  James  cross- 
examined  me  at  considerable  length,  and  it  was  his 
impression  that  I  was  grossly  exaggerating,  but  your 
Lordship  on  referring  to  the  minutes  of  the  evidence 
will  see  that  my  evidence  was  supported  ultimately  by 
the  award.  I  mention  this  as  a  proof  that  it  was  a  fair 
value.  1  tendered  the  Board  the  same  value  that  I 
had  stated  at  the  examination  it  was  worth. 

3735.  Before  we  come  to  your  tender  to  the  Board, 
at  that  arbitration  you  made  the  acquaintance  of  Mr. 
Goddard  ? — Yes. 

3786.  He  was  acting  there  as  surveyor  on  behalf  of 
the  Board  ?— On  behalf  of  the  Board. 

3737.  You  heard  shortly  afterwards  that  the  Board 
would  be  willing  to  re-let  the  London  Pavilion 
until  they  required  it  for  the  purposes  of  their  im- 
provement ? — ^I  did. 

3738.  I  believe  you  entered  into  communication 
with  Mr,  Redman  ? — Yes. 

3739.  Who  is  Mr.  Redman  ? — He  was  the  superior 
landlord  of  the  Canterbury,  a  place  I  then  had.  He 
was  the  superior  landlord  of  a  portion  of  it ;  he  had 
formerly  been  a  member  of  the  Board,  but  was  not 
then.  He  was  the  only  person  I  knew  in  any  way 
connected  with  the  Metropolitan  Board,  either  as  a 
member  or  an  officer  at  tliat  time.  I  asked  Mr. 
Redman  if  he  would  make  inquiries  whether  it  was 
correct  that  the  Board  were  willing  to  let  He 
returned  to  me,  and  he  said  he  thought  it  was  so,  and 
advised  me  to  make  an  application  to  the  Board. 

3740.  I  believe  you  sent  in  a  written  application  to 
the  Board,  which  we  have  had,  offering  7,000/.  a  year 
for  the  Pavilion  ?— Yes. 

3741.  You  took  the  application  personally  to  Mi. 
Goddard  ?— Yes. 

3742.  Did  you  have  a  conversation  with  him  about 
it  ? — I  had  a  conversation  with  him  about  it,  and 
during  that  conversation  he  asked  me  several  questions 
about  my  capacity  for  conducting  it,  and  my  position, 
and  ultimately  he  seemed  to  be  under  the  impression 
that  I  conducted  the  Canterbury  so  weU,  and  it  was 
notorious  at  that  time  that  I  was  the  leading  music 
hall  proprietor,  that  he  thought  I  should  bean  eligible 
tenant  for  the  Board,  and  he  said  that  he  should 
have  grent  pleasure  in  recommending  me. 

3743.  I  believe  the  architect  for  the  Canterbury 
Music  Hall  which  you  were  then  conducting  promised 
that  he  would  npeak  in  your  favour  ? — He  was  Mr. 
Charles  Ounch,  of  Clement's  Lane.  He  also  I  spoke 
to,  and  he  stated  that  he  had  some  little  influence  at 
the  Board,  and  he  thought  I  was  the  very  best 
tenant  the  Board  could  possibly  have — ^he  would  see 
about  the  matter ;  he  would  go  and  attend  to  it,  or 
some  expression  of  that  kind. 

3744.  Your  offer  was  accepted  by  the  Board  ? — 
It  was. 

3745.  Did  you  see  Mr.  Goddard  between  the  date 
of  sending  in  your  application  and  its  acceptance  ? — 
I  saw  him  after  he  had  had  a  conversation  with  Mr. 
Dunch  relative  to  my  bankruptcy.  He  seemed  to  be 
under  the  impression  that  the  fact  of  my  bankruptcy 
having  been  recent  would  be  objectionable,  and  he 
then  said,  "  Well,  1  shall  report  it,"  or  words  to  that 
effect,  to  the  best  of  my  rexM>llection,but  upon  inquiry 
of  the  solicitor,  or,  I  presume,  after  he  had  been  to  the 
Bankruptcy  Court  and  ascertained  that  my  certificate 
had  been  granted  upon  the  first  application,  that 
difficulty  was  removed,  but  Mr.  Goddard  remarked, 
**  You  will  have  to  pay  your  rent  in  advance,  and  you 
**  will  have  to  find  sureties,  because  it  is  evident  that 
"  you  are  not  a  capitalist." 

3746.  I  believe  an  agreement  was  prepared  by  the 
solicitor  of  the  Board  for  a  monthly  tenancy,  one 
month's  rent  to  be  paid  in  advance,  with  three  sureties 


to  the  value  of  3,000/.  that  you  would  conduct  the 
hall  properly  ? — Yes. 

3747.  And  that  if  the  license  should  be  lost  through 
your  fault,  the  3,000/.  was  to  be  forfeited  ?— That  is 
so. 

3748.  That  agreement  was  signed  on  the  2nd 
August  1879?— Yes. 

3749.  The  agreement  contaiucd  some  stringent 
conditions  as  to  the  mode  in  which  you  were  to 
conduct  the  business  ? — Yes. 

3750.  The  Board  had  power  to  appoint  pei'sons  to 
inspect  and  report  to  it  on  the  conduct  of  the  place  ? 
—Yes. 

3751.  I  believe  you  received  official  information 
that  Mr.  Goddard  was  appointed  to  inspect  and 
report  to  the  Board  as  to  the  conduct  of  the  place  ? — 
Yes. 

3752.  He  occupied  that  position  during  the  whole 
period  of  your  tenancy  under  that  agreement  ? — ^Yes. 

3753.  Which  lasted  for  something  like  six  years  ? 
— About  six  years. 

3754.  About  two  or  three  months  after  you  had 
taken  possession,  did  Mr.  Dunch  tell  you  that  Goddard 
expected  something  for  himself  ? — The  precise  date  of 
that  it  is  difficult  for  me  to  remember ;  it  was  either  a 
month  or  two,  or  three  ;  it  did  not  exceed  three 
months  in  all.     It  was  very  early. 

3755.  Upon  that,  did  you  instruct  Mr.  Dunch  to 
offer  Mr.  Goddard  some  money  ? — I  did. 

3756.  What  did  you  instruct  him  to  offer? — ^I  can- 
not say  I  instructed  him  directly,  but  we  arranged — 
Mr.  DuLch  and  I — that  it  would  be  better,  as  he  had 
been  appointed,  and  in  his  position  as  censor,  and  for 
the  purpose  of  my  continuing  the  tenancy,  that  he 
should  do  all  he  possibly  could  to  assist  me  in  con- 
tinuing  the  tenancy.  Mr.  Dunch  and  I  arranged  that 
we  were  to  offer  him  50/.  »  quarter,  or  200/.  per 
annum. 

3757.  I  believe  Mr.  Dunch  shortly  after  that 
reported  that  he  had  given  Mr.  Groddard  a  50/.  note 
for  the  first  of  those  payments  ? — Yes. 

3758.  Aud  that  Goddard  would  take  50/.  a  quarter  ? 
— He  did  take  it. 

3759.  Did  he  receive  from  you  50/.  a  quarter 
during  the  whole  of  that  tenancy,  down  to  the 
demolition  of  the  old  Pavilion  ? — From  Mr.  Dunch. 

3760.  Ycu  making  the  payment  through  Mr. 
Dunch  ? — I  returning  it  to  Mr.  Dunch. 

3761.  So  that  he  received,  during  the  whole  of  those 
six  years,  from  you,  200/.  a  year  ? — Yes. 

3762.  During  the  time  of  your  tenancy  did  you 
see  Goddard  from  time  to  time  ? — Yes. 

3763.  Did  he  give  you  information  with  reference 
to  what  would  be  the  site  of  the  new  building  ? — 
Ye».  *^ 

3764.  I  believe  at  that  time  Mr.  Grey  was  the 
owner  of  the  *'  Black  Horse  "  public-house  adjoining 
the  London  Pavilion  ? — He  was  the  tenant. 

3765.  You  were  acquainted  with  him  ?  —  He 
frequently  came  into  the  Pavilion,  and  we  were  in 
the  habit  of  having  conversations. 

3766.  Did  you  know  at  that  time  that  he  was 
the  brother  of  Mr.  Robertson,  who  was  in  the 
architect's  office  ? — I  was  not  aware  of  it  at  that 
early  period. 

3767.  I  believe  you  made  no  secret  of  the  fact 
that  it  was  your  intention  to  tender  for  the  site  of  the 
old  Pavilion,  and  to  rebuild  it  ? — 1  stated  it  publicly 
at  every  supper  that  I  had,  and  at  my  benefit,  hoping 
that  the  Metropolitan  Board  would  permit  me  to  be 
retained  as  a  tenant ;  there  was  no  secrecy  whatever. 
I  stated  it  publicly  from  the  stage,  and  to  every 
person  from  the  first  time  I  entered  the  Pavilion  that 
it  was  my  intention,  if  possible,  to  rebuild  another. 

3768.  1  believe  Mr.  Grey,  more  than  once,  spoke 
to  you  on  the  subject,  and  asked  whether  you  did 
intend  to  rebuild  ? — Yes. 

3769.  How  did  you  become  acquainted  with  Mr. 
Eobertson  ? — By  having  occasion  to  go  to  his  office 
on  an  adjustmeut  of  the  taxes  of  a  house  in  Windmill 
Street.    I  had  to  pay  all  the  rates  and  taxes  of  the 
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block  at  that  time  oxisling,  including  some  houses  in 
Windmill  Street.  One  of  the  lioui»es,  a  tobacconisl'fl 
8bop,  the  Metropolitan  Board  took  the  rent  of,  and 
it  struck  uie  as  being  unjust  that  I  should  iiave  t«>  pay* 
the  taxes  for  a  property  for  \\  hich  they  received  tlie 
rent.  Consequently  I  went  to  Mr.  Robertson  to 
make  me  an  allowance,  also  on  the  taxes  and  on  the 
income  tax  that  1  hnd  to  pay  on  that  property.  Ti<e 
question  was  gone  into,  and  he  consented  to  make  me 
the  allowance. 

3770.  That  was  the  origin  of  your  ac.|uaintaiice  ? — 
That  was  the  origin  of  our  acquaintance. 

3771.  After  that  yon  saw  him  from  time  to  time  ? 
— ^Frequently. 

3772.  Did  you  discuss  with  him,  and  communicate 
to  bim  tour  intention  to  go  in  for  the  site  ? — To 
everybody. 

3773.  But  I  mean,  did  you  have  conversations 
witli  him  about  it? — Not  eaily. 

3774.  But  later  on  i — Later  on. 

377n.  Did  RoberUon  agree  to  assist  you  as  far  as 
he  could  to  get  the  site  ? — He  agreed  to  afford  me 
every  facility,  on  the  condition  that  Grey  was  retained 
as  tenant  of  the  '*  Black  Horse." 

3776.  That  is  to  say,  that  he  was  to  have  a  portion 
of  the  site  for  the  purpose  of  re-erecting  the  •*  Black 
Horse  "  ? — Exactly  so. 

3777.  Did  you  know  then  that  Grey  was  his 
brother  ?— I  did  not. 

3778.  Was  a  meeting  arranged  for  the  purpose  of 
discussing  the  matter  ? — Tes. 

3779.  Did  you,  Robertson,  and  Goddard  meet  ? — 
We  did. 

-  3780.  Can  you  tell  me  what  the  date  of  this  was  ? 
— I  cannot. 

3781.  It  was  before  you  sent  in  your  tender  ? — 
Some  twelve  months  before.  It  was  then  anticipated 
that  it  might  have  been  demolisbed  earlier  than  it 
was. 

3782.  At  this  meeting  between  yourself,  Robertson, 
and  Goddard,  was  the  arrangement  come  to  that 
Grey  was  to  have  the  land  at  the  comer  at  the  same 
proportionate  price  for  his  corner  as  that  paid  for 
the  whole  ? — ^Yes. 

3783.  That  you  should  pay  any  premium  the  Board 
should  stipulate /or  the  license  ? — Yes. 

3781^.  And  that  Grey  should  erect  at  the  corner 
such  a  building  as  should  be  required  by  the  Board  ? 
—Yes. 

3785.  That  if  Grey  made  a  success 'of  it  Goddard 
was  to  have  a  portion  of  the  profits  ? — Yes. 

3786.  Do  you  remember  what  amount  of  profits 
was  agreed  to  ? — In  chatting  it  over  between  the  two 
they  estimated  that  a  comer  public-house  in  that 
situation,  perfectly  free,  and  well  built,  would  be 
worth  by  sale,  at  the  rental  that  we  put  upon  it,  about 
10,000/.,  which  was  to  be  divided  between  Robertson 
and  GKnldard. 

3787.  (Mr,  GrenfelL)  The  whole  wns  lo  be  divided 
between  tiiose  two  ? — Yes. 

3788.  {Chairman.)  Was  Grey  to  get  anything  out 
of  it  ? — It  did  not  appear  so  at  that  interview. 

3789.  Of  course  you  did  not  know  what  the  agree- 
ment might  have  been  between  Grey  and  Robertson  ? 
— No.  That  suggested  to  my  mind  what  followed, 
tbat  Robertson  was  the  principal  and  Gray  nominee. 

3790.  Was  it  the  view  that  if  it  were  obtained  at 
the  proportionate  rental  which  would  be  put  upon  the 
whole,  it  would  be  a  very  favourable  bargain  as 
regards  that  corner  site? — Yes,  assuming  they  had 
not  to  pay  the  Board  for  the  license  which  I  had  to 
pay.  The  advantage  was,  they  had  the  best  coroer  of 
the  whole  block.  They  were  to  have  the  best  comer 
free  of  any  amount  put  upon  it  by  the  Board  for  the 
license,  and  that  was  to  be  the  arrangement  as  to 
what  they  were  to  take  for  assisting  me  to  obtain  the 
entire  site. 

3791.  Their  view  was  that  getting  that  comer  on 
those  favourable  terms  they  would  be  likely  to  be 
able  to  rcjilisi',  on   a  silo,   10,000/.? — That  was  the 
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estimateil  amount;  naturally  it  was  not  fixed  ;  it  might 
buve  been  more,  or  considerably  less. 

3792.  Af^er  that  arrangement  had  been  come  to  I 
believe  the  matter  rested  for  some  time  ? — Yes. 

3793.  Until  one  evening  did  Robertson  call  upon 
you  and  say  that  you  must  apply  at  once  to  the 
Board  for  permission  ti»  make  an  offer  for  the  new 
site? — Yes. 

3794.  You  sent  a  letter  on  the  12th  November  1884 
in  whicii  you  said :  *•  As  the  time  is  approaching  when 
*•  it  will  be  necessary  to  remove  the  present  structure 
"  known  as  the  London  Pavilion  1  venture  to  address 
**  you  upon  the  subject."  Ihat  is  addressed  to  the 
Board.  Then  you  say,  *'  I  have  been  tenant  since  July 
1879."  Then  you  r^ay,  "  I  therefore  beg  most  respect- 
*'  fully  to  be  informed  whether  the  Board  would  be 
**  prepared  to  consider  a  proposal  from  rne,  on  the 
''  basis  of  my  rebuilding  the  hall  upon  the  triangular 
'*  plot  of  land  that  will  remain  after  the  formation  of 
**  the  new  road.  I  shall  be  happy  upon  hearing  in  the 
*'  afRrmative  to  make  a  definite  offer  within  such  time 
"  as  the  Board  may  appoint.  The  elevation  of  the 
*^  proposed  building  will  be  of  such  a  character  as 
**  will  confer  importance  to  the  improvement,  and  it 
"  will  be  carried  out  with  such  expedition  as  to  be 
**  opened  before  the  ensuing  licensing  day  "  ? 

3795.  That  is  the  letter  you  refer  to  as  having  sent 
to  the  Board  ? — Yes. 

3796.  Then  on  the  24th  November  it  was  moved  by 
Mr.  Fowler,  and  seconded,  **  That  Mr.  ViUiers  be 
"  informed  that  the  committee  will  receive  any  pro- 
^'  posal  from  him  with  a  view  to  subsequent  negotia- 
"  tions  ";  was  that  resolution  conveyed  to  you  ? — Yes. 

3797.  After  you  had  been  informed  that  the  Board 
would  receive  an  offer  from  you,  did  you  call  at  the 
Board  and  see  Mr.  Vulliamy  ? — Yes. 

3798.  Did  he  tell  you  that  there  was  a  large 
majority  in  favour  of  the  site  being  let  for  a  music 
hall  ? — Yes ;  and  he  added,  consequently  he  thought 
it  his  duty  to  render  me  every  assistance. 

3799.  I  believe  you  endeavoured  to  obtain  some 
information  from  Mr.  Vulliamy  lis  to  the  price  which 
would  be  required  ? — I  then  asked  him  what  he 
tliought  I  ought  to  offer. 

3800.  And  Mr.  Vulliamy  said  he  must  take  advice 
from  eminent  valuers  before  he  could  state  it  ? — Yes. 

3801.  On  the  same  occason,  after  seeing  Mr. 
Vulliamy,  did  you  go  into  Mr.  Goddard's  room  } — I 
went  into  Mr.  Goddard's  room. 

3802.  Did  you  talk  over  with  Mr.  Goddard  the 
price  you  should  offer  ? — I  asked  him  if  he  could  give 
me  any  information  of  what  it  would  be  near.  He 
said,  **  No,  I  cannot ;  I  have  no  idea  ;  I  should  not 
''  like  to  decide  that,  I  must  take  an  opinion.  What 
"  do  you  think  about  the  value  of  the  license  ?"  I  at 
drst  said  I  thought  about  10,000/.  He  said,  "  Hum, 
"  I  think  it  would  be  worth  moi-e  than  that."  He 
said,  **  I  cannot  give  you  any  infoinnation  now.  I  must 
•'  go  into  that.'' 

3803.  Did  you  subsequently  see  Robertson? — 
Robertson,  I  think,  called  upon  me  at  the  the  Pavilion 
that  night ;  that  I  could  not  swear  to,  but  I  saw  him. 

3804.  Did  he  tell  you  that  he  and  Mr.  Vulliamy 
and  Mr.  Goddard  had  been  talking  over  the  price  ? — 
Yes. 

3805.  Did  Robertson  say  it  would  be  about  5«.  a 
foot,  and  you  had  better  tender  for  that  amount? — 
Yos. 

3806.  Can  you  tell  who  advised  you  to  offer  15,000/. 
for  the  licejises  ? — 1  think  it  was  Mr.  Goddard.  It  is 
difficult  for  lue  to  detine,  because  the  conversation 
took  place  between  one  of  the  three.  Mr.  Vulliamy 
uppeai'dd  to  be  ill  the  confidence  of  both  of  them,  and 
which  gentleman  said  so  much  for  the  license  and  so 
much  for  the  laud  I  could  not  swear  to.  At  any  rate 
I  waa  apprised  of  it  by  one  of  the  three. 

3807.  Then  you  sent  in  a  tender  which  we  have 
hml  before  us,  for  2,700/.  rent  and  15,000/.  for  the 
licenses  ? — Yes. 

3808.  How  was  the  2,700/.  for  the  rent  arrived  at  ? 
-It  was  arrived  at  by  rather  an  error,  I  think,  in  the 
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calculation  of  Mr.  RobertsoD,  because  some  portion  of 
the  land  in  Windmill  Street  was  to  have  been  a  little 
less,  that  is  to  say,  Windmill  Street  was  to  have  been 
originally  somewhat  broader. 

3809.  So  that  when  you  tendered  the  calculation 
was  made  at  6«.  a  foot,  and  that^  at  the  dimensions 
given  you  by  Robertson,  worked  out  at  2700/  ? — Yes, 
it  worked  out  at  that.  He  made  the  calculations  at 
all  times  ot*  the  number  of  square  feet,  because  I  was 
totally  ignorant  cf  such  a  question.  He  also  said  at 
the  time,  "  You  had  better  put  it  up  at  that^"  at  6«.  a 
foot,  and  to  the  best  of  my  recollection  he  said,  "'Well, 
"  then,  it  is  not  exactly  12,000* feet,  but  at  any  rate 
**  tender  at  that.  That  is  the  best  thing  to  tender  at, 
"  taider  at  that" 

3810.  At  all  events  the  amount  at  which  you 
tendered  was  not  your  own  independent  estimate,  but 
was  really  fixed  by  liobertson  ? — It  was  fixed  by 
Robertson,  Goddard,  c»r  Mr.  VuUiamy. 

3811.  You  cannot  remember  who  gave  you  the 
particular  information  either  about  the  Houses  or  the 
amount  ? — ^No,  I  cannot  remember  which ;  I  know  it 
came  from  one  of  the  three  direct,  which  one  told  me  so 
much  per  foot  I  do  not  know.  I  know  Mr.  Vulliaray 
was  very  careful  that  he  would  not  say  what  price  he 
thought  until  he  had  the  best  advice,  and  he  staled 
he  thought  the  land  over  the  way  was  3*.  6<f ..  that 
there  was  the  licensing,  and  there  was  a  long  con- 
versation about  it,  but  bethought  it  was  quite  just 
and  fair  to  put  bs,  and  15,000/.,  and  that  it  was  not 
worth  more.  He  had  calculated  it  in  shops,  and  put 
it  every  way.  He  had  had  the  best  advice,  and 
thought  it  was  not  worth  any  more. 

3812.  During    this    time    was  there  any   under- 
standing that  Goddard's  200/.  a  year  was  to  go  on  ? — 
We  did  not  speak  of  that»  but  it  was  assumed.     There 
was  notliing   to  the  contrary  that  it  was  not  to  be- 
continued. 

3818.  You  received  in  reply  to  your  temier  a 
letter  which  has  already  been  befoi-e  the  Commfssion, 
that  your  offer  had  been  considered,  and  that  the 
Board  would  accept  3,000/.  a  year,  and  16,000/.  for 
th^  licenses  ? — ^Yes. 

3814.  Was  there  any  arrangement  or  any  payment 
agreed  upon  between  you  and  Robertson,  or  any 
arrangement  for  his  benefit  except  that  wbich  you 
have  mentioned,  that  the  corner  was  to  be  let  to 
Grey,  and  that  he  was  to  have  a  share  of  what  might 
be  got  out  of  it  ? — None  whatever. 

3815.  Nothing  beyond  that  ? — No. 

8816.  On  the  same  day  that  you  received  the  letter 
accepting  your  terms,  did  you  receive  a  communica- 
tion from  Mr.  Doyly  Carte,  of  the  Savoy  Theatre, 
requesting  an  interview  ?— Yes. 

3817.  Did  you  see  him  ? — I  could  not  say  the  same 
day,  but  it  might  have  been  the  day  after.  The  dates 
I  have  not  in  my  possession,  my  papers  being  away 
for  the  present,  but  it  was  either  that  day,  or  the 
day  after ;  it  was  very  close  upon  the  receipt  of  that 
letter. 

3818.  Did  he  say  that  he  was  to  introduce  a  friend 
of  his  to  you,  who  was  after  some  land  that  you  were 
endeavouring  to  obtain  from  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works  ?— Yes. 

3819.  What  did  you  say  ? — 1  SMd,  "  You  are  mis- 
taken Carte.  I  have  not  any  land."  <<  Well,"  lie  said, 
'<  a  friend  of  mine  has  asked  me  to  introduce  you,  to 
<'  bring  you  together,  but  he  thuoght  it  would  be 
"  better  if  you  came  together ;"  and  I  said,  **Ido 
*•  not  remember  any  land."  I  said,  **  Surely,  you  do 
<'  not  mean  the  Pavilion."  The  Pavilion  was  then  in 
existence,  and  he  said,  "Well,  that  must  be  it." 
*'  Oh,"  1  said,  **  your  friend  may  make  his  mind  easy. 
«<  I  ha^  e  an  offer  from  the  Board  which  I  shall  hasten 
'*  to  accept  unconditionally." 

3820.  Did  70a  the  same  evening  see  Mr.  Nathan, 
the  theatrical  costumier,  of  Tichbome  Street  ? — At 
the  Cafg  Royal  the  same  evening,  or  the  night 
following.  It  is  so  difficult  to  remember.  It  was 
close  on  to  the  time. 

3S21.  About  that  time  ? — About  that  time. 


3822.  Did  he  ask  you  how  you  were  getting  on 
about  the  Pavilion  ? — He  crossed  over  to  me,  and  he 

,  seemed  rather  excited  and  flushed.  He  said,  '<  What 
"  are  you  doing,  bow  are  you  getting  on  about  the. 
**  Pavilion  ?"  I  said,  **  Oh  !  very  well,  what  do  you 
want  to  know  for  ?  "  He  said,  "  There  is  a  friend  of 
"  mine  that  has  some  influence  at  the  Board,  and  I 
"  think  you  had  better  see  him.  You  have  not  got  it 
•*  yet." 

3823.  Did  he  tell  you  who  he  was  ? — It  was  known 
at  that  period  amongst  managers  that  Mr.  Carte  had 
a  mortgage  of  30,000/.  which  he  was  seeking  eo 
»*emove  from  Mr.  Pyke,  the  first  mortgagee.  Having 
had  the  conversation  with  Mr.  Carte,  it  immediately 
sugg^t^  itself  to  my  mind  that  it  would  be  the  mort- 
gagee of  the  Savoy,  and  I  asked  Mr.  Nathan:  I  said, 
*'  Do  you  mean  the  mortgagee  of  the  Savoy  ?  "  "  Yes," 
he  said,  <<  he  is  a  man  of  plenty  of  money."  I  said, 
**  Well,  what  does  he  want  to  see  me  for  ?  "  For  at 
that  time  having  the  letter  in  my  pocket,  or  having  it 
in  my  possession,  and  having  answered  it  accepting  it, 
it  passed  in  my  mind  that  the  bargain  was  concluded 
upon  the  same  principle  that  it  would  have  been  from 
a  dramatic  point  of  view.  1  may  be  totally  in  error 
legally,  but  I  put  it  that  way  in  my  own  mind.  Con- 
sequently I  said  to  Mr.  Nathan,  '^  Well,  the  matter  is 
*'  ended  as  far  as  I  am  concerned.  I  consider  I  have 
**  the  lot."  He  said,  **  Well,  do  not  you  think  you  had 
"  better  meet  Mr.  Pyke  ?  "  I  said,  "  For  what  pur- 
"  pose  ;  is  he  rich  ?"  He  said,  •*  Yes."  «  Well,"  I 
said,  '*  he  might  fissist  me  in  financing;  I  have  no 
**  objection  to  meet  him,"  and  we  aranged  an  appoint- 
ment to  meet  Mr.  Pyke  at  the  house  of  Mr.  Nathan, 
in  Tichbome  Street. 

3824.  1  believe  subsequently  to  that  you  heard  Mr. 
Robertson  say  that  Pyke's  solicitor  had  written  to  the 
Board  objecting  to  the  place  being  let  to  you  ? — The 
same  day.  Whether  it  was  at  a  board  meeting,  or  on 
the  Friday,  or  on  the  Monday,  I  cannot  remember, 
but  at  any  rate  the  same  night  that  I  had  appointed 
to  meet  Mr.  Pyke  at  the  house  of  Mr.  Natnan,  in 
Tichbome  Street.  Kobertson  communicated  to  me 
that  Pyke  had  instructed  his  solicitors  to  object  to  the 
Board  letting  me  have  the  land,  and  Nathan  called  in 
at  my  house  at  the  Pavilion,  and  expected  me  to  keep 
the  appointment  as  Mr.  Pyke  was  waiting.  I  refused 
to  do  so,  because  I  said,  "  Will,  I  consider  it  a  dis- 
'*  honest  act.  I  made  an  appointment  to  meet  Mr. 
"  Pyke,  and  he  went  to  his  solicitor  and  opposed  my 
"  taking  it.     How  can  I  meet  him." 

3825.  Accordingly  you  did  not  meet  him  } — I  did 
not. 

3826.  Immediately  upon  receiving  Mr.  Yulliamy's 
letter  you  wrote  the  Board  accepting  their  offer  of 
3,000/.  and  15,000/.,  you  having  offered  2,700/.  and 
15,000/.,  and  the  agreement  with  the  Board  was 
sigued,  1  think,  on  the  8th  of  January  1885  ? — 
Yes. 

3827.  The  resolution  was  carried  at  the  Board  that 
you  were  to  have  the  site  on  those  terms  in  the 
month  of  November,  or  early  in  December  ? — Yes. 

3828.  I  have  the  exact  date.  On  the  Ist  of 
December  your  letter  of  the  29th  November  was 
opened,  offering  2,700/.  and  15,000/.  for  the  licenses, 
and  then  it  was  carried  that  it  be  offered  you  at 
3,000/.  per  annum,  with  an  option  of  purchase  at 
27  years,  and  U..iX)0/.  for  the  licenses.  On  the  4th 
of  December  Mr.  Vulliamy  wrote,  submitting  those 
terms  to  you  ? — ^Yes. 

3829.  On  the  same  day  you  acknowledged  the 
receipt,  and  accepted  the  terms  proposed,  saying  that 
you  considered  tbe  matter  finally  settled  ? — ^Yes. 

3830.  After  the  matter  was  10  that  way  m  your 
view  concluded,  you  looked  about  to  find  a  builder  ? 
—Yes. 

3831.  I  believe  you  made  the  acquaintance  of 
Messrs.  Isaacs  and  JRorence  ? — I  think  it  was  previous 
to  that  date. 

3832.  It  was  before  tbe  final  acceptance  of  your 
offer  ? — Yes. 
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3833.  Before  the  final  acceptance  of  your  offer,  I 
suppose  you  had  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  you 
were  pretty  certain  to  get  the  site? — ^Yeg;  and  I 
made  application  to  other  people,  to  a  financial  fiim 
in  the  city,  to  my  solicitor,  to  Messrs.  Troliope,  and 
Messrs.  Peto.  I  was  most  anxious  to  have  die  thing 
financed  by  a  capitalist.  I  had  some  capital  myself, 
but  not  sufficient  to  carry  it  out  rapidly,  i  was 
particularly  anxious  that  an  eminent  builder's  firm 
should  undertake  it,  because  I  had  been  seriously 
brought  to  grief  at  the  Canterbury  by  the  builders 
breaking  down. 

3834.  You  had,  I  suppose,  arriviid  at  the  con- 
clusion that  you  were  certain  to  get  the  site  from 
what  passed  between  you,  and  Robertson,  and 
Croddard  ? — That  was  so. 

3835.  So  that,  although  the  Board  had  not  accepted 
the  terms  at  the  date  you  began  to  look  out  for  the 
builder,  you  regarded  it  as  certain  that  you  would  get 
it  .5* — I  cannot  say  as  certain.  I  regarded  it  as  so 
sufficiently  certain,  that  I  considered  myself  justified 
in  looking  about. 

3836.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  What  date  was  that  ?— That 
would  bo  somewhere  after  I  received  my  letter  when 
I  was  permitted  to  tender.  The  moment  I  received 
that  letter  from  the  Board  saying  I  might  tender,  in 
my  impression  the  rest  remained  only  a  question  of 
negotiation.  I  was  prepared  to  negotiate  on  any 
terms  the  Board  might  stipulate. 

3837.  (Chairma7i,)  Whatever  terms  Mr.  Robertson, 
or  Mr..  VuUiamy,  or  Mr,  Goddard  had  determined 
upon  these,  you  were  determined  to  give,  I  under- 
stand ? — Yes. 

3838.  You  knew  Mr.  Robertson  and  Mr.  Goddard 
had  a  reason  as  far  as  they  were  concerned,  for  not 
putting  it  higher  than  need  be  ? — I  did  not  think  that 
with  regard  to  Mr.  Vulliamy. 

3839.  I  am  not  speaking  of  Mr.  Yuliiamy,  but  Mr. 
Robertson  and  Mr.  Goddard  had  a  dii-ect  interest  in 
its  not  being  put  too  high,  because  on  the  amount  at 
which  it  was  put  depended  the  profitableness  of  the 
arrangement? — I  must  in  justification  say  for  all  of 
them,  they  did  not  have  such  an  idea.  They  wanted 
to  give  the  proper  price,  but  they  wanted  to  get  a 
profit  out  of  the  position  I  occupied  as  tenant  in  pos- 
session ;  they  did  not  wish  to  compromise  themselves 
by  doing  anything  which  was  prejudicial  to  the 
interests  of  the  Board,  but  at  the  same  time  they 
wanted  to  get  as  much  out  of  me  as  possible. 

3840.  They  Jiad  that  interest  ?—lliey  had  that 
interest. 

3841.  Whatever  motives  actuated  them,  they  had 
that  interest  ? — Yes. 

3842.  Which  was  to  a  certain  extent  a  safeguard 
against  any  very  extravagant  terms  being  demanded 
by  the  Board  ? — It  was  so. 

3843.  I  believe  you  were  introduced  to  Messrs. 
Isaacs  and  Florence  by  Mr.  Goddard  ? — Yes. 

3844.  And  you  had  communication  with  Mr. 
Isaacs  with  reference  to  his  preparing  a  design  and 
finding  a  builder  ? — He  was  to  find  a  builder  who 
would  finance  it. 

3845.  I  believe  Mr.  Isaacs  did  prepare  a  very  rough 
sketch  of  the  proposed  building  ? — I  did  not  see  that 
at  the  time. 

3840.  But  you  have  learnt  that  since  ? — I  have 
learnt  it  since,  but  we  had  an  action  upon  that  point. 
It  is  HO  long  ago  that  I  wish  to  refresh  my  memory  cm 
that,  I  have  an  impression — 1  do  not  wish  to  make 
a  statement  I  am  not  thoroughly  satisfied  of — my  im- 
pression,, if  you  will  take  it,  was  that  he  was  to  obtain 
a  person  to  finance  it,  a  builder,  and  that  he  came  to 
me  one  day  and  said  there  would  be  a  difiiculty  about 
the  15,000/.,  that  I  should  have  to  put  that  in  the  hands 
(»f  the  builder,  and  at  that  time  Messrs.  Isaacs  and 
Florence  were  conducting  the  site  now  called  the 
Victoria,  and  there  was  a  hitch  about  it? — It  was 
hung  up  for  a  time,  they  could  not  proceed,  and  I  was 
rather  nervous  about  money  matters,  consequently  I 
was  not  particularly  anxious  about  them  at  th^t  time, 
and  I  sought  elsewhere. 


3847.  One  day  coming  out  of  Mr.  VuUiamy's  room, 
<lid  Mr.  Robertson  introduce  you  to  Mr.  Woodward  ? 
—He  did. 

8848.  What  did  he  say  ? — I  rather  think  that  was 
about  the  period,  after  I  had  accepted  and  when  a. 
difficulty  arose — a  protest  against  the  sealing  the  agree- 
ment. Although  I  considered  I  had  the  land,  from  a 
l^al  point  of  view  there  was  some  objection.  In  my 
mind  from  the  first  acceptation  of  the  Boai'd  to  the 
absolute  sealing  there  was  a  considerable  period,  and 
in  that  interregnum  I  wa.s  coming  out  of  Mr.  Vulliam/s 
office. 

384U.  One  moment,  that  interregimm  arose  in  this 
way,  that  the  question  was  raised  before  the  Board 
whether  they  were  bound  to  you,  and  the  solicitor 
advised  them  that  they  were  not  bound  until  the  seal 
was  attached  ? — Exactly  so. 

3850.  While  that  matter  was  pending  you  saw  Mr. 
Robertson  ? — ^I  came  out  firom  Mr.  Vulliamy 's  office 
one  day,  when  we  were  discussing  the  plans  of  the 
builders  and  the  elevation,  and  Mr.  Robertson  was 
there,  and  Mr.  Woodward,  I  think.  Mr,  Robertson  said 
to  me,  "  Allow  me  to  introduce  Mr.  Woodward."  Mr. 
Woodward  said,  "  Oh,  bout  this  affair,  you  know 
"  Isaacs  and  Florence  are  posing  themselves  over 
"  London  as  your  architects."  Those  were  the  exact 
words.  I  said,  **  Well,  no,  I  do  not  see  how  they  can  do 
'^  that,  because  there  is  nothing  finally  settled,"  inas- 
much as  they  had  not  concluded  the  arrangement  for 
cash,  and  who  was  to  build.  I  said  there  is  nothing 
finally  settled.  He  said,  "  Then  am  I  to  understand 
"  you  have  not  signed  with  them?"  '*  No," I  said, 
'*  I  have  not  signed.  There  is  nothing  settled  and 
'*  there  can  be  no  plans,  because  they  are  not  thought 
"  of  yet.  It  has  not  passed  through  my  mind  what  I 
"  am  going  to  do."  Then  Mr.  Woodward  said,  "  Well, 
'^  Saunders  is  going  for  this." 

3851.  Did  he  say  that  Saunders  would  never  stand 
Isaacs  and  Floreuce  being  the  architects  ?-*He  said, 
**  They  are  not  friends,  and  I  do  not  think  you  will 
''  get  any  support  from  Mr.  Saunders  if  Isaacs  and 
^  Florence  are  the  architects." 

3852.  Then  you  took  Robertson  on  one  side? — 
Then  I  took  Robertson  on  one  side,  and  I  said, 
*^  WeU,  this  is  awkward ;  what  are  we  to  do  "  ?  He 
shook  his  head  and  said,  ''  I  am  sorry  for  it,  but  I  do 
"  not  see  that  you  have  any  ^temative  ;  he  will  spoil 
'*  you  ;  you  bad  better  go  down."  I  went  down  with 
Mr.  Woodward  to  Mi*.  Saunders,  in  Finsbury  Circus, 
and  I  was  introduced  to  Mr.  Saunders  by  Mr. 
Woodward. 

3853.  What  did  Mr.  Saunders  say  ? — He  appeared, 
if  I  may  so  express  it,  a  sort  of  surprised,  but  at  the 
same  time  expecting  it. 

3854.  What  did  lie  say  .^— He  said,  "  Oh,  then  you 
<^  liave  come  to  me  yourself  now  ;  how  are  we  going 
<'  to  manage  this  ?  You  see  it  is  very  awkward.  I 
"  cannot  vote  for  you,  but  there  are  more  ways  of 
*^  killing  a  cat  tban  hanging  it."  I  said,  '<  Yes,  I  see 
"  that,  Mr.  Saunders."  He  said,  "Well,  let  us  see; 
'^  am  I  to  understand  I  am  to  be  your  architect  ? " 
"  Well,"  I  said,  *' You  must  be."     He  said,  **  Very 

well  then,  we  will  see  what  we  can  do.  I  shall  send 
^^  you  a  letter  in  due  course,  and  wo  will  go  into  this 
*<  matter  afterwards."  That  is  the  way  it  was  con- 
cluded. Of  course  the  conversation  was  more  elaborate 
and  elongated,  but  that  was  the  purport  of  it. 

3855.  He  gave  you,  as  I  gather,  to  understand  that 
though  he  could  not  vote  for  you  he  could  exercise 
inflnence? — That  was  so.  I  understood  that  from 
bis  manner,  not  said  directly,  but  inferred. 

3856.  The  building,  I  believe,  cost  you  about 
51,000/.? — The  building  was  erected  upon  this 
principle ;  it  was  to  be  done  most  expeditiously,  and 
here  if  you  will  peimit  me  to  say  so  I  should  say  Mr. 
Vulliamy  was  most  anxious  that  it  should  be  done  with 
the  greatest  facility.  He  said  to  me  that  he  did  not 
want  that  place  to  be  left  open,  the  whole  of  the  Shaftes- 
hury  Avenue,  that  the  new  space  was  being  demolished 
in  St.  Martin's  Fields,  and  he  said,  *^  If  you  can  assure 


Eighth  \>%y. 

8  Jane  1888. 

"^ 
R.  E,  VUlUrs. 


me,  Mr.  Villiers,  that  this  can  be  conducted 
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Eighth  Day.     "  buikleib',  aud  there  is  to  be  uo  hiteli  in  it,  and  no 

—  "  hanging  up,  1  will  give  you  every  asBistance  I  can ; 

8  June  1888.     '<  b„f.  X  want  to  know  who  your  builders  are  that  1 

"]T"  '<  may  go  into  it  to  help  you  with  heart.     My  object 

It,  £,  VUliers,  "  ^®  *  *^"®  elevation  and  rapidity  of  execution/'     Mr. 

* L '  Vnlliamy  was  really  thoroughly  sincere  on  that  point, 

and  he  did  it  because,  as  he  explained  to  me,  he 
wanted  a  screen  for  Windmill  Street,  at  the  end  of 
Regent  Street,  thrown  up  as  rapidly  as  possible.  I 
then  went  to  Mr,  Vnlliamy  again  and  said,  **Mr. 
'^  Vuliiamy,  I  have  concluded  negotiations  with 
"  Messrs.  Peto."  He  said,  "  Oh,  that  is  right,  Mr. 
**  Villiers  ;  they  ai-e  the  people  I  wanted  to  see  you 
'*  in  the  hands  of.  Now  I  am  satisfied ;  my  mind  is 
*'  easy."  I  made  a  contract  with  Messrs.  Peto; 
Messrs.  Peto  were  to  have  measure  and  value  at  a 
schedule  of  prices  to  be  agreed  by  Mr.  Saunders,  and 
in  addition  to  the  schedule  of  prices  it  was  to  be  au 
ordinary  builder's  schedule  of  prices  to  be  agreed  upon 
by  the  architect,  Mr.  Saunders.  They  were  to  have 
a  bonus  of  10,000/.  for  the  unusual  expedition,  working 
both  night  and  day  in  nine  months.  So  that  it  cost 
41,600/.,  the  actual  building,  and  10,000/.  bonus, 
51,000/,  odd. 

3857.  {Mr,  Grenfell.)  41,000/.  lor  the  schedule  ? 
— 41,000/.  odd.  You  will  have  the  figures  no  doubt. 
I  think  it  is  41,600/.  or  something  of  the  kiiidi  and 
10,000/.  added  to  it. 

3S58.  (Chairman.)  Then  the  licenses  you  paid 
15,000/.  for?— I  paid  3,000/.  and  12,000/. 

3859.  Then  yon  estimate  the  dei*orations  cost  you 
several  thousands  of  pounds  ?— I  estimate  them 
roughly  at  15,000/.,  because  we  had  the  electric 
Hghts,  the  dynamo;  and  the  gas-fittings  were  very 
elaborate.  The  furniture  was  most  elaborate  and 
great  expedition  was  to  be  used.  It  cost  a  little  more ; 
to  the  best  of  my  recollection,  not  having  the  figures 
before  me,  it  cost  15,000/. 

3860.  The  sura  you  paid  to  voiir  architect  »v»« 
2,000/.  ?— 2,000/. 

3861.  The  arrangement  that  Grey  was  to  have 
this  comer  site  at  a  ground  rent  proportionate  to  the 
size  of  the  area  of  that  comer  was  carried  out  ? — It 
was  carried  ont. 

3862.  Beyond  that  had  you  any  interest  in  that 
comer  site  ? — Not  the  slightest. 

3863.  That  was  left  to  Grey  entirely  ? — Absolutely. 

3864.  You  know  nothing  of  the  transactions  about 
that  corner  site  ?— Nothing  whatever.  The  conditions 
of  the  contract  with  Grey  were  that  he  was  to  have 
so  many  feet  of  that  corner  site  at  5s.  per  foot. ;  he 
was  entirely  free  with  the  licenses,  and  entirely  free 
from  the  10,000/.  bonus  that  I  paid  Peto.  He  bore 
no  proportion  of  that  10,000/.  although  he  participated 
in  the  advantages  of  the  expedition  to  procure  the 
licenses.  Consequently  lie  had  no  participation  in 
the  15,000/.  and  10,000/. 

3865.  To  conclude  the  matter  of  the  archi'^ct, 
Mr.  Saunders  did  act  as  architect  throughout  ? — Foi 
me. 

3866.  The  plans  were  'prepared  in  part  by  Mr. 
Worley  r — Yes,  the  elevations.  It  arose  ii.  this  way. 
I  went  down  to  the  ofl)ce  of  Mr.  Saunders  to  see  the 
elevation,  and  was  not  at  all  satisfied  with  it ;  it  was 
not  at  all  the  thing  that  Mr.  Vuliiamy  was  most 
anxious  about.  Mr.  Vuliiamy  was  a  very  great 
artist ;  he  was  most  anxious,  and  impressed  it  upon 
me  very  strongly  that  he  would  not  recommend  any- 
thing on  that  site,  which*  was  not  as  he  considered  a 
very  handsome  building.  Mr.  Vuliiamy  was  very 
strict  upon  this  point,  and  I  Faw  immediately  that  it 
was  utterly  ridiculous  to  propose  such  a  thing  to 
Mr.  Vuliiamy,  and  I  went  to  Mr.  Robertson  and  I  said 
that  the  plan  Mr.  Saunders  had  prepared  for  the 
elevation  of  the  Pavilion  is  more  l?ke  a  row  of  40/. 
houses  at  Camden  Town,  or  Whiteiey's  block.  That 
is  no  use;  what  are  we  to  do?  Mr.  Eobertson 
shrugged  his  shoulders,  he  did  not  make  any  remark, 
but  he  brought  a  building  np  to  me,  a  plan  of  an 
elevation  by  Mr.  Worley,  and  he  said,  **  What  do  you 
*«  think  of  that  ?  "  I  said,  "  That  is  something  like  it." 


He  said  "I  am  very  glad  of  that;  I  am  glad  you  like 
*'  it.  I  thought  you  would  like  it,  I  like  it.  What 
**  are  we  to  do?"  The  consequence  was  I  was 
determined  to  have  a  proper  building,  and  I  said  to 
Mr.  Saunders,  you  will  be  obliged  to  do  this  I  will 
take  nothing  else,  you  must  make  some  arrangements. 
I  insi«ited  upon  it,  and  Mr.  Saunders  had  to  make 
arrangement*,  of  what  nature  I  do  not  know,  but 
arrangements  were  made  that  Worley 's  elevation  was 
to  be  tidcen,  because  I  approved  of  it  and  I  am  sure 
Mr.  Vuliiamy  and  the  Board,  would  have  approved 
of  it ;  it  was  a  proper  elevation. 

3867.  Subsequently  au  action  was  brought  by  Mr. 
Isaacs  making  a  claim  in  respect  of  what  they  had 
done  in  finding  builders,  and  so  on  ? — Yes. 

3S6H.  That  action  we  have  been  told  was  s^tled  ? 
— I  defended  it  at  first,  because  really  I  had  no  plans 
submitted  to  me  up  to  that  time.  Whatever  plans  he 
might  have  submitted  to  the  60  fiuancial  agents  or 
builders  I  was  not  aware,  but  to  me  he  had  not  submit- 
ted any  plan.  How  could  he  ?  He  had  never  consulted 
me  as  to  what  1  wanted  for  a  music  hall.  They  must 
have  been  purely  imaginary  on  his  part.  Certainly  I 
must  have  been  consulted  as  to  what  I  wanted.  There 
was  no  consultation,  and  no  plans,  but  he  may  very 
likely  have  submitted  several  plans  to  tho.se  gentle- 
men, the  commercial  agents,  but  when  the  action  was 
brought,  I  thought  it  was  unnecessary,  there  was  no 
business  done.  I  did  not  wish  to  throw  him  over, 
but  I  went  to  Mr.  Goddard  and  asked  him  to  arrange 
this.  I  said,  ''You  introduced  these  people,  Isaacs 
and  Florence,  and  you  had  better  see  to  it."  Well 
then  the  thing  lapsed  for  some  time.  He  seemed  to 
accept  the  position.  There  was  no  pai*ticul«r  argu- 
ment about  it,  so  whether  he  got  the  information  from 
Saunders,  or  not,  or  fi'om  what  source,  I  cannot  say. 
I  do  not  know  anything  more  about  it.  I  was  so 
occupied  at  that  time  with  the  rapidity  of  the  erec- 
tion, and  getting  the  place  oi)en,  that  i  had  scarcely 
any  time  to  go  into  it.     My  memory  upon  that  is  blank. 

3869.  I  think  we  were  told  it  was  settled  for  100/., 
and  25/.  costs  ? — It  was  settled  for  100/.  some  time 
afterwards  by  Mr.  Goddard  saying  to  me,  •'  Do  not  go 
"  into  court  over  them,  whether  you  are  right  or 
"  whether  Isaacs  is  right,  you  had  better  settle  it." 
I  said,  "  Very  well,  settle  it."  He  said,  **  Will  yon 
*'  give  100/.,  and  Saunders  pay  the  costs  ? "  I  said, 
**  Yes,"  and  I  gave  the  100/.  to  Mr.  Goddard.  I 
do  not  know,  but  I  believe  Mr.  Saunders  paid  the 
costs. 

3870.  Do  not  you  know  that  Mr.  Goddard  himself 
paid  30/.  ? — I  did  not.  I  thought  Saunders  had  paid 
it. 

3871.  (Mr  Grain,)  Mr.  Saunders  took  the  money, 
I  think  he  told  your  lordship,  to  Mr.  Groddard,  for 
the  25/.  ? 

3872.  (Mr.  IVaddy.)  It  was  paid  practically  by 
Saunders. 

3873.  (Chairman,)  How  much  did  you  find  ? — 
100/. 

3874.  You  understood  that;  who  was  to  pay  the 
costs  ? — Mr.  Saundera. 

3875.  Who  financed  the  London  Pavilion  ulti- 
mately ? — Messrs.  Peto. 

3876.  Have  ycu  made  sny  payments  to  Mr. 
Robertson  ? — None  whatever,  with  the  exception  of 
100/.  last  Christmas,  which  I  sent  to  his  wife. 

3877.  That  was  the  only  payment  you  ever  made  to 
or  for  Robeitson  ? — The  only  payment. 

3878.  Why  did  you  send  that?— Well,  he  had 
been  suspended  at  the  Board,  and  I  was  at  that  time 
in  Monte  Ciu*lo,  and  Christmas  was  coming  on,  and  I 
had  seen  Mrs.  Robertson  twice  with  the  children  at 
the  Piccadilly  Restaurant,  and  I  rather  sympathised 
with  Robertson  having  lost  his  money  at  the  restaurant 
for  his  brother,  and  really  it  seems  it  is  an  unbusiness- 
like proceeding,  but  I  assure  you,  my  lord,  it  wa.s 
done  for  no  other  reason  whatever  than  that  I 
sympathised  with  Robertson,  and  sent  that  to  his 
wife  with  a  letter  of  condolence. 
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.'^79.  He  had  got  easpenderl  on  ac*'.ouiit  of  his 
connexion  with  the  London  Pavilion,  and  you  knew 
he  had  been  assisting  yon  ?«*-That  is  it. 

3880.  In  December  1886,  I  believe  yon  sold  the 
liOndon  Pavilion  to  a  Company  ? — ^Yes. 

3881.  And  received  payment  paitin  debentmes  ?  — 
Part  in  debentures^  and  paii;  in  cash. 

3882.  Did  3  ou  give  Goddaid  5000/.  of  those  deben- 
tures ? — Yes. 

3883.  What  was  that  for  ?— That  was  for  hirf 
assistance  in  obtaining  the  Kite,  and  for  hid  previous 
services  and  supervision — us  he  was  the  custodian 
or  censor  of  the  place. 

3884.  Tou  had  not  made  him  auy  of  the  200/.  a 
year  payments  afterwards  ? — Yes,  when  the  place 
opened  I  made  two.  I  think  I  made  100/.  and  50/.  I 
continued  that  when  the  new  place  opened. 

3885.  You  continued  it  when  the  new  place  opened, 
but  did  not  continue  it  after  you  had  given  this 
5,000/.  ? — No,  it  terminated,  and  1  went  abroad. 
Will  you  permit  me  to  say  one  thing  ?  1,000/.  of 
that  afterwards  I  regained  by  paying  him  cash  for  it. 

3886.  You  paid  him  1000/.  in  cash  ?— Taking  back 
the  debenture^*,  1000/.  Ic  was  5,000/.  debentures, 
1,000/.  of  which  I  have  redeemed. 

3887.  So  that  he  has  received  4,000/.  in  debentures 
and  1,000/.  in  cash  ?— Yes. 

3888.  I  believe  since  this  Commission  either  began 
to  sit,  or  was  appointed,  there  has  been  some  corre- 
spondence between  you  and  Mr.  Goddard  ? — Yes. 

3889.  Can  you  give  the  Commission  that  corre- 
spondence?— Yes,  I  cannot  give  yon  any  letters  of  my 
own,  because  I  never  kept  copies  of  them. 

3890.  Have  you  the  answers  you  received  from 
Goddard  ?— Yes. 

3891.  Will  you  let  me  see  them  ?— 

3892.  (^fr.  Waddy.)  They  shall  be  handed.  I  am 
afraid  I  have  said  more  than  I  was  entitled  to.  I 
have  only  the  copies. 

3893.  {Chairman,)  Have  you  the  originals  with 
you  ? — Yes. 

3894.  {Mr.  Waddy.)  I  will  hand  you  both.  {They 
are  handed  to  his  lordship.) 

3895.  {Chairman.)  Had  there  been  any  conversa- 
tion between  you  and  Goddard,  or  any  promise  whicL 
led  to  your  giving  him  the  5,000/.  in  debentures  ? — It 
was  understood  that  he  was  to  have  that  in  compensa- 
tion, because  there  was  nothing  gained  out  of  the  site. 
It  was  a  failure. 

3896.  It  turned  out  that  the  site  did  not  realise  the 
amount  it  was  expected  it  would.  That  was  when  they 
attempted  to  turn  it  into  a  company  ? — Yes,  it  did 
not  turn  into  a  company ;  it  did  not  float.  There  was 
nothing  going,  and  he  considered  he  was  entitled  from 
me  to  an  equivalent  of  the  200/.  a  year  that  he  had 
had,  or  something  for  his  assistance  in  the  matter. 

3897.  5,000/.  would  represent  one  half  of  the 
estimated  tender  ? — 5,000/.  represented  the  one  half 
of  the  profit. 

3898.  The  estimated  profit?^ Yes. 

3899.  And  as  that  profit  had  not  been  madi",  he 
thonght  you  ought  to  do  something  of  the  same  sort 
for  him  ? — I  had  before  this  agreed  with  Bobertson  to 
relieve  him  of  his  arrangement  with  Groddard,  and  take 
the  settlement  with  Goddard  upon  my  own  shoulders, 
as  Ilobertdou  backed  out  of  it  when  he  saw  building 
costs  too  much.  I  had  undeilaken  to  see  to  Goddard, 
as  the  building  cost  Gray  so  much.  But  had  the 
company  floated  and  Robertson  had  l)een  in  possession 
of  cash,  I  should  have  expected  he  would  have  given 
Goddard  something  out  of  it,  as  there  was  no  chance 
of  my  being  able  to  pay  Goddard  any  cash  for  many 
years,  jiavipg  to  pay  builders  and  Inde  Coope 
some  50,000/.  before  1  had  any  caoh  at  my  disposal. 
When  I  floated  my  company,  I  therefore  paid  the 
50,000/.  I  had  agreed  to  relieve  Robertson  of,  under 
the  original  understanding  come  to  at  our  meeting. 

3900.  This  5,000/.  was  a  matter  entirely  between 
you  and  Goddard  .^—  Entirely  so.  Nobody  knew 
anything  of  it. 


3001.  Was  there  any  correspondence  between  you     Kigbth  Duy. 
and  Goddard  about  it,  or  did  it  all  pass  by  word  of  — — 

mouth.     Originally  by  word  of  mouth.  ^  June  1888. 

3902.  As  I  understand,  Goddard  represented  to  you  TT" 
that  this  Piccadilly  Restaurant  had  not  floated,  tliat  jj^  EVUUert 
therefore  he  had  not  got  the  expected  profit  out  of      * 

tbat^  and  he  urged  that  you  ought  to  do  something  for       • 
him  to  make  gw>d  what  he  had  lost  in  that  respect  ? — 
Yes. 

3903.  One  half  of  that  estimated  profit  would  be 
5,000/.  ?— Yes. 

3904.  And  you  agreed  to  give  him  the  equivalent 
to  5,000/.  ?— Yes 

3905.  {Mr.  Bosanquet,)  You  saw  Goddard  himself 
about  it ;  it  was  not  through  Robertson,  or  anybody 
else  ?— Not  at  &1L 

Sy06.  It  wjis  a  conversation  with  Goddard  him* 
self?— Entirely. 

3907.  {Chairmaii.)  The  first  letter  is  December 
the  7th,  1887.  This  was  at  the  time  that  a  Royal 
Commission,  or  an  inquiry  was  first  being  talked 
about  ? — When  an  inquiry  was  talked  about. 

3908.  "Dear  Mr.  Villiers,  had  your  letter  and 
**  telegram  this  morning."  Do  you  remember  what 
your  letter  and  telegram  were  about? — No;  but  I 
can  give  some  faint  idea. 

3^)9.  I  shouki  rather  gather  that  this  was  asking 
where  he  could  communicate  with  you  ? — I  expect 
so. 

3910.  Because  he  says,  '^  I  had  your  letter  and 
<'  telegram  this  morning.  Why  I  wanted  to  write  to 
''  you  was  that  R.  has  been  practically  suspended,  and 
^'  has  written  me  rather  curiously,— hinting  at  black- 
^'  mjiiL  I  wish  you  would  let  me  know  exactly  what 
*<  you'  have  told  him  with  regard  to  you  and  me. 
<<  I  have  always  assured  him  that  I  have  " ;  then  it  is 
torn  out  ?— I  presume  it  is  "  not  received  anything." 

3911.  I  daresay — '^not  received  anything  in  any 
<*  way,  and  had  not  seen  you  for  a  considerable  period. 
^'  He  is  a  dangerous  scoundrel,  :md  I  must  be  pre- 
"  pared.  Do  not  let  this  interfere  with  your  holiday. 
**  I  will  write  you  further  at  Rome.''  Then  on  the 
23rd  February.  '<  Dear  Mr.  Villiers.  I  was  gratified 
by  the  receipt  of  your  letter,  and  will  get  you  the  ex- 
**  tracts  and  reports  you  wish  for."  What  were  those  ? 
— I  wrote  to  him.  Of  course  as  to  the  whole  thing, 
I  was  so  oblivious,  that  I  wrote  to  him  and  asked  him 
if  I  came  back  to  give  evidence,  could  he  put  me  in 
possession  of  the  evidence  I  gave  at  the  trial,  because 
I  had  almost  forgotten  what  I  did  say.  I  do  not 
know  what  I  did  say,  except  that  I  am  pretty 
sure  of  the  7,000/.  At  that  trhd,  I  was,  if  I  may  so 
express  it,  put  forward  as  a  leading  man  in  the  pro- 
fession, in  a  leading  position  being  the  leading  pro« 
prietor,  aud  Mr.  Loibl  was  so  pleased  with  the  case  I 
made  out  for  him,  and  that  the  price  was  so  high  that 
he  invited  me  to  dinner  with  Serieant  Ballantine,  and 
gave  me  50/.  for  my  evidence.  I  mention  this  because 
it  is  clearly  to  be  understood  that  the  7,000/.  given  at 
that  time  was  honestly  of  a  very  high  rental  as  a 
monthly  tenant ;  there  was  no  loss  to  me  public  or  to 
the  Board.  It  ^vas  honestly  a  very  high  priced  rental, 
and  if  your  Lordship  or  the  Commission  will  look 
over  the  evidence  given  before  Sir  Henry  Hunt,  you 
will  bee  that  it  was  always  considered  that  I  nad 
exaggerf.ted  it,  and  was  a  favourable  witness  for  Mr. 
Loibl.  But  notwithstanding  that  I  gave  the  yame 
amount  that  I  stated  ft  was  worth,  as  witness  for 
Mr.  Loibl 

3912.  On  February  23rd,  he  writes  again,  *'  I  was 
'^  gratified  by  the  receipt  of  your  letter,  and  will  get 
«<  you  the  extracts  and  reports  yon  vrish  for.  If  our 
^  friend  had  bowed  his  head  to  the  storm,  and  had 
^'  accepted  the  vote  of  modified  censure  he  might 
'^  have  got  throngh,  but  he  filed  his  statutory  declara* 
*'  tion  and  practically  defied  the  Board.  In  the 
*'  meantime  all  sorts  of  incriminatory  matters  were 
^^  scattered  abroad  in  his  connexion  with  Statbam 
'^  Hobson,  and  some  members  were  determined  to  get 
**  rid  of  him.  On  Monday  he  was  given  a  fortnight 
<*  to  send  in  his  resignation,  nnd  I  believe  he  now 
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^*  intends  to  do  so,  and^oes  to  Australia  at  the  end  of 
*^  next  month.  You  recollect  the  matter  of  the 
*<  *  Swan/  Bethnal  Green."  That  was  a  house  that 
John  Grey  had  ?— Well,  Mr.  Goddard  said,  "You 
^^  recollect  the  matter,"  but  from  the  commencement 
of  his  letters  he  so  alarmed  me  that  I  determined  there 
was  uothing  to  do  but  to  come  and  give  evidence, 
because  I  think  he  is  demented.  I  know  nothing 
whatever  of  the  "  Swan  "  at  Bethnal  Green. 

3913.  He  might  have  thought  that  you  did  ? — I 
know  nothing  whatever  of  it. 

3914.  **  You  recollect  the  matter  of  *  The  Swan,' 
<^  Bethnal  Green;  there  were  some  compromising 
**  papers  in  his  possession  relative  to  that  and  some 
'*  other  things  ;  in  the  earlier  part  of  our  acquaintance 
'^  these  held  as  blackmail  over  my  head,  andjthreatened 
**  to  appealing  at  the  same  time  to  my  sense  of 
*^  justice,  as  he  had  lost  over  6,000/.  on  the  Piccadilly 
^<  Restaurant.  He  said  also  he  had  heard  that  I  had 
<<  been  settled,  and  he  mentioned  incidentally  after- 
<'  ward9  that  he  was  a  great  friend  of  Smith,  one  of 
"  the  directors."  Directoi-s  of  what  ? — He  means  the 
directors  of  the  Pavilion. 

3915.  «<I  returned  him  all  that  I  had  of  the 
"  *  Swan  '  to  get  rid  of  anything  in  which  I  had  been 
**  concerned  with  him.  He  is  utterly  unscrupulous, 
"  but  I  think  he  has  been  induced  to  go  to  Australia 
"  by  some  of  the  members.  Now  as  to  my  position ; 
^^  my  name  as  yet  has  not  been  associated  in  this 
*^  matter,  and  I  think  both  you  and  I  think  can  swear 
"  with  perfect  truth  that  prior  to  your  obtaining  your 
'*  lease  you  never  offered  me  any  consideration  or 
**  promise ;  the  only  information  I  had  was  from  E., 
"  and  then  only  when  the  Board  had  through  Mr. 
•*  VuUiamv  accepted  your  proposal.  During  the 
**  n^tiations  I  do  not  think  I  saw  you.  The  D's 
"  are  still  in  Bailey's  possession"? — That  means 
debentures. 

3916.  Do  you  know  who  Bailey  is  ?— I  do  not 
One  moment,  excuse  me,  I  do.  I  recollect  now ;  they 
were  handed  over  to  a  Mr.  Bailey,  who  is  his  son-in- 
law  ? — ^Yes. 

3917.  Mr.  Goddard's  son-in-law  ? — Yes. 

3918.  ^  But  he  is  such  a  funky  fool  that  we  cannot 
**  rely  upon  him.  I  propose  that  you  shall  resume 
*^  [K>ssessioD  as  if  they  never  had  passed,  and  that  all 
<'  that  he  has  had  were  the  coupons.  I  shall  swear 
^<  that  I  have  never  had  a  penny,  nor  more  have  I 
**  actually  for  the  money;  225/.  was  divided  among 
"  the  members  of  my  family,  but  we  can  speak  of 
*•  these  things  when  you  come  over.'*  Do  you  know 
what  the  225/.  means  ? — It  would  be  the  interest  on 
the  debentures. 

3919.  He  does  not  there  mention  the  1,000/.  ? — ^I  do 
not  think  I  had  redeemed  them  at  that  period, 

3920.  '^  The  Commission  may  be  appointed  during 
'*  next  month,  but  it  cannot  be  earlier.  You  speak 
'*  of  their  sending  for  you.  1  sketched  out  your 
"  answer: — 

**  Pm  Ixere  at  Mentone  in  comfort  and  peace, 
My  Pavilion  connection  has  happened  to  cease. 
The  Commission  may  sit  as  long  as  it  pleases, 
My  comfort  and  health  are  more  than  its  breezes, 
To  dear  Bandy  Pandy  I  wish  to  be  civil. 
He  can  see  me  out  here  or  go  to  the  Devil. 
'*  I  need  not  say  I  am  not  in  comfort  or  peace,  and 
**  shall  be  very  glad  when  i4  is  over.     Now  for  Other 
"  matters.     I  have  gone  into  spiritualism  very  largely, 
''  have  stances  every  noonday  evening/'  and  then  he 
talks  of  spiritualism  ?•«— It  suggested  to  me  that  some- 
thing was  going  wrong  with  him. 

3921  All  the  rest  is  about  spiritualistic  experiences. 
Then  on  March  1st:  "Dear  Mr.  Villiers.  With 
*'  regard  to  B.  he  tells  me  he  has  packed  up,  and  is 
<<  ready  to  start  at  once  with  the  honorarium  in  black 
<<  mail  of  1,000/.  extorted  from  me.  Both  Beid  and 
"  Driver  will  support  the  price  paid,  so  far  so  good." 
Who  are  Beid  and  Driver? — I  presume — ^I  do  not 
know — that  they  are  eminent  experts  in  the  value  of 
land];  I  do  not  know,  but  I  should  imagine  so. 


3922.  The  Mr.  Driver  referred  to  you  imagine  to 
be  Mr.  Driver,  the  surveyor  ? — I  imagine  so. 

3923.  "  But  I  am  nearly  dead  with  the  excitement 
*^  and  worry  of  this  investigation,  but  I  must  screw 
^^  up  and  face  it.  One  thing  those  D's  must  be  cashed 
"  by  you  otherwise  I  shall  have  little  to  live  upon  if 
"  things  go  badly  with  me.  I  am  heavily  insured, 
"  and  should  not  like  to  forfeit  by  suicide,  for  that 
"  alternative  presents  itself"? — I  think  it  is  forfeit  by 
"  surrender." 

3924.  It  may  be  "suicide"  or  "surrender." 
"  Unfortunately  the  thing  has  entailed  an  expeudi- 
•*  ture  almost  as  large  as  itself,  for  unless  the 
"  prospect  had  been  in  view  I  should  never  have 
"  thought  of  the  batch  with  whom  I  got  entangled." 
Do  you  know  what  that  refers  to? — ^I  think  it  refers 
to  a  breach  of  promise  case. 

3925.  "But  then,  I  can  swear  I  had  no  induce- 
"  ment  from  you,  and  that  I  had  no  part  in  the 
"  negotiation,  and  you  are  perfectly  right  that  you 
"  did  not  see  me  or  be  with  me."  I  should  think  the 
"  batch  "  had  something  to  do  with  pecuniary  matters 
rather  than  a  breach  of  promise  case? — I  do  not 
know,  I  could  not  say ;  I  think  it  is  "  bi "  not  ^  ba." 

3926.  There  was  an  action  of  breach  of  promise  in 
which  he  paid  a  sum  of  money  ? — Yes. 

3927.  It  goes  on :  "  Until  after  the  lettings  were 
"  concluded.  To  me  only  was  any  communication 
^  made,  and  he  has  had,  I  think,  his  mouth  stopped 
"  by  a  great  sacrifice."  Do  you  know  what  that 
refers  to  ? — I  think  it  refers  to  his  having  paid 
Robertson  1,000/.  to  stop  his  mouth. 

3928.  '^  If  you  refer  to  the  minute  you  will  see  that 
"  I  recommended  you  for  the  high  character  you  had 
"  in  the  management  of  the  Canterbury,  and  I  can 
"  say  that  you  changed  the  Pavilion  from  a  piace  of 
"  ribald  singing  and  resort  of  disorderly  women,  to 
"  a  place  of  decency,  order,  and  quiet  superintendence, 
"  and  that  but  for  your  vigilance  and  organization, 
"  the  licenses  might  have  been  lost.  I  believe  the 
'^  opening  of  the  Empire  has,  to  some  extent,  lessened 
*'  the  returns  of  the  Alhambra  and  the  Pav.,  and  that 
^^  but  for  the  managerial  power,  the  place  might  not 
"  have  been  a  success.  I  am  having  the  minutes 
'*  copied,  but  I  do  not  think  that  they  help  much 
"  rather  to  the  contrary.  Loibl  made  out  that  with 
"  Eahn's  Museum  thown  in,  it  would  make  10,000/. 
'^  a  year  dear  profit,  and  I  guess  Sir  H.  A.  Hunt  the 
"  ari>itrator  gave  six  years'  purchase  60,000/., 
*«  40/000/.  for  the  ground,7,000/.  fixtures  and  fittings, 
"  and  2,000/.  lost  on  stock,  and  this  makes  up 
'^  109,000/.  the  award,  but  a  going  concern  is  very 
"  different  to  a  new  project— it  might  not  have  taken. 
"  For  any  other  purpose,  say  for  shops,  the  only 
"  income  to  be  derived  would  be  1,800/.  for  a  banx 
"  insurance,  we  might  have  waited  years,  as  we  did 
"  in  Northumberland  Avenue,  and  then  should  have 
"  had  about  2,000/.  per  an.  at  the  most,  with  a  loss 
"  of  interest  in  the  meantime,  so  that  15,000/.  was 
"  received  in  surplus  rent,  and  15,000/.  in  cash  pay- 
^  ment  for  the  licenses.  The  opposite  side,  induding 
"  the  Princes  Theatre,  fetched  3*.  6d.  Hendries, 
"  the  corner  opposite  the  Pavilion,  was  let  at  5«.  Sd, 
"  over  the  three  plots,  8*.  6d.  the  comer,  bs,  the  next 
"  plot,  that  opposite  Monicos,  and  Sx.  3d.  next 
"  Durham  Street.  No  doubt  the  Pavilion  site,  with 
*^  no  building  in  front,  is  improved  in  value,  but  it 
"  was  contemplated  when  you  took  to  build  on  the 
*♦  two  plots  in  front.  I  do  not  think  your  suggestion 
"  of  searching  the  museum  would  result  in  anything." 
What  was  that  ? — At  that  time,  when  the  property 
was  taken  by  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  from 
Mr.  Loibl,  there  was  an  outcry  about  the  shameful 
jobbeiy  of  paying  such  a  sum  as  109,000/.  for  a 
music  hall.  I  distinctly  remember  one  journal  sug- 
gesting that  the  proper  course  the  Board  ought  to 
have  adopted  would  have  been  to  have  opposed  his 
license  so  that  he  lost  his  license,  and  then  deal  with 
him  afterwards.  That  is  what  I  thought,  that  if  I 
gave  evidence  (I  did  not  know  so  much  about  the 
legal  form  of  it  at  that  time).     I  should  like  to  have 
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sfaown  that  the  7,000/.  I  paid  and  the  evidence  I  gave 
waa  a  just  arid  an  honourable  thing  that  I  really  sup- 
ported, paying  the  full  value  for  it,  and  that  there 
always  had  been  an  outcry  against  the  Board  for 
dealing  with  that  property.  First  they  paid  too  much 
to  Loibl,  and  secondly,  1  had  not  paid  them  enough, 
and  tiiat  both  stories  would  not  do,  because  the  only 
person  that  really  has  been  damaged  was  Mr.  Loibl. 
That  is  my  opinion.     That  is  what  I  wish  to  say. 

3929.  "  Sii'  Henry  Hunt  is  too  great  an  authority 

^  to  be  questioned,  nor  do  I  recollect  the  statement 

^  that  the  Board  ought  to  have  opposed  the  license. 

**  Have  you  any  evidence  you  can  adduce  showing 

"  that  Pyke*s  offer  was  merely  a  bogus  one  for  black- 

**  mail,  if  so,  it  would  smash  up  that  part  of  the  case. 

"  T  am  glad  you  are  coming  over  to  face  it,  but  I 

"  think  now  yon  were  somewhat  premature  in  dis- 

'^  posing  of  the  Fav.  so  soon  after  taking  it,  and  the 

"  unfortunate  letting  of  the  cursed  Piccadilly  Bestau- 

^'  rant,  and  all  its  accompanying  scandals,  was  a  great 

'^  mistake.     The  Commission  will  sit,  I  believe,  after 

"  Easter  and  not  before.     Don't  laugh  at  spiritual- 

"  ism,  it  has  given  me  very  good   opposite  advice 

^<  which  I  have  followed  to  advantage  and  mean  to 

"  follow.     The  weather  here  is  very  cold.'*     The 

next  is  the  7th  March: — "  Dear  Mr.  Villiers, — 1  had 

"  arranged,  as  you  know,  to  pay  the  swell  1,000/., 

<<  and  he  was  to  have  it  500/.  at  March  and  500/.  at 

"  midsummer.     Now  he  has  detennined  to  go  away 

**  on  the   15th  of  this  month  to  New  York,  and  he 

"  has  pressed  me  for  the  money.     I  have  the  500/. 

•*  ready  for  him,  and  D's   100  I  have  got  to  day, 

"  making  600/,  in  all.     Will  you  advance  the  400/.  so 

*^  that  I  can  pay  ?     I  will  draw  in  gold  so  that  no 

^*  trace  can  be  had.     I  am  very  glad  he  is  going,  it 

"  will  drive  half  the  sting  out  of  the  inquiry.     Perhaps 

**  Graham  had  better  be  the  receptory,  and  you  can 

•*  send  it  to  me  drawn  in  Graham's  name."     Who  is 

Graham  ? — ^My  solicitor. 

(Mr,  Waddy,)  The  solicitor  instructing  me. 
3930-1.  {Chairman^  "Anyway  I  should  like  to  be 
"  prepared  only  it  is  anticipating  my  arrangements 
**  four  months.     I  am   in   much  better  health   and 
"  spirits,  the  weather  has  broken  delightfully  and  we 
"  are  in  excellent   enjoyment."     Then  on  the  15th 
March  he  writes :  "  Dear  Mr.  Villiers, — I  have  done  the 
**  deed  ;  *  Did'st  thou  not  hear  the  noise  ? '     I  have 
"  sold  a  little  property,  the  only  one  unencumbered, 
**  and  have  consented  to  a  sacrifice  of  250/.  to  have 
"  the  ready  money.     The  gentleman  has  packed  his 
**  portmanteau  to  start  until  the  Commission  is  oven 
"  and   then   I   believe   ho  starts  as   a   surveyor    in 
"  Piccadilly.    I  do  not  care  much  for  the  Commission 
**  or  anything  else.     I  have  a  premonition  of  apoplexy, 
**  and  I  am  making  all  the  necessary  windings  up 
"  so  that   my   affairs   can    be   administered  without 
**  trouble,  but  if  I  go  I  hope  that  expressions  used 
*'  will  not  be  treated  as  mere  idle  vapours.     This  last 
"  arrangement  ought  to  be  equally  divided,  500/.  each. 
**  The  weather  is  very  beautiful  this  morning,  evert - 
**  thing  fair  and  lovely,  and  I  think  the  bad  weather 
•*  is  over."     The  next  is  tne  12th  May : — **  My  dear 
"  Mr.  Villiers, — I  cannot  bear  the  pressure  upon  my 
"  brnin,   and    although    it  involves  ruin  to    me   in 
"  every  form  I  shall  make  a  clean  breast  of  it  and 
"  take   my  punishment.    If  you  had  kept  to  your 
"  promise  and  paid  cash  in  January  as  you  ought  to 
•*  have  done,  and  not  put  me  in  with  D's  all  would 
**  have  been  right.     Again  I  feel  that  T  did  not  get 
"  the  full  value  for  the  land ;  my  valuation  was  Ts. 
«*  pr.  foot,  4,200/.,  and  20,000/.  for  the  licenses.     I 
**  was  persuaded  by  the  arguments  of  Robertson  that 
"  the   land   was  only  worth  5^.,  as  I  see  now  that 
"  he  might  have  his  restaurant  the  cheaper.     He  is 
"  a  cold-blooded,  calculating   (?)  measly    scoundrel, 
**  and  I  am  not  only  a  rogue  but  a  fool.     My  home  is 
**  gone,  and  I  shall  have  about  150/.  a  year  to  live  on, 
^*  for  I  must  allow  my  child  100/.  a  year  until  I  die. 
**  What  a  man  sows  that  shall  he  reap.     I  have  de- 
"  frauded  my  Board,  and  I  may  reap  imprisonment, 
"  disgrace,  humiliation,  and  contempt.     Well  I  hope 


'<  it  may  make  atonenient  in  the  world  to  come,  i   Tou     Eighth  Day. 
**  are  better  at  Deodato— do  not  venture  here.    If  I  — — 

"  concealed  anything  at  the  inquiry  I  should  be  liable     ®  ^^*  ^^® 
"  to  perjury,  whereas  a  revelation  gets  a  bill  of  dis-  "^T" 

**  charge.      When  I  look  round    at  my  dear  home  /j^  ^,  VillUrs, 
"  and  think  what  I  must  give  up  and  what  humilia*      .^...... 

'^  ation  and  disgrace  I  must  undergo,  avoided  by 
"  every  right-minded  mac,  I  think  I  have  cause  to 
'^  regret  the  hour  that  Eedman  came  to  me."  Who 
is  Bedman  ? — The  first  one  that  introduced  me — the 
original  Pavilion. 

3932.  ^<  My  way  of  life  has  fallen  to  the  sear  and 
"  yellow  leaf,  and  that  which  should  accompany  old 
^^  age,  as  honour,  troops  of  friends,  I  must  not  look 
'^  to  have,  but  in  their  stead  curses  not  loud  but 
«  deep." 

3933.  {Mr  Waddy,)  There  is  a  reference  there  to 
which  I  should  like  to  refer.  It  is  some  two  or  three 
years  back  now.  Mr.  Villiers  bought  an  estate  at 
Boquebrun  in  the  Alpes  Maritimes,  and  has  been 
living  there  since. 

3934.  {The  mtness.)  Taking  that  letter  coupled 
with  the  spiritualism  and  the  whole  thing,  I  begged 
him  not  to  come  up  to  give  evidence,  because  1  did 
not  think  he  was  in  a  proper  state  of  mind.  That 
letter  is  in  such  variance  with  his  statement  that  he 
had  always  made  to  me.  On  that  letter  I  urged  him 
not  to  come  over,  because  I  thought  he  was  in  such 
a  state  of  health  that  he  could  not  give  proper  evidence 
or  truthful  evidence,  and  that  letter  determined  me 
to  come  and  present  myself  before  your  court  at  once^ 
because  it  created  quite  a  revolution  in  my  feelings, 
and  was  what  I  never  expected  from  first  to  last.  I 
sillily  wrote  to  him  advising  him  not  to  come.  I  had 
revised  to  send  the  500/.  I  had  refused  to  send  any 
money,  as  I  stated  I  did  not  want  my  bank  book 
altered  or  any  monetary  transactions  until  the  Com- 
mission had  ended.  I  wished  to  have  a  clear  bank 
book  if  the  Commission  called  for  it. 

3935.  {Chairman,)  When  did  you  redeem  the  de- 
bentures by  paying  the  1,000/.  ? — That  would  be 
about  nine  montiis  ago,  to  the  best  of  my  recollection, 
or  a  twelvemonth  ago. 

3936.  Not  pending  these  letters  ? — Oh,  dear  no ;  I 
would  not  touch  it  in  any  way.  I  would  not  find 
money  or  touch  it  afterwards. 

3937.  What  he  was  wanting  was  further  money? — 
He  wanted  an  additional  sum ;  he  wanted  me  to  par- 
ticipate in  that  transaction. 

3938.  The  transaction  of  paying  the  1,000/.  to 
Bobertson  to  go  away  ? — Yes.  He  wanted  me  to  find 
money  for  Robertson  to  go  away  indirectly. 

3939.  Then  on  the  22nd  May  he  writes :  '*  I  have 
"  seen  Danch  and  had  your  letter.  It  is  all  very  well 
"  for  you  to  remark  upon  my  cowardice,  but  I  would 
<^  not  endure  what  I  hiave  passed  through  during  the 
"  past  month  for  ten  times  the  consideration." 

3940.  {Mr.  Waddy.)  My  client  is  anxious  to  state 
what  that  expression  **  my  cowardice  "  refers  to. 

3941.  {Chairman.)  What  does  it  refer  to  ?— I  urged 
him  not  to  come  up  and  give  his  evidence  before  the 
Commission.  Taking  his  fir^t  letter  and  the  spiritualism 
and  the  whole  of  it,  1  urged  him  not  to  do  so,  because 
my  impression  was  that  his  state  of  mind  must  have 
been  so  at  variance  with  all  his  statements  to  me,  that 
goodness  knows  what  he  would  have  said.  I  begged 
of  him  not  to  come,  and  I  determined  to  come  myself 
and  give  evidence. 

3942.  *'  But  I  would  not  endure  what  I  have  passed 
*<  through  during  the  past  month  for  ten  times  the  con- 
"  fiideration."  Had  you  offered  him  any  money  at  thai 
time? — Not  at  this  time — no  consideration.  He 
means  the  consideration  that  I  gave  him  in  the  deben- 
tures and  the  previous  payments. 

3943.  "  You  once  said  I  was  the  only  friend  you 
"  had  met  in  life  and  that  I  had  raised  you  from 
**  poverty  to  affluence,  that  is  so  but  it  has  had  the 
*'  contrary  effect  upon  me.  Had  it  not  been  for  the 
"  Pavilion  no  Royal  Commission  would  ever  have 
"  been  instituted  and  no  questions  would  have  arisen 
**  over  transactions  extending  years  back.     Had  you 
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^  not  extended  your  confidence  to  that  haid-caaed 
^*  ruffian  who  h;%8  levanted,  I  should  not  have  been 
'*  obliged  to  have  stopped  his  month  which  I  did  at 
**  a  sacrifice  of  nearly  all  I  have.  You  ailvised  me  to 
**  raise  money  at  any  cost  to  get  rid  of  him  but  I 
^  found  no  offer  to  I'ecoup  me  even  a  part  of  the 
"  expensp.  The  D's  I  cannot  hold  you  must  convert 
**  them  into  cash.  It  is  true  that  I  accepted  them 
^  instead  of  four  but  I  was  assured  they  were  as  good 
^  as  the  other  and  I  did  not  like  to  drop  one.  As  it 
"  is  you  have  made  too  good  a  thing  of  what  without 
"  my  introduction  yo»j  would  never  have  had  and  if 
'*  there  be  a  spark  of  responsiTe  gratitude  you  will 
'*  see  the  necessity  as  well  as  justice  of  making  the 
<'  five  intact.  I  have  had  a  certificate  that  I  am 
^^  in  that  state  of  health  that  I  am  unable  to  bear  an 
<<  examination.  I  don't  think  it  will  wash  but  whether 
**  before  the  Board  or  Commission  »o  far  as  your 
*'  name  is  concerned  my  lips  are  sealed.  Better  take 
*'  three  months  than  betray  others.  My  doctors  tell 
''  me  that  my  life  hangs  on  a  thread  but  the  thread 
^^  is  a  very  strong  one.  If  you  do  as  you  said  I  shall 
^  have  about  100/.  a  year  to  live  upon,  enough  for 
**  me  to  eke  out  the  remainder  of  my  days/'  What 
does  the  expression  **  if  you  do  as  you  said  "  refer  to  ? 
— I  cannot  tell.  I  cannot  remember  what  I  said. 
He  was  in  poor  circumstances  and  I  promised  him 
always  that  if  anything  happened  I  would  always 
take  care  of  him. 

3944.  ^  My  house  I  have  sold,  my  books,  pictui*cs, 
**  and  furniture  1  am  going  to  get  rid  of,  and  my  few 
<<  remaining  da^'S  will  be  spent  in  the  homely  abode 
^  of  my  son,  where  I  shall  have  at  least  peace. 
"  Would  that  I  could  recall  the  last  four  years.  I 
*'  throw  this  out  in  no  reproach  to  you,  but  I  implore 
«  you  to  act  as  I  have  asked.**  I  think  that  is  all. 
Had  you  any  pecuniary  transactions  of  any  kind 
with  any  other  official  or  meml)er  of  the  Board 
except  Mr.  Goddard  and  Mr.  Robertson  ? — None 
whatever.  Except  dealing  with  one  of  the  members, 
Mr.  Phillips,  I  have  had  no  connexion  or  business 
relations  or  monetary  matters  whatever  with  any  one 
member  of  the  Board. 

3945.  Was  Mr.  Phillips  a  member  of  the  Board  ?— 
Yes. 

3946.  What  was  the  nature  of  your  transaction 
with  him  ? — He  was  formerly  a  gentleman  who  sup- 
plied me  during  my  occupation  of  the  Canterbury 
with  wines  and  spirits.  He  was  one  of  my  creditors, 
he  was  on  original  committee  of  inspection.  He 
was  on  the  committee  of  inspection  at  the  Canterbury. 
He  had  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  the  Board  at 
that  time.  As  he  sustained  a  loss  of  300/.  by  his 
connexion  with  me  at  the  Canterbury,  I  continued 
dealing  with  Mr.  Phillips  the  same  as  I  had  done 
with  every  other  tradesman.  There  was  no  exception 
whatever.  During  the  time  that  I  was  tenant  of  the 
Pavilion,  I  paid  Mr.  Phillips  20«.  in  the  pound,  but 
he  was  no  exception.  I  paid  it  to  Messrs.  Ransome. 
I  paid  20«.  in  the  pound  in  my  bankrupt^iy  on  every  debt 
of  honour,  and  on  every  bill.  I  paid  208.  in  the  pound 
at  that  time,  an<i  afVer  my  having  sold  this  Pavilion,  the 
creditors  that  were  secured  not  having  realised  suffi- 
cient by  the  sale,  held  a  meeting  not  called  by  me — 
called  together  a  twelve  month  ago,  and  every  creditor 
that  had  not  received  20f.  or  full  payment,  has 
received  5«.,  but  I  have  paid  under  my  bank- 
rnptcy  20«.,  and  5«.  as  a  matter  of  hononr.  Mr. 
Phillips  received  200L  as  a  matter  oi  honour,  but  not  in 
any  way  connected  with  a  bribe.  He  is  the  only 
person  with  whom  a  cheque  has  ever  passed. 

3947.  Do  you  mean  the  300/.  he  received  as  a 
matter  of  honour  was  for  paying  this  past  debt  ? — 
Paying  his  past  debt.  He  then  said  to  me,  *'  I  am 
«  now  elected  a  member  of  the  Board,  1  do  not  see 
'^  why  I  should  lose  my  trade,  you  have  been  a 
**  customer  of  mine  for  many  years,  why  shoald  I 
'<  lose  it  because  I  am  elected  ?"  I  said,  <<  That  is  of 
^*  eoune  for  yon  to  decide,  you  have  nothing  to  do 
"  with  my  being  here — nothing  whatever  to  do  with 
^'  It ;  I  ilo  not  see  why  you  are  to  give  up  your  trade 


'*  because  you  are  a  member  of  the  Board.".  He  said, 
**  No,  I  do  not  think  I  ought."  He  said,  *'  There  is 
^*  nothing  at  all  between  us."  I  had  nothing  to  do 
with  it  Ho  said,  **  I  shall  continue."  I  make  this 
statement,  because  that  is  the  only  case  in  which  a 
cheque  has  ever  passed  between  me  and  any  member 
of  the  Board,  with  the  exception  of  Mr.  Saunders  for 
his  commis.sion. 

(Mr,  Waddy),  1  do  not  think  there  is  any 
question  I  have  to  ask,  but  I  forgot  to  mention 
this  matter.  There  is  the  name  of  another  person 
I  have  seen,  for  of  coui-se  1  have  read  the  reports. 

{Chairman.)  Do  you  mention  Mr.  StAtham  Hobson  ? 

{Mr.  Wadtly.)  Yes. 

{Chairman.)  There  has  been  an  albision  to  it. 

{Mr.  Waddy,)  Ihese  are  papers  which  have  been 
handed  to  me  which  will  put  your  Lordship  in  pos- 
session of  everything  in  connexion  with  that  matter 
(handing  same  to  his  Lordship). 

3948.  (To  the  witness.)  What  was  the  result  of 
that  action  of  Hobeon's  ? — I  paid  2,000/.  and  100/. 
costs. 

3949.  To  settle  it  ?— To  settle  it. 

3960.  (Chairman.)  The  statement  of  claim  alleges 
that  you  were  the  proprietor  of  the  Pavilion  Music 
Hall;  that  plots  4  and  5  in  the  Shaftesbury  Avenue 
abutted  on  the  Trocadero  Music  Hall,  which  wasi 
situated  near  the  Pavilion ;  that  you  had  tendered  for 
a  lease  o£  the  plots  ;  that  your  tender  was  refused,  and 
that  after wanU  you  then  became  aware  that  the 
plaintiff  was  tendering — thnt  is  Hobson  was  tendering 
for  a  lease  of  those  plots  together  with  plots  6  to  9, 
and  that  you  were  desirous  of  getting  possession  of 
plots  4  and  5  to  prevent  their  falling  into  the  hands 
of  the  Trocad(*ro,  and  you  asked  the  plaintiff  to 
undertake  to  underlet  or  assign  such  interest  as  he 
might  acquire  in  those  plots  4  and  6,  and  to  increase 
the  amount  of  the  rent  tendered  by  him  from  850/.  to 
913/.,  so  as  to  secure  them.  Then  there  arc  letters 
set  out.  On  the  1 4th  of  July  1886  Mr.  Hobson 
writes  to  you : — **  Dear  sir, — Mr.  A.  Davenport  having 
**  on  my  behalf  made  a  tender  to  the  Metropolitan 
**  Board  of  Works  (or  plots  4  to  9  inclusive  in 
<*  Shaftesbury  Avenue,  I  hereby  undertake  in  the 
"  event  of  my  being  accepted  as  tenant  for  the  said 
*^  land  to  underlet  or  assign  lo  yon  plots  4  and  5, 
''  being  the  land  abutting  on  the  Trocadero  Music 
**•  Hall,  at  the  rent  of  350/.  per  annum,  the  other 
'^  terms  and  conditions  being  similar  in  all  respects 
''  to  those  contained  in  the  original  agreement  to  be 
"  granted  to  Mr.  Davenport  or  to  me  by  the  said 
"  Board.  A  premium  of  2,200/.  is  to  be  paid  by  you 
*'  to  me  at  such  date  as  maybe  agreed  upon, approved 
**  security  being  given  in  respect  of  the  same."  In 
reply  to  that  on  the  14th  of  July  you  write:  **In 
"  reply  to  your  letter  of  this  date  i*especting  plots  4 
"  and  5  Shaftesbury  Avenue,  I  hereby  agree  to 
'*  accept  the  terms  contained  therein."  Then  the 
plaintiff  alleges  that  relying  on  that  he  increased  his 
tender  to  913/. ;  that  it  wns  accepted ;  that  he  subse- 
quently wrote,  asking  when  you  proposed  to  carry 
out  your  aj^reement.  Shortly  after  you  sold  the 
Pavilion  Music  Hall,  and  refused  to  cai'i7  out  the 
agreement- :  and  you  have  not  paid  the  2,200/.  or  any 
part  of  it;  that  letters  hai  passed  between  you  on  the 
subject;  that  you  requested  him  to  apply  to  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  to  vary  the  agreement 
by  excluding  4  and  5  from  it,  and  entenug  into  a 
separate  agreement  for  4  and  5  to  .that  from  6  to  9, 
and  that  accordingly  he  obtained  a  separate  agreement 
for  plots  4  and  5  at  the  rent  of  360/.  per  annum. 
Then  to  that  you  answer  that  for  sometime  previous 
to  those  transactions  Robertson  (vas  an  assistant  sur- 
veyor to  the  Board  of  Works,  and  a  person  employed 
by  the  Board  to  advise  thetn  as  to  the  acceptance  or 
rejection  of  tenders.  That  the  plaintiff  Hobson  was 
carrying  on  business  as  a  land  jobber  ;  that  there 
was  an  arrangement  between  plaintiff  and  Bobert.son 
that  Robertson  should  supply  the  plaintiff  with  in  • 
formation  as  to  what  tenders  were  made  for  the  land, 
and  that  with  such  information  the  plaintiff  should 
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tender  for  a  number  of  plots  at  such  a  price  as  would 
enable  him  to  sell  or  sub-let  the  separate  lots  to  the 
other  persons  who  had  tendered  at  a  profit,  and  that 
Ilobert«»on  used  his  best  endeavours  to  procure  the 
tenders  of  the  plaintitiT  to  be  accepted,  and  that  in 
consideration  of  such  information  and  assistance  the 
plaintiff  should  pay  Robertson  one  eighth  of  all  profit 
he  should  make  by  such  transactions.  Then  you 
all^e  that  the  defendant  by  his  agent  made  a  tender 
for  plots  4  to  6  at  a  rental  of  450/. — that  is  that  you, 
Mr.  Villiers,  made  that  ? — I  made  it. 

3951.  You  tendered  at  450/.,  and  that  thereupon 
Robertson  informed  you  that  your  ten«ler  would  not 
be  accepted  ;  but  that  a  tender  which  Hobson  had 
made  for  plots  4  to  9  would  be  accepted,  and  that  he, 
Robertson,  would  endeavour  to  induce  Hobson  to 
grant  you  a  sub-lease  of  the  plots  at  a  rental  of  450/. 
That  Robertson  accordingly  took  you  to  the  office  of 
Wedderspoon  Grey,  a  brother  of  Robertson,  and 
Robertson  proposed  that  Hobson  should  agree  to 
grant  you  a  sub -lease  of  plots  4  and  5  at  a  rent  of 
450/.  in  the  event  of  his  tender  being  accepted ;  that 
Hobson  suggested  as  a  variation  that  the  sub-lease  to 
you  should  be  350/.,  and  that  you  should  take  20 
years*  purchase  of  the  difference,  making  a  capital  sum 
of  2,000/.,  and  that  after  discussion  that  was  agreed 
to ;  that  you  were  induced  to  enter  into  it  in  the 
belief  that  your  own  tender  had  been  bon^  fide 
rejected  on  its  merits,  and  that  the  plaintiff's  was  made 
honestly,  and  if  accepted  by  the  Metropolitan  Board 
of  Works  would  be  binding  on  them.  Well,  then, 
you  administered  interrogatories  to  Mr.  Hobson  in 
that  action  ? — Yes, 

3952.  Have  you  the  interrogatories  ? — {Mr.  Waddy.) 
I  have  not. 

3953.  {Chairman.)  I  think  the  answers  sufficiently 
show  what  they  are.  In  answer  to  interrogatory  1 
Mr.  Hobson  swears; — ^*I  have  been  informed  and 
*«  believe  that  Thomas  James  Robertson  was  an 
**  assistant  surveyor  to  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
«  Works  from  the  year  1882  and  thenceforward 
"  during  the  period  of  the  transactions  the  subject  of 
"  this  action.  I  am  not  aware  whether  or  not  the 
"  said  Thomas  James  Robertson  was  employed  by  the 
*•  said  Board  to  advise  them  as  to  the  acceptance  or 
"  rejection  of  tenders,  but  believe  not.  The  said 
"  Thomas  James  Robertson  was  as  far  as  my  know- 
"  ledge  extends  employed  as  assistant  surveyor,  and 
"  not  otherwise.  I  do  not  know  whether  Thomas 
*•  James  Robertson  is  or  is  not  still  such  assistant 
^*  surveyor.  In  answer  to  interrogatory  2,  I  say  that 
"  during  the  like  period  I  was  following  the  profession 
"  of  a  surveyor  and  dealer  in  land  and  house  pro- 
"  perty,  and  not  carrying  on  any  other  business  or 
"  profession.  No  arrangement  was  made  between 
"  me  and  the  said  Thomas  James  Robinson  as  set 
**  forth  in  the  second  paragraph  of  the  defence 
"  touching  the  plots  4  to  9  in  the  statement  of  claim 
*^  mentioned,  or  any  of  them,  or  any  tender  therefor, 
"  but  in  the  defendant's  presence,  and  with  his  know- 
"  ledge  and  consent,  I  promised  the  said  Thomas  James 
"  Robertson  one  eighth  out  of  the  premium  Xo  be  paid 
"  by  the  defendant  to  me.'*     Was  that  paid  ? — Tes. 

3954.  "  In  answer  to  interrogatory  3  :  In  answer  to 
<*  the  first  question  I  believe  this  to  be  so,  but  have 
"  no  personal  knowledge  of  the  matter.  I  do  not 
"  recollect  when  I  first  heard  the  defendant  had 
<*  tendered  for  plots  4  and  5,  but  I  was  first  informed 
"  of,  and  first  heard  of  the  matters  in  the  first  qiiestion 
*'  in  this  interrogatory  mentioned  to  the  best  of  my 
«  recollection  and  belief  on  the  14 th  July  1886  by  a 
**  verbal  communication  from  the  defendant,  and  at 
"  the  same  time  and  in  the  same  manner,  and  also 
**  through  the  defendant,  that  the  defendant  had  made 
**  a  tender  and  that  such  tender  had  been  refused." 
Hobson  in  your  presence  promised  Robertson  one- 
eighth  of  the  sum  he  was  to  receive  ? — One-eighth 
commission. 

3955.  Can  you  tell  us  when  it  was  that  that  promise 
was  made  ?  The  letters  which  passed  between  you 
and  Mr.  Hobson  are  dated  July  14th,  1886?— It  was 
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at  that  date  ;  at  the  same  time  that  the  letter  was      Eighth  I  lay. 
signed. 

3956.  **I  do  not  recollect  when  I  first  heard  the 
**  defendant  had  tendered  for  plots  4  and  5,  but  I  was 
"  first  informed  of  and  first  heard  of  the  matters  in 
^'  the  first  question  in  this  interrogatory  mentioned  to 
"  the  best  of  my  recoUection  and  belief  on  the  14th 
**  July  1886  by  a  verbal  communication  from  the 
'^  defendant,  and  at  the  same  time,  and  in  the  same 
^^  manner,  and  also  through  the  defendant  that  the 
'*  defendant  had  made  a  tender  and  that  such  tender 
"  had  been  refused."  Then,  in  answer  to  the  next 
interrogatory  he  says,  "  I  do  not  know."  Probably 
you  can  get  me  a  copy  of  the  interrogatory. 

3957.  {Mr.  Waddy,)  Mr.  Graham  will  supply 
your  Lord&bip's  secretary  with  it. 

3958.  {Chairman.)  **  1  never  met  the  defendant  at 
"  the  office  of  Mr.  Wedderspoon  Grey.  I  believe 
<*  that  one  William  Wedderspoon  Grey  is  the  brother 
*'  or  brother-in-law  of  T nomas  James  Robertson,  and 
"  I  believe  he  has  changed  his  name,  but  1  have  no 
**  personal  knowledge  on  the  subject,  and  am  unaware 
'*  of  what  his  reasons  for  so  doing  were.  In  answer 
^'  to  interrogatory  7  :  in  answer  to  the  first  question, 
"  Thomas  James  Robertson  did  make  the  proposal 
"  therein  mentioned,  as  I  understood,  at  the  request 
"  the  defendant."  It  is  rather  important  to  see  what 
that  proposal  was.  It  is  no  use  my  going  any  further 
till  I  have  the  interrogatories.  When  did  you  pay 
the  2,000/.  to  Mr.  Hobson  ?— I  think  about  six 
weeks  ago. 

3959.  {Mr.  fVaddt/.)  It  will  not  be  so  much  as  six 
weeks  ago,  will  it? — It  must  be.  I  could  not  say, 
but  it  does  not  exceed  six  weeks. 

3960.  {Chairman.^  I  should  be  glad  if  you  could 
give  me  the  exact  date. 

3961.  {Mr.  Waddy.)  Was  it  paid  through  your 
solicitor  ? — Yes.  Mr.  Graham  can  give  you  the 
exact  date. 

3962.  {Chairman.)  I  want  to  know  was  it  before 
Robertson  left  the  country  or  not? 

3963.  {Mr.  Waddy,)  Had  the  payment  of  that 
money  any  reference  or  connexion  in  your  mind 
with  Mr.  Robertson  leaving  the  country  ? — Not  the 
sJghtest. 

3964.  (  Chairman.)  I  wanted  to  know  whether  Mr. 
Hobson  received  it  before  Mr.  Robertson  left  the 
country.     It  has  nothing  to  do  with  Mr.  Villiers. 

3965.  {Mr.  fVaddy.)  I  think  I  have  mentioned  that 
you  have  been  staying  lately  for  some  little  time  past 
at  Deodato,  in  Roquebrune,  in  the  Alps  Maritimes  ? 
—Yes. 

3966.  Mr.  Graham's  name  has  been  mentioned. 
Did  you  write  to  him  as  your  solicitor  with  regard  to 
the  matter  upon  which  you  have  come  here  to-day. 
Did  you  communicate  with  your  solicitor  as  to  your 
course  in  connexion  with  this  inquiry  ? — He  com- 
municated with  me  and  I  wrote  to  him,  that  is. 
recently. 

3967.  Within  the  last  few  days  ?— Yes. 

3968.  I  believe  he  appointed  to  meet  you  in  Paris  ? 
—He  met  me  in  Paris  last  Sunday. 

3969.  And  he  told  you  to  come  across  ? — He  told 
me  to  come  over  immediately.  1  intended  coming 
from  the  first.  You  will  see  that  from  the  letter  of 
Mr.  Goddard  I  purposed  coming.  The  two  stories 
would  not  agree.  I  wrote  him  asking  him  not  to  give 
such  evidence,  because  I  did  not  think  he  was  in  a 
proper  state. 

3970.  You  said  you  saw  in  some  newspaper,  as  you 
think,  a  statement  with  regard  to  this  109,000/.  as 
being  a  great  deal  too  much? — I  did.  You  are  now 
going  back  to  the  time  before  I  took  the  old  Pavilion. 

3971.  Yes? — I  did  see  it,  and  there  was  a  talk  that 
the  sum  given  to  Mr.  Loibl  was  very  excessive. 
There  was  a  general  impression  that  it  was. 

3972.  Do  you  remember  what  newspaper  that  was  ? 
— I  could  not  tell  you.  It  was  some  small  paper, 
rather  a  religious  paper — the  **  Baptist  Mission  "  or 
something  of  that  sort. 
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3978.  {Mr.  Grain,)  The  statement  made  by  Mr. 
ViUiers  is  so  full  that  I  have  no  questions  to  ask  him. 

3974.  {Mr,  Meadows  White.)  There  is  one  matter 
to  which  you  alluded  on  which  I  think  I  ought  to  put 
some  questions.  Mr.  VulUamy  was  for  a  long  time 
an  officer  of  the  Board,  and  he  is  now  dead.  Will  you 
tell  me  when  it  was  you  first  remember  any  discussion 
with  Mr.  Vulliamy  as  to  the  price. 

397/5.  {Mr.  Waddy.)  There  is  no  sujsrgestion  that 
Mr.*  Vulliamy  did  anything  at  all  wrong. 

3976.  {Mr.  Meadows  (Vhite.)  I  only  wish  to  know 
when  was  it  you  first  had  a  discussion  with  Mr. 
Vulliamy  a*i  to  the  rent  and  premium  you  were  to 
pay  7 — After  the  consent  of  the  Board — after  their 
giving  their  consent  that  I  might  apply  for  it;  I 
could  not  fix  the  date* 

3977.  You  had  in  fact  an  offer  from  the  Board  that 
yoii  should  make  a  tender  ? — I  had  their  consent. 
I  cannot  say  an  offer.  I  had  their  cousent  that  I 
should  be  permitted  to  tender.  The  principal  diffi- 
culty was,  would  the  Board  allow  me  to  take  that  as 
a  going  tenant,  as  a  tenant  in  possession.  The  value 
to  me  was  not  what  1  paid  for  it,  but  the  value  to  me 
was  being  permitted  to  continue  my  business. 

3978.  Then  you  say  Mr.  Vulliamy.  Was  it  then 
discussed  between  you  what  was  the  proper  price  to 
be  paid  by  you  ? — Yes ;  I  said  to  Mr.  Vulliamy,  "  Can 
"  you  give  me  any  information  as  to  what  you  think. 
"  I  want  to  pay  a  liberal  price."  He  said,  "  Oh,  yes, 
"  you  may  depend  upon  it  you  will  have  to  pay 
"  enough,  do  not  bother  yourself,  you  will  have  to 
**  pay  enough,"  and  then  he  packed  me  off".  He  was 
a  very  charming  old  gentleman,  but  very  peculiar  and 
erratic ;  you  could  not  pin  him  to  any  decided  course, 
you  could  not  get  a  decided  answer  out  of  Mr.  Vulliamy 
on  any  subject. 

3979.  I  think  I  gather  from  you  that  Mr.  Vulliamy 
had  instanced  what  rent  was  being  paid  for  the 
opposite  plots  ? — I  do  not  think  it  was  Mr.  Vulliamy. 
Whether  it  was  Mr.  Goddard,  Mr.  Robertson,  or 
Mr.  Vulliamy  I  am  not  prepared  to  swear  which  of 
the  three  gave  me  the  information,  because  it  seemed 
to  me  that  from  one  office  you  went  to  the  other,  and 
the  only  thing  I  can  say  that  I  am  positive  of  is  that 
Mr.  Vulliamy  stated  after  the  vote  "  Yo\i  now  have 
**  permission  to  tender  for  it.  I  want  it  covered ;  I 
**  shall  give  every  assistance  to  facilitate  the  immediate 
'*  erection.  I-  am  your  friend  if  you  can  satisfy 
**  me  you  can  put  up  a  good  building ;  I  will  do  all  I 
•*  can  for  you."  That  was  Mr.  Vulliamy's  hobby 
*'  if  I  may  so  call  it. 

3980.  I  want  to  know  what  Mr.  Vulliamy  said  as 
to  his  having  consulted  experts  ? — He  said  something 
about  he  should  consult  them,  or  something  of  the 
kind.  He  would  not  give  me  an  opinion  himself ;  he 
would  not  give  the  slightest  opinion  about  the  value 
of  the  land.  J  think  this  took  place  in  the  presence  of 
Robertson,  but  whether  the  three  were  together  I 
could  not  say. 

3981.  {Mr.  (rrenfell.)  You  stated  that  you  saw 
them  all  three  together  ? — I  think  they  were  all  three 
together.  I  saw  them  not  very  frequently,  but  I  have 
seen  them  together  on  that  subject. 

3982.  (Chairman.)  You  have  seen  Goddard  sepa- 
rately ? — I  went  to  Mr.  Vulliamy  on  one  subject  more 
particularly,  the  elevation. 

3983.  {Mr.  Meadows  fVhite.)  I  want  to  know  the 
discussion  you  had  with  Mr.  Vulliamy  particularly. 
When  you  saw  him  it  was  with  refei'ence  to  fixing 
this  rent? — Not  particularly  Mr.  Vulliamy;  it  was 
more  particularly  as  to  the  buildings. 

3984.  You  did  see  Mr.  Vulliamy  with  regard  to  the 
buildings  ? — Mr.  Vulliamy  was  always  upon  the 
subject  of  the  buildings  and  the  elevation.  Mr. 
Vulliamy  seemed  to  address  himself  entirely  to  that 
and  to  have  his  heart  in  that  place,  being  covered 
rapidly  as  a  screen.  He  wished  to  have  a  classical 
building.  It  was  to  be  covered  as  a  screen,  and  now 
there  comes  to  my  memory  a  remark  he  made,  he  did 
not  want  any  pepper-castor  buildings  in  the  neigh- 
bourhood, there  were  enough.   .  He  seemed  to  me^  if  I 


may  so  delinc  it,  as  if  his  heart  seemed  fixed  upon 
having  that  covered  rapidly,  not  to  have  an  open 
gap.  That  was  his  inducement.  It  was  his  idea  that 
he  did  not  want  an  open  gap,  and  he  wanted  to  be 
assured  that  I  was  in  a  position  to  put  up  a  building 
rapidly.  He  did  not  seem  to  care  a  bit  about  the 
license  or  about  anything  else.  The  licensing  business 
did  not  concern  him.  He  wanted  a  classical  building, 
a  building  that  was  an  ornament  to  London,  and  I 
was  obliged  to  satisfy  him ;  I  took  Peto's  down  to  him 
to  satisfy  him  about  that  point.  I  took  young  Mr. 
Petx>  down  to  Mr.  Vulliamy  and  introduced  him  to 
Mr.  Vulliamy,  and  Mr.  Vulliamy  said,  "  Oh,  I  am  glad 
**  it  is  you  l^eto;  now  my  mind  is  at  ease,  now  we 
"  shall  have  a  proper  building." 

3985.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  I  think  what  you  stated  was 
that  you  saw  Mr.  Vulliamy  after  you  had  received  the 
announcement  that  you  might  tender,  and  before  your 
tender  was  accepted  ? — Yes. 

3986.  And  that  then  you  saw  Mr.  Vulliamy  after- 
wards, along  with  Mr.  Goddard  and  Mr.  Kobertson  ? 
— I  did  not  mean  to  convey  the  idea  that  I  saw  them 
frequently  together.  I  saw  ihem  frequently.  I  was 
coming  in  to  know  how  the  thing  was  going.  I  had 
a  double  course  to  pursue  ;  there  was  expedition  that 
was  necessary  for  the  license  which  Mr.  Robertson 
and  Mr.  Goddard  seemed  to  devote  themselves  to.  The 
classical  building  and  the  surety  that  there  would  not  be 
a  hitch  was  Mr.  Vulliamy*s  anxiety.  As  to  saying  that 
Mr.  Vulliamy  told  me  the  price,  or  that  Mr.  Gtnldard 
told  me,  or  that  Mr.  Robertson  told  me,  I  cannot,  but 
certainly  Mr.  Vulliamy  knew  it. 

3987.  {Chairman.)  I  understand  that  at  this  time 
you  cannot  recollect  which  it  was  that  said  to  you 
a  particular  thing  about  the  price  ? — No,  it  may  have 
been  Mr.  Robertson  suggested  or  Mr.  Vulliamy,  I 
could  not  say  which  told  me,  but  I  knew  it,  I  knew 
the  price. 

3988.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  You  told  me  of  the  pro- 
mise made  by  Hobson  to  Robertson  in  your  presence 
to  give  him  one-eighth  of  the  profit  he  made  on  that 
purchase.  Were  you  aware  of  any  other  promise  to 
pay  a  share  to  Mr.  Goddard  or  anybody  else  ? — No, 
not  the  slightest.  I  do  not  think  that  anybody  but 
Robertson  was  connected  with  that. 

3989.  There  is  no  other  case  in  which  you  heard  of 
any  promise  made  by  Mr.  Hobson  to  pay  anybody 
but  Robertson  .^— Not  any.  I  knew  little  of  Mr. 
Hobson. 

3990.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Have  you  told  us 
everything  that  took  place  which  led  you  to  go  to  Mr. 
Saunders  ? — Yes, 

3991.  Everything? — Everything.  Yes,  to  the  be.st 
of  my  recollection  everything.  I  have  indeed,  to  the 
best  of  my  recollection. 

3992.  You  seem  to  have  made  a  full  disclosure 
and  I  do  not  complain.  You  have  told  us  that  that 
is  all  that  took  place  which  led  you  to  go  to 
Mr.  Saunders  ? — To  the  best  of  my  recollection,  that 
is  all. 

3993.  Had  you  any  conversation  with  Mr.  Isaacs 
about  Mr.  Saunders  ?— 

3994.  {Chairman.)  I  think  Mr.  Isaac»  said  you 
told  him  you  were  obliged  to  employ  Saunders  ;  that 
Saunders  had  been  put  upon  you  or  something  of  that 
sort.  Did  you  tell  Mr.  Isaacs  that  ? — 1  do  not  think 
I  told  Isaacs,  but  1  thmk  I  told  his  partner  Florence. 

3995.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  What  yon  have  told 
us  as  to  what  took  place  which  led  you  to  go  to 
Saunders  is  all  that  took  place  ?—  It  did  take  place. 
I  had  no  idea  of  having  Saunders  up  to  the  interview 
with  Woodward. 

3996.  There  was  no  pressure  put  upon  yon  by  any 
member  of  the  Board  ? — Not  the  slightest. 

3997.  Or  by  any  other  official  *»f  the  Board  ? — Not 
the  slightest.  I  do  not  know  whether  your  Lordship 
thinks  it  offensive  my  making  a  remark,  but  I  have 
stated  u'ith  regard  to  Mr.  Vulliamy  exactly  what 
occurred.  He  had  his  heart  and  soul  in  that,  and 
with  no  othdr  object.  He  gave  me  every  assistance, 
but  there  was  nothing  whatev^  or  any  suggestion  at 
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any  time  passed  with  Mr.  Vulliamy.  It  was  only  that 
he  wished  a  classical  building  and  he  wished  a  screen 
put  up  to  ])ide  Windmill  Street. 

3998.  (Chairman,)  You  mean  whatever  may  have 
been  the  motive  or  interest  of  Groddord  or  of  Robertson 
Mr.  Vulliamy  had  no  interest  except  the  interest  of 
the  Board  ? — Not  the  slightest. 

3999.  (Mr.  GrenfelL)  He  took  the  esthetic  view  ? 
— Entirely.  He  was  a  great  artist.  He  was  really 
an  artist^  and  he  felt  the  interest  of  the  Board  entirely 
at  his  heart ;  he  had  no  other  object. 

4000.  (Mr.  Grain.)  My  learned  friend  asked  the 
question  whether  Mr.  Saunders  did  not  go  to  Mr. 
Yilliers.  1  should  like  to  test  that  for  the  sake  of 
Mr.  Isaacs.  He  said  that  he  came  to  Mr.  Yilliers. 
Do  you  recollect  how  that  was  ? — Mr.  Saunders  did 
not  come  to  me  ;  1  called  on  Mr.  Saunders. 


4001.  (Mr.  Grenfell.)  We  have  got  it  that  Robert- 
son said  that  Saunders  would  have  the  job. 

4002.  (Mr.  Grain.)  It  is  with  reference  to  the 
cross  examination  of  Saunders,  whether  he  had  not 
gone  to  Mr.  Villiers  ? — No,  he  did  not  come  to  me ;  I 
went  to  him.  I  was  introduced  to  him  by  Mr. 
Woodward. 

4003.  (C/iairman.)  As  1  understand,  Robertson 
introduced  Woodward  to  you.  Woodward  gave  you 
to  understand  that  if  you  did  not  employ  Saunders  as 
your  architect,  Saunders  had  said  it  would  be  an 
awkward  business,  that  you  would  not  get  the  job  ? — 
The  exact  word  is  difficult  to  remember,  but  that  was 
the  spu-it  of  it;  the  entire  meaning  of  it. 

4004.  You   went   off   straight  with  Woodward 
Saundei-s  ? — To  Saunders. 
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The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Charles  John  Phipps  sworn  and  examined. 


4005.  (Chairman,)  You  are  an  architect,  I  believe  ? 
Yes. 

4006.  You  have  had  some  transaction  with  Mr. 
Hobson  with  reference  to  a  site  of  the  Shaftesbury 
Avenue  ? — I  have. 

4007.  I  believe  you  introduced  to  him  Captain 
Napier,  who  agreed  to  take  the  site  ? — I  did. 

4008.  Paying  him  a  premium  for  it? — Paying  a 
premium  of  2,500/.  beyond  the  ground  rent. 

4009.  At  the  time  that  you  introduced  Captain 
Napier,  did  you  make  any  arrangement  with  Mr. 
Hobson  as  to  the  remuneration  you  were  to  receive  ? 
— Before  I  introduced  Captain  Napier.  The  under- 
standing between  Mr.  Hobson  and  myselt*  was  that  if 
he  got  the  ground,  and  if  I  introduced  a  customer  to 
him,  he  was  to  give  me  a  third  of  the  profit  he 
got. 

4010.  You  know  at  that  time  he  had  not  actually 
secured  the  ground  ? — Certainly,  I  went  to  him  asking 
him  to  secure  the  ground.  1  went  to  him  some  time 
in  May,  and  asked  him  to  secure  the  ground. 

401 1.  Had  you  found  Captain  Napier  at  that  time  ? 
— No,  I  did  not  know  Captain  Napier  at  that  time, 
but  I  was  very  anxious  to  secure  that  piece  of  ground 
for  a  theatre. 

4012.  Did  you  learn  from  him  that  he  had  made  a 
tender  in  the  name  of  his  solicitor  ? — No,  he  told  me 
he  would  make  a  tender,  but  I  did  not  know  the 
amount  of  the  tender,  nor  did  I  know  the  name  in 
which  it  was  sent  in  till  some  time  afterwards. 

4013.  You  introduced  Captain  Napier  to  him  as  a 
person  who  would  take  it  ? — I  did. 

4014.  At  the  time  that  you  introduced  Captain 
Napier,  and  that  the  Commission  was  agreed  upon, 
the  amoujit  of  rent  at  which  the  Board  were  willing 
to  let,  was,  I  suppose,  known  ? — Oh,  yes  ;  the  tender 
had  been  made  and  accepted  as  I  understood. 

4015.  Did  you  know  that  it  was  accepted  only 
conditionally,  and  that  the  conditions  had  not  been 
complied  with  ? — No.  Tenders  were  sent  in  on  June 
9th,  and  I  understood  from  a  letter  which  Mr.  Hobson 
showed  me  that  the  tender  was  absolutely  accepted 
in  July.  I  know  there  was  a  hitch  afterwards,  that  is 
to  sa} ,  it  went  oft'  to  a  certain  extent. 

4016.  You  arranged  thafyou  were  to  receive  one 
third  of  the  premium  ? — Yes. 

4017.  When  did  you  first  have  any  communication 
with  Mr.  Fowler  on  the  subject  ? — I  was  constantly 
seeing  Mr.  Fowler  during  that  year,  because  I  had 
other  business  with  him,  and  was  acting  for  him  with 
his  tenants  as  regards  the  Opera  Comique,  and  also 
with  regard  to  a  matter  on  the  Thames  Embankment, 
where  he  originally  buih.  the  Opera  House.  I  was 
talking  to  him  about  these  sites  during  the  whole  of 
the  year ;  but  it  was  not  until  after  Captain  Napier 
had  been  introduced  by  me  to  Mr.  Hobson  that  I 
mentioned  to  him  that  I  should  require  his  services. 

4018.  Can  you  tell  us  the  date  when  you  first 
mentioned  to  him  that  you  should  require  his  services  ? 


— Mr.  Fowler  himself  mentioned  October  1 2th.  I 
could  not  have  stated  it  myself,  but  I  find  I  called  on 
him  then. 

4019.  Can  you  say  whether  you  called  on  him  at 
any  date  prior  to  that  ?— I  could  not  t«ll  that. 

4020.  When  you  called  upon  him  on  that  day  what 
did  you  desire  of  him? — 1  told  him  that  1  had  to  a 
certain  extent  made  myself  responsible  that  any  person 
taking  this  land  should  have  no  trouble  with  the  rights 
of  lights.  The  land  I  may  tell  you  was  dominated  by 
rights  of  lights  and  houses  all  round.  I  told  him  1 
wanted  somebody  to  back  up  my  opinion  in  case 
should  require  it. 

4021.  Did  you  know  that  Mr.  Fowler  was  a  member 
of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  P—Oh,  certainly. 

4022.  Did  you  arrange  any  remuneration  that  he 
was  to  have? — Not  at  that  time. 

4023.  When  did  you  ?— To  the  best  of  my  recol- 
lection not  until  after  I  came  from  abroad,  which 
would  be  about  the  first  week  in  November — not 
absolutely — not  any  absolute  remuneration.  It  was 
not  mentioncid,  I  think,  till  then. 

4024.  What  was  mentioned  then? — I  told  him  I 
would  give  him  a  couple  of  hundred  pounds. 

4025.  Have  you  anything  which  will  enable  you  to 
fix  accurately  the  date  of  that  ? — Nothing  more  than 
little  notes  that  I  have  in  my  pocket-book,  that  is  of 
the  dates  I  called  upon  him. 

4026.  Are  those  taken  from  your  biK)ks  ? — I  have 
the  dates  on  which  I  called  upon  him  : — October  12th, 
October  16th,  October  18th,  November  4th,  November 
6th,  and  November  10th. 

-U)27.  Were  they  all  about  this  matter?— I  cannot 
tell  you  that.  I  do  not  think  they  were.  They  were 
with  reference  to  the  Opera  Comique  on  several 
occasions. 

4028.  What  was  doing  as  regards  the  Opera 
Comique  ? — He  was  changing  his  tenant  as  the 
tenant  wanted  to  make  some  alterations.  He  always 
sent  to  me  for  the  Opera  Comique. 

4029.  Was  he  the  proprietor  ? — Mr.  Fowler  was 
the  proprietor  of  the  Opera  Comique  Theatre.  I 
have  acted  for  him  ever  since  1882  with  reference  to 
that  theatre. 

4030.  Then  on  one  of  those  occasions  you  promised 
he  should  have  200/.  remuneration  ? — The  early  part 
of  November,  T  believe.  I  will  tell  you  what  led  up 
to  it,  l)ecau8e  1  have  all  the  documents  here.  At  that 
time  we  were  absolutely  coming  to  close  quarters 
with  the  people  round  about  the  land.  Mr.  Fowler 
advised  me  that  certain  houses  ought  to  be  purchased 
because  he  thought  the  lights  of  light  dominated  the 
property,  and  by  his  advice  T  entered  into  a  contract 
to  take  the  lease' of  one  house. 

4031.  What  was  the  date  of  that  ?— The  26th 
November.  That  is  the  date  of  the  contract.  The 
negotiation  n  were  prior  to  that.  I  took  that  house 
for  a  19  years'  lease  at  111/,  a  year.  Then  there  were 
two  other  houses. 
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4032.  Mr.  Fowler  had  nothing  to  do  with  that? — 
Mr.  Fowler  was  advising  me  upon  the  matter. 

4033.  Advisinscyou  on  what  point?— On  the  point 
of  what  I  should  give  for  the  houses.  He  valued 
them  for  me.  The  person  of  whom  I  took  that 
house  I  am  a  sub-tenant  of.  He  pays  36/.  a  year  to 
the  freeholder;  I  pay  HI/,  a  year  for  the  house  as  a 
profit  rental.  Since  that  again  there  is  another  nego- 
tiation about  that  house  I  will  tell  you  of  further  on. 
Then  at  the  same  date  I  find  I  have  a  contract  here 
for  the  purchase  of  the  lease  of  two  other  houses  for 
1,800/.,  and  a  subsequent  transaction  to  that.  I  have 
taken  three  houses  that  dominated  the  whole  of  the  land. 

4034.  Then  when  you  received  that  money,  700/., 
I  think,  from  Mr.  Statham  Hobson,  you  went  with 
him  to  Mr.  Fowler  ? — Previous  to  that.  The  dates  of 
the  cheques  Mr.  Hobson  gave  me  were  these.  TJiere 
was  a  cheque  on  November  4th  I  find  for  300/.  Then 
on  December  llth  I  was  at  his  house  in  the  morning, 
and  I  said,  "I  am  going  to  see  Fowler  this  after- 
"  noon :  you  had  better  give  me  also  a  cheque  for 
*•  200/.  ;  I  want  to  give  it  to  him ;"  and  he  did  so,  and 
went  with  me  down  to  Mr.  Fowler's.  I  do  not  know 
why  it  was  so  ;  but  I  said,  "1  am  going  down  to  see 
*'  Fowler,  you  may  as  well  come  down  too.'* 

4035.  What  passed  ? — Simply  that  I  introduced 
Mr.  Hobson  to  Mr.  Fowler,  who  had  never  seen  him 
before,  and  Mr.  Hobson  said,  "  Mr.  Phipps  tells  me 
I  have  to  give  you  this  money, "  and  he  handed  him 
the  cheque.  Nothing  more  passed  upon  that  poini  at 
all.     I  think  I  made  the  remark,  **  It  is  all  right." 

4036.  Did  you  know  when  you  first  retained  Mr. 
Fowler  to  advise  in  the  matter  that  the  acceptance  of 
the  tender  had  not  been  completed  ? — I  cannot  say  I 
did.  I  considered  that  the  tender  had  been  accepted 
in  July.  I  considered  there  was  some  hitch,  but  I 
understood  it  was  simply  a  i^uestion  of  procedure, 
something  the  lawyers  had  to  deal  with.  I  never 
thought  for  one  moment  the  land  would  ever  go  off*. 

4037.  1  think  Mr.  Fowler  told  us  of  one  other 
pecuniary  transaction  you  had  had  with  him  as  regards 
the  Albert  Hall  ?— The  Albert  Pala<  e  at  Battersea  in 
1885. 

4038.  Has  there  been  any  other  ? — ^^^fhere  has  been 
no  pecuniary  transaction.  We  have  had  a  great  many 
transactions  together  ;  that  is  to  say  I  have  never  paid 
him  any  money. 

4039.  Or  anything  equivalent  to  money  ? — Nothing 
equivalent  to  money  at  all.  I  considered  I  was  to 
a  certain  extent  under  obligations  to  him  with  reference 
to  a  large  building  I  was  about  to  put  up  on  the 
Thames  Embankment,  on  the  site  of  the  Opera  House, 
which  did  not  come  to  anything,  as  you  know.  I  was 
engaged  by  a  company  to  put  up  a  large  building  on 
that  site,  and  Mr.  Fowler  very  kindly  gave  me  the 
whole  of  his  plans  of  the  Opera  House,  and  assisted  me 
in  every  possible  way,  and  acting  on  the  plans  he  lent 
me,  I  carried  out  works  there  to  the  extent  of  8,000/. 
Unfortunately  for  myself  and  the  builders  we  had 
never  received  a  single  farthing. 

4040.  There  is  no  other  case  in  which  there  has 
been  a  pecuniary  transaction  ? — None  whatever.  I 
should  like  to  make  this  remark  about  the  Albert 
Palace,  Battersea,  because  Mr.  Fowler  did  nothing 
whatever  in  that  matter  more  than  as  I  understood 
afterwards  he  i-ecommended  mo  to  Sir  Robert  Garden 
and  Sir  William  Marriott  and  several  more  gentlemen 


to  take  the  matter  up.  I  took  the  matter  up  and  I 
made  a  lot  of  plans.  I  had  a  great  many  interviews 
with  these  gentlemen,  and  went  once  before  a 
committee  of  the  Board. 

4041.  Was  Mr.  Fowler  at  that  committee? — Mr. 
Fowler  was  at  that  committee,  but  never  opened  his 
mouth,  because  he  was  not  required  to. 

4042.  Was  he  chairman  ? — No  ;  it  was  the  Theatres 
Committee.  Mr.  Francis,  the  architect  of  the  Albert 
Palace,  was  with  me,  and  I  believe  it  was  a  full  com- 
mittee. I  am  not  quite  sare  who  was  in  the  chair. 
There  was  only  one  dissentient.  It  was  the  most 
absui-d  objection  that  was  raised,  and  I  argued  the 
objection  our,  and  the  thing  was  settled  there  and 
then  in  my  presence,  and  they  gave  me  the  ceitificate. 

4043.  Was  it  after  that  you  gave  Mr.  Fowler  half 
your  fees  ? — When  Sir  Robert  Garden  sent  me  my  fee 
of  100  guineas  I  deducted  the  expenses  L  had  been 
put  to  out  of  pocket,  and  I  sent  Mr.  Fowler  half  of 
the  remairider,  47/.  10*. 

4044.  That  was  the  only  occasion  on  which  you 
have  shared  fees  with  him  ? — Yes. 

4045.  Or  on  which  he  has  received  remuneration 
such  as  he  received  in  the  case  of  Mr.  Statham 
Hobson  ? — The  only  case  I  have  ever  had  at  all. 

4046.  (Mr.  Grain.)  Would  you  explain  this  to  me. 
I  do  not  quite  understand  why  the  200/.  was  paid  to 
Mr.  Fowler.  What  had  he  done  for  it?— If  his 
Lordship  will  kindly  hand  me  my  papers  I  will  tell 
you. 

4047.  (Chairman,)  What  he  says  is  he  had  advised 
him  as  to  the  lights,  what  houses  he  should  buy,  and 
what  value  he  should  give  for  them. 

4048.  (Mr.  Grain.)  Was  that  aU  ?— Yes,  but  that 
was  a  good  deal. 

4049.  200/.  is  a  large  sum  of  money  ? — I  do  not 
think  the  fee  was  too  high. 

4050.  What  had  Mr.  Statham  Hobson  to  do  with 
the  ancient  lights  ? — ^Nothing  whatever. 

4051.  Why  should  he  pay  the  200/.  ?— Because  I 
asked  him  to.  Instead  of  paying  it  to  me  he  paid  it 
direct  to  Mr.  Fowler  through  me.  It  was  |)art  and 
parcel  of  my  commission  from  Mr.  Hobson.  I  paid 
it  to  Mr.  Fowler,  but  it  happened  to  bo  paid  by  Mr. 
Hobson's  cheque. 

4052.  You  area  gentleman  of  very  large  experience. 
Why  call  Mr.  Fowler  in.  That  is  what  I  really  do 
not  understand  ? 

(Chairman.)  That,  I  think,  he  has  given  an  ex- 
planation of,  whether  it  is  a  good  one  or  not  I  do 
not  say  ;  but  it  was  becaust*  he  wanted  to  get  Mr. 
Fowler  to  assist  him,  and  back  him  up  as  to  the 
lights. 

(Mr,  Grain.)  Merely  as  to  the  lights. 

4053.  (Chairman.)  J  really  do  not  quite  understand 
this— why  you  should  not  have  given  your  cheque  to 
Mr.  Fowler  instead  of  taking  Mr.  Hobson  to  him  ? — 
I  cannot  explain  that.  The  transaction  was  just  on 
the  spur  of  the  moment.  Mr.  Hobson  was  drawing 
a  cheque,  and  I  said,  "  By-the-bye,  just  draw  a  cheque 
for  Fowler  instead  of  paying  it  to  me."  There  was 
nothing  in  it  at  the  time,  although  it  has  been  made 
a  great  deal  of  since. 

{Mr.  Grenfell.)  The  question  was  asked  before, 
what  he  did  for  the  600/.,  and  the  answer  is 
'*  Everything."     That  is  question  3114. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Adjourned  for  a  short  time. 


Ml*.  Edward  Stimpson  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr.  4064.  You  are  an  auctioneer,  I  believe  ? — I  am. 

E.  Stitiqfson.  4055.  Have  you  had  any  transaction  with  reference 
' —  to  sites  belonging  to  the  Board  ? — ^Not  with  sites,  but 
with  two  matters  I  should  like  to  acquaint  youi*  lord- 
ship with.  The  first,  I  may  mention,  was  with 
reference  to  a  house  at  2,  Grove  Terrace,  Wandsworth. 
I  put  up  some  properties  for  the  Board  on  May  26th, 


1887.  They  were  all  sold  with  the  exception  of  one 
little  house,  veiy  much  out  of  order.  On  the  day  of 
the  sale — aft^r  the  sale — a  gentleman  who  was  in  the 
saleroom  said  to  me  **  I  will  give  100/.  for  that  house." 
On  the  next  day,  May  27th,  I  wrote  to  the  architect 
stating  the  result  of  the  sale,  and  saying  that  I  had 
100/.  offered  for  the  unsold  house.     On  June  6th  I 
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wrote  to  the  architect  in  reply  to  an  inquiry  from 
him  that  the  offer  of  100/.  was  'made  by  a  gentleman 
who  attended  the  auction  not  the  same  person  who 
bought  thf?  cottages  in  the  Borrodaile  lioad.  On 
that  same  day  some  houses  were  sold  in  the  Borrodaile 
Road,  and  I  suppose  the  architect  wrote  to  me  and 
asked  me  if  the  same  person  that  offered  the  100/. 
had  bought  the  houses  in  Bori*odaile  Road.  On 
June  10th,  I  wrote  to  tlie  Assistant  Solicitor,  Con- 
veyancing Department,  in  reply  to  his  inquiry,  that 
the  person  who  had  made  the  offer  was  a  Mr. 
Worcester,  and  on  June  13th  or  14th  I  received 
instructions  to  accept  it. 

4050.  Who  was  Mr.  Worcester? — The  man  who 
made  the  offer. 

4057.  Who  is  he  ? — He  is  a  sewing-machine  agent, 
and  he  is  secretary  to  several  Starr  Bowkett  Building 
Societies. 

4058.  Not  in  your  employ  at  all  ?  —Not  in  my 
employ.  When  Mr.  Worcester  came  to  me,  I  either 
bad  seen  him  or  written  to  him,  I  cannot  say  which. 
He  said  to  me  :  "It  is  three  weeks  since  I  made  that 
**  offer.  I  have  had  a  look  at  the  house.  It  is  not 
"  what  I  expected.  I  do  not  feel  inclined  to  give  it.'' 
I  said  :  "  Here  is  a  little  matter  of  100/.  I  have 
'^  had  dealings  with  the  Board,  and  have  acted  as 
"  their  auctioneer  for  many  properties  over  this  side 
"  of  the  water  for  several  years.  It  locks  very  bad 
**  for  me  to  make  an  offer  on  behalf  of  a  person  and 
**  then  to  withdraw."  I  said:  ''Rather  than  have 
"  any  bother  about  it  I  will  pay  100/.,  whether  there 
"  is  any  profit  on  it  or  any  loss  on  it  I  would  rather 
**  pay  it  myself." 

4059.  What  was  the  date  of  this?— June  1887. 
The  matter  wa«  completed  in  Mr.  Worcestei-'s  name, 
and  practically  it  was  I  paid  the  money. 

4060.  Who  did  you  communicate  with  in  the 
architect's  office  about  it? — It  was  written  to  the 
architect. 

4061.  Had  you  any  personal  communication? — 
Not  personal. 

4062.  Did  you  see  Mr.  Robertson  at  all  with 
regard  to  that  house  ?  —  No ;  he  knows  nothing 
whatever  about  it. 

4063.  I  do  not  know  whether  he  knows  anything 
about  it  or  not.  Did  you  see  him  at  all  about  it  ? — 
I  did  not 

4064.  You  have  had  dealings  with  Mr.  Robertson  ? 
— I  have  one  which  I  will  tell  your  lordship  of. 

4065.  What  was  that? — These  are  the  only  two 
matters  in  which  I  have  ever  had  to  do  with  the 
Board' :<  properties :  On  July  the  6th,  1885,  I  offered 
on  behalf  of  Mr.  Clarke,  2,000/.  Previous  to  that  I 
had  inquu-ed  of  the  same  gentleman  if  1,800/.  would 
be  taken  for  a  corner  plot  in  Church  Sti'eet,  Camber- 
well.  On  July  15th  I  received  a  letter  from  Mr. 
Vulliamy  declining  it.  After  seeing  Mr.  Clarke 
again  I  wrote  to  Mr.  Vulliamy  on  August  6th,  1885, 
inquiring  if  2,200/.  would  purchase  it.  On  August 
24th  Mr.  Vulliamy  wrote  that  2,200/.  would  be  taken. 
Mr.  Clarke  thought  at  the  time  it  was  too  much, 
and  it  was  not  until  October  the  3rd — August  6th  is 
the  date  I  mentioned  just  now — that  Mr.  Clarke  said 
he  would  ficive  it.  On  the  19th  October  1885  I  wrote 
to  the  Assistant  Solicitor,  Conveyancing  Department, 
in  reply  to  his  letter,  that  the  pm'chaser  was  Mr.  H. 
Clarke,  of  Stamford  Hill.  I  may  mention  that  on 
that  transaction  I  had  no  commission  from  the  Board. 
I  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  Board  whatever.  I 
simply  acted  as  agent  for  Mr.  Clarke,  as  I  should  for 
any  other  gentleman  who  came  to  me  and  said,  "  Try 
and  buy  that  for  me."  I  had  no  instructions  from 
the  Board  to  sell.  He  afterwards  came  to  me  to  ask 
me  to  try  and  s*ill  it.  I  pushed  it — ^it  was  my  business 
to  do  so— and  I  ultimately  sold  it  for  3,000/.  I  may 
mention,  as  Mr.  Robertson's  name  has  been  so  fre- 
quently mentioned,  that  it  was  in  this  way  I  knew 
that  Mr.  Robertson  knew  Mr.  Clarke.  I  met  Mr. 
Robertson  one  night,  I  think.  I  may  mention  that 
Mr.  Robertson  and  I  met  frequently  about  that  time 
at  Lodge's.     I  was  working  up  for  the  chair,  and  so 


was  he,  and  I  came  in  contact  with  him  in  that  way. 
I  think  I  said  one  night,  I  am  only  speaking  from 
memory,  and  I  have  no  other  data  to  go  upon — *'  I 
"  have  sold  that  corner  site  for  the  Board  "  (though  I 
practically  had  nothing  from  them  for  it,  and  I  had 
no  instructions  to  sell  it  for  them)  **  to  a  Mr.  Clarke, 
and  I  uuderstand  he  knows  you."  I  said,  "As  £ 
'*  got  nothing  from  the  Board,  what  shall  I  charge 
"  Mr.  Clarke  for  it  ?  "  "  Well,"  he  said,  *'  .Vjr.  Clarke 
**  is  a  man  who  pays  by  result".  If  you  sell  it,  and 
**  can  make  a  profit  Mr.  Clarke  will  very  likely 
"  behave  liberally  to  you."  I  sold  it,  as  1  have  just 
stated  to  your  lordship,  and  I  had  one  fourth  as  my 
remuneration,  on  condition  that  I  should  not  charge 
Mr.  Clarke  anything,  either  for  plans,  for  boards, 
for  advertisements,  or  for  anything.  I  had  one 
fourth  of  the  profit. 

4066.  From  Mr.  Clarke  ? — No,  my  lord ;  that  one 
fourth  was  paid  to  me  by  Mr.  Robertson. 

4067.  When  was  that  ? — This  was  sold  on  January 
the  20th,  1886  ;  and  on  October  the  6th,  1886,  Mr. 
Robertson  gave  me  his  own  cheque  for  161/.  10*. 

4068.  How  much  did  you  understand  that  Mr. 
Robertson  had  received  ? — I  imagined  it  was  half. 
1  wa.s  to  have  one  fourth.  I  should  imagine  that 
Mr.  Robertson  had  half.  He  received  from  Mr. 
Clark,  I  should  imagine — I  only  know  from  what  I 
imagine — 323/.  I  had  no  agreement  or  anything. 
It  was  purely  a  matter  of  honour,  and  it  was  sold  in 
January.  I  never  asked  Mr.  Robertson  for  it,  and 
should  never  have  done  so. 

4069.  Did  it  seem  to  you  a  little  strango  that 
Mr.  Robertson,  the  architect  to  the  Board,  was 
receiving  a  part  of  the  profit  which  Mr.  Clarke 
made  on  this  transaction  ? — It  was  a  matter  of 
business.     I  did  not  inquire  into  it. 

4070.  But  business  a  little  out  of  the  ordinary 
course.  What  had  Mr.  Robeitson  to  do  with  it  ? 
Why  should  Mr.  Robertson  have  received  a  shnro  of 
the  profit? — I  did  not  know  that  Mr.  Robertson  and 
Mr.  Clarke  knew  each  other. 

7071.  At  the  time  that  Mr.  Robertson  was  giving 
you  a  cheque  for  161/.  you  knew  he  was  receiving 
money  from  Mr.  Clark  ? — I  imagined  so.  I  have  no 
evidence  of  it. 

4072.  How  did  yen  suppose  that  Mr.  Robertson 
came  to  give  you  161/,  ? — He  told  me  when  I  said  I 
had  acted  for  Mr,  Clarke.  I  had  had  nothing  to  do 
with  this  land  for  the  Board,  I  had  had  no  commission 
from  them,  and  I  never  had  instructions  to  let  it  or 
sell  it  for  the  Board,  and  I  said,  **  I  can  never  make 
**  a  claim  against  the  Board,  because  I  was  never 
*'  employed  by  them,  I  am  acting  simply  as  agent 
"  of  Mr.  Clarke."  I  said,  "  What  shall  I  charge 
Mr.  Clarke  ?  "  In  the  ordinary  course  of  business  I 
should  have  charged  Mr.  Clarke  as  an  agent  for 
buying  the  property.  Mr.  Robertson  said  Mr.  Clarke 
was  a  man  who  paid  by  results  ?  "  I  know  Mr.  Clarke." 
It  came  out  in  some  oflf-handed  way.  I  had  my 
result. 

4073.  Why  should  Mr.  Robertson  have  given  you 
that  result  ? — I  had  believed  that  Mr.  Robertson  had 
half  with  Mr.  Clarke. 

4074.  Half  the  [»rofit  ?— Half  the  profit  with  Mr. 
Clarke. 

4075.  Then  you  supposed  it  was  half  Mr.  Clarke's 
speculation,  and  half  Mr.  Robertson's? — My  lord, 
I  do. 

4076.  Did  that  seem  at  all  strange  to  you,  that  the 
assistant  architect  to  the  Board,  who  had  to  deal  with 
the  question  of  letting  the  sites,  should  be  jointly 
speculating  with  the  person  buying  the  site  ? — I  had 
no  knowledge  that  he  had  to  do  with  letting  sites. 

4077.  Did  not  you  know  what  he  was  ? — I  have 
seen  him  when  I  have  gone  up  there  on  matters  of 
business. 

4078.  Have  you  been  employed  by  the  Board  ? — 
Since  1882. 

4079.  What  as  ? — Offering  for  sale  properties  over 
my  side  of  the  water. 
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4080.  Having  been  employed  by  the  Board  offering 
properties  for  sale,  do  you  mean  to  represent  you  did 
not  know  that  Mr.  Roberteon  was  in  the  Architect's 
Department,  having  to  do  with  the  selling  of  sites  ? — 
Well,  my  lord,  I  cannot  eay. 

4081.  I  must  caution  you,  and  I  advise  you  to  be 
candid  ? — I  am  candid. 

4082.  If  you  tell  the  truth,  and  the  whole  truth, 
and  make  a  full  disclosure,  you  get  an  indemnity  ? — I 
am  willing  to  do  that. 

4083.  If  you  do  not  you  do  not  get  an  indemnity. 
Do  you  intend  to  represent  to  the  Commission  that 
you  did  not  know  perfectly  well  that  Mr.  Robertson 
was  in  the  Architect's  Department,  and  had  to  do 
with  dealing  with  sites? — No,  my  lord,  you  mis- 
understand me.  You  said  to  me  whether  in  the 
letting  of  sites  I  knew  Mr.  Robertson.  I  have  seen 
Mr.  Robertson  when  I  have  been  up  there  on  business 
in  connexion  with  the  Board,  but  I  had  no  idea  of 
his  duties  there. 

4084.  Who  did  you  communicate  with  when  you 
were  employed  by  the  Board  about  the  letting  of 
sites  ? — I  wrote  to  Mr.  VuUiamy. 

4085.  Did  you  never  go  there  in  person  ? — When 
I  was  asked  to  go. 

4086.  When  you  were  asked  to  go,  and  went,  who 
did  you  see  ? — Mr.  Vulliaray. 

4087.  Always  ? — Mr.  VuUiamy  and  Mr.  Robertson 
together.  1  was  asked  into  Mr.  Vulliamy's  room, 
and  Mr.  Robertson  always  went  in  too. 

4088.  Yon  thought  that  Mr,  Robertson,  though  he 
was  in  that  room,  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  matter  ? 
— No,  my  lord,  I  thought  he  was  advitdng  the 
architect. 

4089.  Exactly.  You  had  other  pecuniary  trans- 
actions with  Mr.  Robertson  besides  this? — Yes,  I 
paid  Mr.  Robertson  a  third  of  the  commissions  that 
1  received  from  the  Board  on  the  sales  of  the 
property. 

4090.  When  did  that  arrangement  commence  ? — It 
was  from  the  first  time,  and  was  continued. 

4091.  When  was  the  first?— 1882. 

4092.  Was  it  thix)ugh  Mr.  Robertson  you  were 
employed  to  sell  ? — I  think  so.  I  was  asked  to  call 
one  day  at  the  Board  in  1882,  and  I  had  instructions 
to  offer  some  property  in  Peckham  High  Street. 

4093.  Who  asked  you  to  sell  first  of  all  ?— I  had  a 
lettei'  from  Mr.  Dresser  Rogers. 

4094.  Asking  you  to  call  at  the  Board's  offices  ? — 
Yes,  and  see  him. 

4095.  Did  you  call  and  see  him  ? — I  did. 

4006.  Did  you  know  Mr.  Dresser  Rogers  before  ? 
— By  name  only. 

4097.  Can  you  give  us  the  date  in  1 882  when  you 
saw  him  ? — Not  when  I  went  there,  only  the  dates  of 
the  sales. 

4098.  If  you  have  the  first  sale  date  ii.  will  tell  us 
when  it  was  before  ? — November  30th,  1882. 

4099.  Some  time  before  that  ? — Before  that. 

4100.  What  passed  when  you  saw  Mr.  Dresser 
Rogers? — To  the  best  of  ray  memory  Mr.  Dresser 
Rogers  said  that  my  name,  having  a  large  connexion 
over  on  the  Surrey  side,  had  been  brought  up  for  the 
sale  of  the  local  property — this  property  at  Peckham. 
Mr.  Dresser  Rogers  said  :  **  I,  as  a  member  over  that 
"  side  of  the  water,  have  been  asked  to  put  your  name 
"  forward,"  and  he  said,  **  As  we  have  had  to  do  with 
**  a  Mr.  Stuart  Barker,  who  did  not  end  very  satis- 
**  factorily  for  the  Board,  will  you  give  me  your  word 
**  of  honour  that  you  are  perfectly  solvent."  I  did, 
my  lord. 

4101.  Did  anything  more  pass  with  Mr.  Dresser 
Rogers  ? — No  my  lord. 

4102.  You  are  sure  of  that? — Certain. 

4103.  Did  he  then  direct  you  to  see  Mr.  Robertson  ? 
— No,  my  lord. 

41 04.  How  came  you  to  see  Mr.  Robertson  ? — About 
that  date — well  1  had  a  letter.  I  believe  they  sent  a 
printed  form  of  instructions  to  offer  properties  for  sale, 
and  I  must  have  gone  there  in  the  ordinary  way. 


4105.  You  must  have  gone  there.  You  must  just 
endeavour  to  tell  us  as  nearly  as  possible  what  hap- 
pened ? — It  is  rather  difficult  for  me  to  go  back  to 
1882. 

4106.  You  have  told  us  that  from  the  first  you  paid 
Mr.  Robertson  one- third  of  your  commission  ? — Yes. 

4107.  You  must  know  what  leci  to  it,  and  I  must 
ask  you  to  tell  us  all  that  led  to  it  ? — With  regard  to 
one-third  of  the  commission,  it  may  sound  odd  to  you. 

4108.  I  do  not  care  whether  it  is  odd  or  not.  I  do 
not  want  argument  or  reasoning,  but  I  must  insist  on 
your  telling  us  all  that  led  up  to  the  arrangement  for 
your  paying  it  ? — Well,  my  lord,  I  do  not  believe  that 
Mr.  Robertson  even  asked  me  for  one-third  of  the 
commission,  as  far  as  my  memory  tells  me. 

4109.  I  suppose  you  told  him  then  you  would  pay 
it? — I  said  I  should  give  him  one-third  of  the  com- 
mission. 

4110.  When  was  that? — I  should  think  before 
1882,  or  after — before  these  earliest  sales. 

4111.  Of  course  it  was  before  or  after — when  was 
it  ? — It  is  impossible  for  me  to  go  back  to  1882.  It 
may  have  been  before  and  after.  I  have  a  list  of  the 
dates  that  I  paid  Mr.  Robertson. 

4112.  Please  attend  to  the  questions.  I  shall  ask 
you  about  those  presently.  Did  you  see  Mr.  Robertson 
at  the  Board  before  you  made  the  first  or  were  in- 
structed to  make  the  first  sales  ? — I  may  have  done  so. 

4113.  Did  you? — It  is  impossible  for  me  to  say  in 
1882,  six  years  ago,  whether  I  went  there. 

4114.  I  do  not  feel  sure,  it  is  impossible  for  you  to 
tell  us  how  you  first  came  into  communication  with 
Mr.  Robertson,  considering  you  paid  him  one-third  of 
the  commission  ? — Well,  I  have  known  Mr.  Robertson , 
I  should  think,  for  15  years. 

4115.  According  to  you,  he  had  had  nothing  to  do 
with  your  being  employed  by  the  Board  ? — No,  my 
lord,  I  always  considered  it  was  through  him  I  had 
the  first  introduction  to  the  Board.  I  always  con- 
sidered so. 

4116.  That  he  had  mentioned  you  to  Mr.  Di-esser 
Rogers  ? — That  he  had  mentioned  me  to  members  of 
the  Board,  and  said :  "  you  have  these  local  properties ; 
Stimson  is  the  man  over  that  side  of  the  water." 
That  is  what  I  put  it  down  as. 

4117.  Did  he  tell  you  he  had  done  so? — He  told 
me  the  Board  had  some  property  on  the  Surrey  side, 
and  he  had  put  my  name  before  some  of  the  members. 

4118.  Was  anything  said  then  about  your  remember- 
ing him  ? — I  told  him  I  should  give  him  one-third  of 
the  commission. 

4119.  Was  that  before  you  had  been  employed  at 
all  to  sell  by  the  Board  ? — I  should  think  so. 

4120.  What  was  the  first  occasion  on  which  you 
sold  for  the  Board  ?— -November  30th,  1882. 

4121.  What  was  the  first  payment  you  made? — 
67/.  17a. 

4122.  When  was  that  .^—February  6th,  1883. 

4123.  What  was  the  next  payment  you  made  him  ? 
—October  25th,  1883. 

4124.  How  much  was  that  ?— 6/.  155.  On  the 
same  date  there  was  38/.  2*.  6rf.  The  two  cheques 
may  be  together  44/.  17*.  6</.,  they  come  together. 

4125.  Was  not  thereon  October  the  18th  211/.?— 
No,  my  lord.     I  have  nothing  on  that  date. 

4126.  Did  not  you  pay  him  211/.  on  the  18th  of 
October  ? — No,  I  have  not  got  that  date.  I  do  not 
know  what  it  is  now  if  I  did. 

4127.  I  should  rather  like  to  know  Have  you  got 
your  bank  book  here  ? — No. 

4128.  I  shall  have  to  ask  you  to  bring  it  with  you  ? 
— For  what  date. 

4129.  It  was  cashed  October  the  10th,  or  credited 
on  October  lOLh,  1883.  It  was  a  cheque  drawn  by 
Stimson  on  the  London  and  County  Bank,  Newing- 
ton,  for  211/.  18^.  The  London  and  County  Bank, 
Newington,  is  your  bank  ? — Yes. 

4130.  What  is  the  next  date  you  gave  ?  — 1 
mentioned  October  the  25th  just  now. 
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4131.  What  was  the  amount  paid  then.'' — I  have 
it  6/.  15«.  and  38/.  2s.  6d.  It  may  appear  as 
44/.  I7s.  6d. 

4132.  I  have  it  65/.  6s,  3d,  Have  you  anj  other 
payment  in  October  ? — No,  ray  lord. 

4133.  I  think  there  must  be  one  omitted  ? — I  have 
had  it  looked  out. 

4134.  Have  you  no  recollection  of  so  large  a  cheque 
or  cheques  as  211/.  18^.  in  that  month? — I  have  not 
now,  not  the  slightest. 

4135.  On  the  12th  October  1883  did  he  make  a 
payment  to  you  ? — I  haVB  no  recollection  of  it,  and  no 
knowledge  of  it 

4136.  Of  30/.  18*.  6</.?— I  have  no  recollection 
of  it. 

4137.  However,  your  bank  book  will  show  whether 
he  did  ? — Quite  so. 

4138.  Beyond  paying  him  one-fchird  of  these  com- 
missions, and  his  giving  you  that  161/.  10*.,  will  you 
swear  there  were  no  other  pecuniary  transactions 
between  you  and  him  ? — I  will. 

4139.  No  other? — No  other.  Ldo  not  know  what 
this  211/.  18*.  is,  but  I  will  inquire  when  I  get  back 
to  the  office.  Neither  do  I  know  October  the  J  2th, 
30/.  18*.  6d,j  at  the  present  moment. 

4140.  What  was  the  next  occasion  on  which  you 
paid  him?— I  have  February  the  14th,  1884,  50/.  1*. 
Then  I  have  June  the  25th,  1884, 20/.  11*.  Sd.  Then 
on  July  the  22nd,  1885,  I  have  113/.  14*.  On 
February  the  26th,  1886,  I  have  8/.  1*.  Sd. 

4141.  In  August  1885,  had  not  you  another  besides 
the  113/.  14*,? — None  in  my  list. 

4142.  Is  there  not  Ausjust  the  20th,  1885,  75/.  ?— 
I  have  nothing  else  in  my  list. 

4143.  What  is  the  next  to  that? — I  have  just 
given  to  your  lordship  February  26th,  8/.  1*.  8^. 
The  next  is  October  7th,  1886. 

4144.  Febniary  12th,  37/.  10*.  ?— I  have  not  got 
that ;  I  do  not  know  what  that  is. 

4145.  What  is  the  next  date  you  give  ? — February 
26th,  8/.  1*.  Sd.;  October  7th,  1886,  23/.  17*.  6d 
That  is  all. 

4146.  None  since  October  1886  ? — No,  my  lord ; 
not  to  my  knowledge. 

4147.  You  must  know.  Did  you  sell  anything  for 
the  Board  after  that  ? — Yes,  I  have  sold  for  the 
Board  since  that. 

4148.  Why  did  you  cease  then  paying  him  the 
commission  ? — I  should  think  I  have  given  him  one 
third  of  the  sales  since,  with  the  exception  of  perhaps 
the  last  two. 

4149.  When  were  the  last  two? — I  had  one  in 
March  of  this  year.  I  had  one  in  June  1887.  •  I 
may  have  given  him  a  third  of  that.  I  am  not 
certain,  but  I  have  not  given  him  this  in  March. 

•    4150.  Before  June  1887,  when  was  the  last  ? — 
May  1887. 

4151.  Did  you  give  him  anything  on  that  ? — I 
should  think  I  did. 

4152.  You  must  know  whether  you  have  or  not. 
You  keep  books,  I  suppose  ? — I  have  a  large  business, 
and  I  have  asked  for  this  to  be  got  out  for  me.  I  did 
not  know  what  your  lordship  would  ask  me.  I  have 
done  as  much  as  I  could. 

4153.  You  seem  to  have  made  a  tolerably  shrewd 
guess  of  what  I  should  ask  you  ? — I  have  brought  out 
everything  I  thought  yon  would  ask  me  in  connexion 
with  the  Board's  work. 

4154.  You  stop  in  October  1886,  and  if  you  thought 
I  was  going  to  ask  you  down  to  October  1886, 1  do 
not  know  what  put  it  into  your  head  that  I  should 
stop  at  tliat  date,  and  not  go  on  to  1887  ? — I  have 
had  this  list  made  out  of  the  cheques  I  gave  to 
Mr.  Robertson. 

4155.  It  is  a  list  of  the  cheques  in  Mr.  Robertson's 
name? — They  may  have  been  given  to  a  number 
afterwards  and  did  not  mention  a  name.  I  asked  my 
accountant  to  make  me  out  a  list  of  the  cheques  I 
have  given  to  Mr.  Robertson. 

4156.  Would  your  cash  book  show?  —  I  should 
think  it  would.     I  am  quite  willing.     I  am  an  agent 


quite  free  and  independent  of  the  Board.  I  liavc 
come  here  to  give  you  every  information  in  my  power 
that  you  wish,  and  if  you  can  tell  me  what  you  want 
I  can  bring  it.  1  have  been  in  business  for  a  good 
many  yeare,  and  I  did  not  know  what  you  wished  to 
ask  me. 

4157.  I  want  to  see  any  entries  in  any  of  your 
books  that  will  show  pecuniary  transactions  between 
you  and  Mr.  Robertson?  —  I  shall  be  perifectly 
willing. 

4158.  Bring,  therefore,  your  bank  pass  book,  your 
cash  book  or  ledger,  or  any  other  books  that  will 
show  it  ? — I  will. 

4159.  Have  you  had  any  other  pecuniary  transac- 
tions with  any  other  officer  of  the  Board  besides 
Mr.  Robertson  ? — I  have  not. 

4160.  You  have  not  made  any  payment  to  anyone  ? 
— I  have  not. 

4161.  Or  any  member  of  the  Board  ? — I  have  not. 

4162.  Had  Mr.  Robertson  any  interest  in  that 
house  in  Grove  Terrace  i* — None,  my  lord. 

4163.  Had  you  any  interest  in  any  property  that 
Mr.  Worcester  bought  of  the  Board  ? — No,  my  loi-d, 
with  the  exception  of  what  I  have  mentioned  to  you. 

4164.  Except  Grove  Terrace  ? — No,  my  lord. 

4165.  Not  in  any  houses  in  Devonshire  Street  ? — 
I  do  not  remember  it. 

4166.  44  and  45,  Devonshire  Street? — I  liave  a 
recollection  of  it,  but  I  do  not  think  he  had  anything 
to  do  with  the  Board. 

4167.  Was  it  property  which  Mr.  Worcester  bought 
of  the  Board  ? — No,  I  do  not  think  thAt  the  Board 
ever  had  anything  to  do  with  44  and  4o,  Devonshire 
Street. 

4168.  Had  you  an  interest  in  it  with  Mr.  Worcester  ? 
— I  think  I  had. 

4169.  You  said  the  Board  had  nothing  to  do  with 
it  ? — I  do  not  think  so. 

4170.  Have  you  bought  any  Board  property  or 
tendered  for  any  Boai'd  property  in  the  names  of  any 
clerks  in  your  employment  ? — I  have  not. 

4171.  Have  you  any  interest  in  any  Board  sites 
except  that  of  No.  2,  Grove  Terrace  ? — No,  my  lord. 

4172.  Or  have  had  ? — Or  have  had,  no. 

4173.  Any  other  transaction  in  which  you  have 
received  a  share  of  the  profits  ? — Not  to  my  know- 
ledge ;  I  do  not  think  so. 

4174.  I  must  trouble  you  to  look  that  up  and 
consider  that,  and  refresh  your  memoiy  ? — I  will  look 
it  up  as  far  as  I  can. 

4175.  Had  you  any  interest  in  the  purchase  of  land 
at  the  corner  of  Vicarage  Road,  Peckham  Koad  ? — 
That  is  the  matter  I  have  mentioned  to  you. 

4176.  That  is  the  Clarke  matter?— That  is  the 
samr  as  Church  Street.  That  >vas  quite  independent 
of  the  Board,  because  I  had  no  instructions  from  the 
Board  either  to  let  or  sell  it. 

4177.  As  to  the  sites  that  you  sold  on  which  you 
gave  Mr.  Robertson  a  commission,  how  were  they 
sold ;  all  by  public  auction  ? — By  public  auction. 
There  might  be  some  left  afterwards.  If  your  lord- 
ship will  bear  with  me,  there  are  plots  in  Tooley 
Street.  On  May  21st,  1885,  I  see  I  put  up  some 
plots  in  Tooley  Street,  offered  in  16  lots.  Seven  lots 
sold  at  the  auction,  seven  sold  by  private  treaty; 
that  was  afterwards. 

4178.  When  they  were  sold  by  private  contract, 
who  determined  whether  you  should  take  the  price 
offered  ? — I  submitted  them  to  the  Board,  and  in  all 
cases  I  wrote  to  the  superintending  architect. 

4179.  You  wi'ote  the  letter  to  the  superintending 
architect  ? — Yes. 

4180.  Who  was  the  individual  who  dealt  with  it? 
Was  it  Mr.  Vulliamy  personally,  or  Mr.  Robertson  ? — 
I  have  no  knowledge.  Then  I  see,  on  December  10th, 
1855,  a  plot  of  land  in  Queeo's  Road,  Peckham,  and 
a  plot  of  land  in  Artichoke  Road,  Church  Street, 
Camberwell,  offered  in  two  lots;  one  lot  sold  by 
auction,  one  lot  sold  by  private  treaty.  Then  in 
1866,  April  8th,  three  plots  of  land  in  Tooley  Street; 
offered  in  three  lots;  all  bought  in;  lot  two  8<dd  by 
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pnvate  treaty  ;  lot  one  sold  by  private  treaty.  That 
would  be  subsequent  to  the  auction.  Then,  May  26th, 
1887,  freehold  land  in  Jamaica  Road,  Bermondsey ; 
four  houses  in  Bermondsey  Square;  nine  houses  in 
Borrodaile  Road,  Wandsworth;  house,  2,  Florence 
Villas,  Wandsworth,  and  the  house  I  have  mentioned 
to  you,  2,  Grove  Terrace.  Freehold ;  oftered  in  Hyo 
lots.  Leasehold,  bought  in.  It  was  all  freehold  with 
the  exception  of  this  little  lot  bouj^ht  in.  That  of 
course  was  afterwards  sold  privately,  as  I  have  men- 
tioned to  you.  Then,  June  16,  1887,  freehold  land, 
High  Street,  Fulham  ;  offered  in  four  lots ;  lot  one 
bought  in ;  three  lots  sold ;  lot  one  sold  by  private 
treaty.  That  must  have  been  subsequent  to  the 
auction. 

{Chairman.)  Mr.  White,  I  should  like  to  see  the 
coiTespondence  relating  to  the  purchase  of  No.  2, 
Grove  Terrace,  by  the  witness.  He  says,  that  not 
having  bet;n  sold  ho  wrote  to  the  Board  about  it. 

4181.  (Mr.  Bosanquet.)  In  July  1885  you  made 
an  offer  for  this  land  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Clarke? — I 
did. 

4182.  Did  Mr.  CUirke  come  to  you  or  did  some- 
body else  bring  him  *o  you  ? — Mr.  Clarke  came  to  me, 
but'alter wards  I  found  that  he  knew  Mr.  Robertson, 
and  therefore  1  assumed  and  believed  he  was  sent  to 
me  by  Mr.  Robertson. 

4183.  You  mean  that  you  understood  he  came  on 
behalf  of  Mr.  Robertson  ? — No.  I  did  not  understand 
at  the  time  he  came  in.  I  keep  my  offices  open  for 
business  ;  he  came  and  said  **  I  wish  to  purchase  this 
'*  plot  of  land  at  the  corner  of  Church  Street  from  the 
«  Board  of  Works." 

4184.  He  came  as  a  customer  ? — Yes. 

4185.  Coming  as  a  customer,  I  suppose  he  would 
pay  some  remuneration  or  commission  to  you  for 
acting  for  him? — In  the  ordinary  course  of  things  he 
would. 

4186.  I  want  to  know  why  you  went  to  Mr. 
Robertson  to  ask  him  what  you  should  charge  Mr. 
Clarke  ? — I  met  Mr.  Robertson,  as  I  have  told  his 
Lordship,  at  a  lodge  one  night,  and  I  told  Mr.  RoLert- 
son  that  a  Mr.  Clarke  had  been  to  me  about  the 
corner  site  of  Church  Street,  Camberwell,  and  I  under- 
stood from  Mr.  Clarke  that  he  knew  him. 

4187.  {Chairman.)  Can  you  tell  me  this,  first  of 
all.  I  forget  what  you  said  was  the  profit  made  on 
this  transaction  by  Mr.  Clarke  ? — It  was  sold  by  the 
Board  to  Mr.  Clarke  for  2,2lX)/. ;  it  was  sold  by  me 
some  months  afterwards  for  Mr,  Clarke,  by  pushing 
it,  putting  up  a  board  and  so  on  for  3,000/. 

4188.  That  is  800/.  profit  ?— Yes. 

4189.  When  was  that  ?—  January  the  20th,  1886. 

4190.  Do  you  know  if  Mr.  Clarke  banked  at  the 
London  and  County  Bank,  Shoreditch? — I  do  not 
know. 

4191.  A  payment  made  by  Mr.  Clarke  on  February 
the  I6th,  1886,  of  361/.  15*.  would  look  rather  like 
this  transaction  ? — I  should  think  it  would,  and  I  had 
half  of  it. 

( Chairman  )  You  did  not  get  quite  half,  because 
161/.  10*.  is  riot  half  of  361/. 

4192.  {Mr.  Bosanquet,)  Were  you  instructed  by 
Mr.  Clarke  or  by  Mr.  Robertson  to  sell  it  again  ? — 
By  Mr.  Clarke.     Mr.  Clarke  paid  me  for  selling  it. 

4 193.  Wlien  you  were  instructed  by  Mr.  Clarke  to 
sell  it  again  did  you  understand  him  to  come  on  his 
own  account  or  on  behalf  of  himself  and  Mr  Robert- 
son ? — I  assumed  it  was  on  behalf  of  himself  and 
Mr.  Robertson. 

4194.  You  knew  Mr.  Robertson  in  the  matter  ? — 
I  sold  it  some  few  months  after  he  bought  it.  It  was 
found  out  in  the  interim,  as  far  as  I  can  remember. 
Mr.  Clarke  paid  me  the  commission  on  the  sale. 

4195.  Wliat  I  wanted  to  know  was  how  it  was,  if 
Mr.  Clarke  came  as  an  ordinary  customer,  you  asked 
Mr.  Robertson  what  you  were  to  charge  him  ? — 
Because  Mr.  Clarke  told  me  he  knew  Mr.  Robertson. 

4196.  Was  there  any  reason  why  he  should  not  pay 
as  an  ordinary  customer  ? — ^I  thought  I  would  hear 
what  Mr.  Clarke  was  like.     I  may  have  instructions 


to  sell,  and  these  are  little  details  you  do  not  go  int^ 
at  the  time.  I  did  not  know  the  Board  would  acceja 
the  offer. 

4197.  They  had  accepted  it  ?— No ;  it  went  on,  as 
I  have  read  to  you  from  the  particulars  I  have  made 
out,  from  July  the  6th  to  October  the  3rd 

4198.  Then  you  were  entitle<l  to  your  payment 
from  Mr.  Clarke? — ^Mr.  Clarke  then  through  Mr. 
Robertson  agreed  to  give  me  a  quarter.  I  was  to 
have  half  of  what  Mr.  Robertson  got  in  lieu  of  charging 
anything. 

4199.  An  arrangement  was  made  at  the  time,  was 
it  ? — As  far  as  I  can  remember.  I  cannot  tax  my 
memory  as  to  when  it  was  made.  I  was  not  to  charge 
Mr.  Clarke  anything  at  all  for  all  my  trouble  in  putting 
up  boards  and  writing  to  my  clients  and  pushing  a  sale 
if  a  profit  was  not  made.  I  took  it  as  a  risk.  If  a 
profit  was  not  made  I  should  have  had  all  my  time, 
trouble,  and  whatever  cost  1  had  been  put  to,  for 
nothing.  If  a  profit  was  made  I  was  to  have  half 
what  I  assumed  Mr.  Robbertson  to  receive.  I  was  to 
have  one  fourth  of  .the  profit. 

4200.  You  say  the  arrangement  was  you  were  to 
receive  half  what  you  assumed  Mr.  Robertson  got. 
What  was  the  arrangement  made  ? — I  bought  it  at  the 
2,200/.  from  the  Board. 

4201.  What  was  the  airangement  made  ? — That  I 
was  to  have  half. 

4202.  Half  what  ?— Half  the  profit,  half  of  what 
Mr.  Robert«on  had. 

4203.  You  say  half  what  you  assumed  Mr.  Robert- 
son would  have  ? — I  assumed  that  Mr.  Robeitson  and 
Mr.  Clarke  were  dividing  the  profit. 

4204.  You  have  not  told  us  what  made  you  assume 
that  ? — I  suppose  I  was  told  it. 

4205.  Who  told  it  you  ?  —  I  should  think  Mr. 
Robertson. 

4206.  (Chnirman.)  You  have  no  doubt  about  it  ? — 
Well,  it  is  a  long  time  ago ;  it  is  difiScult  to  tax  my 
memory  to  SM'ear  as  to  who  told  me.     T  knew  it. 

4207.  (Mr.  Bosanquet,)  That  it  was  purcha?ed 
partly  on  belialf  of  Mr.  Robertson  and  partly  on 
behalf  of  Mr.  Clarke — that  they  were  joint  pur- 
chasers?— ^Yeri,  Mr.  Clarke  bought  it,  but  I  heard 
afterwards  that  Mr.  Clarke  and  Mr.  Robertson  were 
to  divide  the  profits. 

4208.  What  was  Mr.  Clarke  ? — Mr.  Clarke  was  a 
private  man  I  believe.  I  do  not  know  anything  of 
Mr.  Clarke  only  in  this  transaction. 

4209.  {Chairinan.)  You  had  no  other  ti'ansactions 
with  him  ?-  I  had  not. 

4210.  Where  did  he  live? — He  lives  at  Stamford 
Hill. 

4211.  What  is  his  Christian  name? — H.  Clarke — 
Henry  Clarke,  33.  Stamford  Hill. 

4212.  {Mr.  Grain.)  Who  is  Mr.  Worcester  ?— He 
is  a  secretary  of  some  building  societies. 

4213.  What  building  societies? — The  204th  Starr 
Bovvkctt  Building  Society. 

4214.  Where  may  that  be  ? — The  offices  are  held  at 
Piggott's  Hotel,  Westminster  Bridge  Road. 

4215.  What  else — you  said  building  societies? — 
There  was  the  262nd  held  at  the  same  offices. 

4216.  Anything  else  ?  1  want  to  know  who  Mr. 
Worcester  is.  Has  he  any  other  business,  or  what  is 
he  ? — He  is  a  sewing-machine  agent  and  a  dealer  in 
tricycles. 

4217.  At  different  places  of  business? — No,  all  at 
one  place. 

4218.  All  at  this  one  place  in  Westminster  Bridge 
Road  ? — No,  that  is  the  office  of  the  society.  He 
lives  at  Victoria  House,  Victoria  Road,  Peckham. 

4219.  What  dealings  have  you  had  with  him  with 
reference  to  the  Board's  sites  ?— None,  with  the  excep- 
tion of  what  I  have  mentioned  to  you. 

4220.  Are  you  sure  of  that  ?— Well,  to  the  best  of 
my  knowledge  I  am  sure. 

4221.  When  you  say  to  the  best  of  your  know- 
ledge, forgive  me  for  saying  that  you  must  know. 
How  long  have  you  known  Mr.  Worcester? — I  should 
think  15  or  16  years. 
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4222.  You  must  know  pretty  well  ? — I  might  have 
known. 

4223.  Will  you  pledge  yourself  to  your  statement, 
that  beyond  what  you  have  already  stated  to  the 
Commission  yoa  have  had  no  other  dealings  with  hi;a 
with  reference  to  Board  sites  or  Board  matters  ? — ^To 
the  best  of  my  belief  I  say  no. 

4224.  Do  you  keep  any  books  ? — I  do. 

4225.  Business  books  ? — Business  books. 

4226.  I  suppose  you  can  refer  to  them,  can  you 
not  ? — Yes,  I  can  refer  to  them. 

4227.  And  they  would  contain,  I  suppose,  all  your 
transactions  with  Mr.  Worcester,  would  they  not  ? — 
Yes,  they  would. 

4228.  You  can  do  that  on  some  future  occasion  if 
my  Lord  so  directs  and  thinks  fit  to  do  so  ? — Oh, 
yes. 

4229.  (  Chairman,)  Wab  Mr.  Burton  your  solicitor  ? 


4230.  On  the  27th  May  you  communicated  to  the 
Board  that  the  leasehold  house  was  not  sold,  but  that 
you  had  received  an  offer  of  100/.,  and  would  be  glad 
to  know  if  it  could  be  accepted.  Then  you  were  told 
the  Board  were  disposed  to  accept  that  sum  if  satisfied 
of  the  position  of  the  party  making  the  offer,  and  then 
you  gave  the  name  on  June  the  10th,  1887,  of  Mr. 
John  Worcester,  Victoria  House,  At  that  time  had 
he  agreed  to  buy  it  ? — He  had. 

4231.  Then  you  were  asked  for  the  solicitor  to 
whom  the  abstract  of  title  was  to  be  sent,  and  on 
the  15th  June  you  say,  ''  I  beg  to  enclose  contract 
**  signed  by  the  purchaser.  His  solicitor  is  Mr.  B. 
"  Burton,  of  «3,  Bbckfriars  Road."  Was  he  Mr. 
Worcester's  solicitor  ? — He  was. 

4232.  And  yours  as  well  ? — Mine  as  well. 

4233.  Did  he  sign  a  contract  for  it? — He  did. 

4234.  I  thought  you  said  he  was  not  willing  to  buy  ? 
— He  signed  the  contract,  and  1  told  him  I  would 
complete  for  him. 

4235.  If  you  told  him  that,  why  did  not  you  give 
your  name  to  the  Board  ? — I  did  not  want  to  disclose 
to  the  Board  that  Mr.  Worcester  had  wiliidrawn,  or 
altered  his  mind.  It  was  done  purely  and  simply  that 
I  should  not  look  foolish  up  at  the  Board. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White)  Here  is  the  contract  {hand- 
ing in  same). 

4236.  (  Chairman.)  I  see  it  was  held  for  an  unexpu'ed 
term  of  99  years  from  Midsummer  1866  at  a  rental  of 
2/.  12*.  per  annum.  Did  you  afterwards  sell  it  ? — 
I  did. 

4237.  What  did  you  seU  it  for?— 150/. 

4238.  When?— On  June  the  24th. 

4239.  What  year  ? — The  same  year. 

4240.  The  contract  was  signed  when  ? — On  the  13th 
or  14th. 

4241.  I  see  it  was  the  14th  June.  And  you  sold  it 
when  ?— On  the  24th. 

4242.  When  was  it  Mr.  Worcester  said  he  would 
not  buy  ? — When  I  had  instructions  from  the  Board  to 
take  the  offer. 

4243.  There  had  not  much  time  elapsed  ? — From 
May  the  27th  when  I  wrote  to  the  architect  giving 
the  result  of  the  sale  until  June  the  13th  or  14th. 

4244.  On  the  9th  of  June  you  were  told  the  Board 
were  disposed  to  accept  it  on  knowing  who  made  the 
offer,  and  being  satisfied  as  to  his  position  ? — I  had 
not  conununicated  with  Mr.  Worcester.  I  naturally 
concluded  he  would  keep  to  his  offer.  He  made  the 
offer,  and  therefore  till  I  could  tell  him,  they  would 
take  it  it  was  no  use  communicating  with  him. 

4245.  You  had  not  communicated  his  name,  and 
when  you  do  communicate  his  name  on  June  10th,  he 
was  not  the  person  who  had  agreed  to  buy  ? — Yes,  he 
was,  then. 

4246.  On  the  10th  of  June?— On  the  10th  of 
June. 

4247.  When  did  he  cease  to  be  willing  ? — When  I 
told  him  I  could  take  it. 

4248.  When  was  that  ? — Assuming  it  was  on  June 
the  13th  or  14  th  when  I  received  instructions  to 
take  it. 

i    .'>4142. 


4249.  You  received  on  the  morning  of  the  10th  a     Eighth  Day. 

letter  stating  they  were  willing  to  take  the  100/.  ?  

—Yes.     Then   Mr.    Worcester    had    not  withdrawn     8  Jan«J8g8. 
from  it.     .  "2^^ 

4250.  When  did  he  withdraw  from  it  ? — When  I     jg,  Stimpsim. 
wanted  him  to  sign  the  contract.  

4251.  What  date  was  that? — I  say  on  the  13th  or 
14th,  when  the  contract  was  signed. 

4252.  Had  you  given  him  any  share  of  the  profit  r 
— No,  I  did  not  give  him  any  share  of  the  profit.  I 
gave  him  3/.  3;. 

4253  What  did  you  give  him  3/.  3*.  for  ?— I  tdd 
him  I  had  made  a  profit  out  of  it.  He  thought  he 
should  lose  over  it.  I  said  I  had  written  a  lot  of 
letters  to  people  who  applied  for  the  particulars  at 
different  times  of  similar  properties,  and  I  had  sold 
it,  and  I  said,  "  Get  yourself  a  box  of  cigars,  or  a 
"  new  hat,"  and  gave  him  3/.  3*. 

4254.  For  the  use  of  his  name  ? — It  was  not  for 
the  use  of  his  name.  I  am  coming  here  to-day  to  tell 
you  the  exact  facts.  I  am  telling  you  exactly  about 
the  matter. 

4255.  He  had  done  nothing  for  you.  I  do  not  see 
what  he  had  done  for  you.  He  had  rather  let  you  in, 
because  he  had  agreed  to  buy  property ;  on  the  faith 
of  that  you  had  communicated  to  the  Board,  and  then 
he  had  left  you  in  the  lurch  and  backed  out  of  it,  and 
left  you  to  take  it  yourself.  It  is  true  you  had  made 
a  profit,  but  what  had  he  done  for  it  ? — It  is  awkward 
perhaps  to  explain,  but  I  did  not  want  to  look  small 
at  the  Board.  They  had  taken  three  weeks  to  accept 
an  offer,  and  I  did  not  like  to  let  them  think  that  the 
man  who  had  made  an  offer  had  withdrawn  it. 

4256.  I  do  not  know  why  yon  should  give  Mr. 
Worcester  3/.  Zs,  for  being  the  man  who  had  nearly 
made  you  look  a  fool  ? — I  gave  it  out  of  kindness,  I 
suppose,  the  same  as  you  might  say  what  occasion 
had  I  to  give  Mr.  Robertson  anything.  I  have 
given  it. 

4257.  {Mr,  Grain,)  Would  you  be  good  enough 
candidly  to  tell  me  what  is  Mr.  Worcester's  occupa- 
tion in  life? — ^I  have  said,  sir,  he  is  secretary  to 
several  building  societies. 

4258.  I  dare  say  he  is  ? — He  is  a  dealer  in  bicycles 
and  tricycles,  and  sewing  machines. 

4259.  You  have  told  me  all  that  ? — Nothing  else. 

4260.  How  many  transactions  have  you  had  with 
him,  and  how  much  money  have  you  paid  him  in  the 
last  seven  years  ? — I  suppose  I  have  had  half-a-dozen 
transactions  with  him. 

4261 .  About  what  ?-— Different  things. 

4262.  With  regard  to  land? — ^Nothing  to  do  with 
the  Boai-d. 

4263.  What  were  the  transactions?  Let  us  hear 
them,  and  we  shall  judge  ? — I  have  not  come  furnished 
with  that  information. 

4264.  {Chairman),  You  say  you  agreed  to  sell  this 
on  the  24th  ;  therefore  on  the  22nd  you  had  not 
agreed  to  sell  it  ? — I  cannot  say  whether  I  had  or  not. 
I  only  go  by  the  contract. 

4265.  What  is  the  date  of  the  contract  ?— The 
24th. 

4266.  On  the  22nd  you  write,  "  The  purchaser  has 
"  been  here  this  morning,  and  would  like  to  have 
"  possession  of  the  house,  in  order  to  execute  the 
**  necessary  repairs.  He  has  promised  to  pay  the 
<^  balance  of  the  purchase  money  at  once,  and  there- 
*^  fore  I  shall  be  glad  to  inform  him  that  you  accede 
"  to  the  application. **  Were  not  you  representing 
there  that  the  purchaser,  Mr.  Worcester,  wanted 
immediate  possession  ? — ^This  house  was  a  little  better 
tlian  a  carcase.  It  was  boarded  up,  and  I  heard  that 
the  boys  were  destroying  everything,  and  I  may  have 
written  in  that  tone,  "  the  purchaser,"  on  my  own 
behalf. 

4267.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  You  say  the  purchaser 
was  ready  to  pay  the  balance.  Had  Mr.  Worcester 
paid  a  deposit  ? — Yes,  he  paid  10/.  deposit. 

4268.  {Chairman,)  That  is,  you  had?— He  had, 
and  1  gave  him  10/. 

4269.  {Mr.  Bosanquet,)  Had  he  paid  the  deposit 
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of  10/.  when  he  first  agreed  to  purchase  ? — No.  Till 
a  purchase  is  agreed  upon  we  never  sign  contracts,  or 
take  deposits. 

4270.  (Chairman,)  As  I  understand  you,  when 
Mr.  Worcester  signed  this  contract  it  was. already 
understood  between  you  and  him  that  you  were  to  be 
the  purchaser,  and  not  Mr.  Worcester,  and  though 
Mr.  Worcester  was  the  purchaser  you  gave  him  the 
10/.  to  pay  ?— Yes. 

4271.  (Mr.  Grain.)  I  believe  you  have  had  many 
transactions  with  Mr.  Dresser  Rogers,  have  you 
not  ? — I  have  never  had  one. 

4272.  Never  one  ? — Neeer  one,  except  that  he  has 
bought  properties  of  me  at  auctions. 

4273.  I  call  that  a  transaction  ? — I  cannot  remem- 
ber everybody  that  has  bought  properties  of  me  at 
sales. 

4274.  Probably  not.  Has  Mr.  Dresser  Eogers 
bought  properties  of  you  ? — At  auctions,  yes. 

4276.  What  properties  ? — ^I  cannot  tell  you. 

4276.  Surely  your  books  would  show  ? — My  dear 
sir,  I  did  not  understand  you  would  ask  me  these 
questions,  or  I  would  have  come  prepared  with  it.  J 
must  look  up  some  thousands  of  contracts. 

4277.  Were  they  Board  sites  ? — They  were  not. 

4278.  You  are  prepared  to  state  that  and  pledge 
your  word  to  that  ? — I  am.  I  pledge  my  word  that 
they  were  not  Board  sites.  - 

4279.  Not  any  one  of  them  ?  —  Not  any  one  of 
them. 

4280.  (Chairman.)  Have  you  allowed  the  use  of 
your  name  to  anyone  for  the  purchase  of  property  ? — 
I  have  not. 

4281.  In  no  case  ? — No,  my  Lord. 

4282.  (Mr.  Grain.)  If  I  may  be  permitted  to  sup- 
plement what  my  Lord  has  said,  do  you  mean  to  say 
you  have  not  acted  for  Mr.  Dresser  Rogers  in  reference 
to  Board  property  ? — No,  I  have  not.  The  only  time 
I  have  ever  seen  Mi*.  Dresser  Rogers  was  when  he 
was  putting  up  for  Peckham  as  member  of  Parliament, 
and  he  called  at  ray  office.  That  was  the  only  time 
except  when  I  came  here  to  the  Board.  I  knew  his 
name  very  well,  but  that  was  the  only  time  I  had  seen 
him. 

4283.  (Mr.  Grenfell.)  You  say  he  originally  sug- 
gested your  name  to  the  Board  as  auctioneer? — I 
asfiume  Mr.  Robertson  suggested  it  to  Mr.  Dresser 
Rogers,  and  Mr.  Dresser  Rogers  asked  me  to  come. 

4284.  (Mr.  Grain.)  Asked  you  to  come  about 
what  ? — I  have  explained.  He  asked  me  to  come  to 
the  Board's  office  one  day,  and  he  said,  "  We  have 
"  some  property  at  Peckham,  and  your  name  will  be 
**  brought  forward  for  the  sale."  He  asked  me,  as  I 
explained  just  now,  whether,  as  Mr.  Stuart  Barker 
had  given  them  a  lot  of  trouble,  I  was  perfectly 
solvent. 

4285.  Just  think,  and  be  careful  about  the  mattei\ 
Are  you  prepared  to  say  you  have  had  no  tiansactions, 
direct  or  indirect,  for  or  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Dresser 
Rogers,  direct  or  indirect.  I  am  asking  you  for  a 
candid  answer  ? — I  have  come  here  to  give  a  candid 
answer.  I  say  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  direct  or 
indirect,  I  have  never  had  a  dealing  with  Mr.  Dresser 
Rogers. 

4286.  That  is  not  the  question — transactions  for 
him  or  on  his  behalf — never  mind  with  him  ? — For 
him  or  on  his  behalf. 

4287.  You  say  that  ?— Yes. 

4288.  You  pledge  your  word  ? — To  the  best  of  my 
knowledge.     I  say  I  do  not  remember  anything. 

4289.  I  presume  if  you  had  there  would  be  a  record 
in  your  books  of  it  ? — ^Yes. 

The  witness 


4290.  And  you  will  refresh  your  memory  if  my 
Lord  thinks  fit  to  cite  you  before  this  Commission 
again  ? — I  will. 

4291.  You  have  seen  him  many  times? — I  have 
seen  him  about  three  times,  I  think. 

4292.  What  about  ?— The  first  time  when  I  went 
to  the  Board,  as  I  have  told  you,  and  when  he  called 
upon  me  as  to  putting  up  as  member  for  Peckham. 

4293.  Member  for  the  .Board  ?— No,  he  put  up  as 
member  of  Parliament  for  Peckham. 

4294.  For  Camberwell  ?— Well,  for  Camberwell. 

4295.  That  is  the  only  business  he  called  upon  you 
for  ?— Yes. 

4296.  If  you  are  in  doubt  refresh  your  memory  on 
some  subsequent  occasion  ?— -I  shall  be  very  pleai»ed 
to  refresh  my  memory,  but  still  you  are  asking  me 
things  I  really  have  no  recollection  of. 

4297.  You  know  the  South  London  Agency,  do  not 
you  ? — Yes.    That  is  his  son's  business. 

4298.  It  was  his,  and  is  now  his  son's  .^ — ^Yes. 

4299.  What  business  have  you  had  with  them  ? 

I  think  I  have  insured  several  places  with  the  Plate 
Glass  Insurance  Company  there. 

4300.  Nothing  else  ?— I  was  in  a  case  for  the  City 
and  Southwark  Subway  when,  E.  P.  G.  Rogers  was 
for  the  claimant  and  I  was  for  the  claimant. 

4301.  And  certain  Board  sites  ?— No. 

4302.  You  pledge  your  word  to  that?— Yes,  I 
pledge  my  word  to  it. 

4303.  You  have  told  us,  I  understand  you  to  say, 
that  you  saw  Mr.  Robertson  and  Mr.  Dresser  Rogers 
together  when  you  went  to  the  Board?— No  I  did 
not.  * 

4304.  Separately  ?— Yes,  separately.     To  the  best 

of  my  recollection — I  am  going  back  now  to  1882 I 

was  half  upstairs  and  saw  Mr.  Dresser  Rogers  in  a 
large  room.     What  room  it  is  I  do  not  know. 

4305.  Can  you  tell  me  why  you  saw  a  member  of 
the  Board  alone  ?— Mr.  Dresser  Rogers  wrote  to  me 
to  call  at  the  Board's  offices. 

4306.  Could  you  find  the  letter,  or  is  it  destroyed  ? 
—I  cannot  say  ;  if  you  wish  it  I  will  look  for  it. 

4307.  It  might  be  you  had  the  letter,  and  in  conse- 
quence of  that  letter  you  called  ?— I  think  I  did. 

4308.  You  saw  him  privately  in  a  room,  or  in  the 
Board  room  ?— It  was  a  large  room.  I  do  not  know 
what  it  is  called. 

4309.  Before  any  other  members  of  the  Board  were 
there  ?— Nobody  else  was  there  to  the  best  of  mv 
recollection.  ^ 

4310.  You  saw  him  there  ? — Yes. 

4311.  What  passed  between  you  there  ? — I  will  re- 
peat it  with  pleasure.  He  said  that  my  name  had 
been  put  forward  for  the  sale  of  properties  on  the 
Surrey  side. 

4312.  Was  that  all  that  passed?— That  was  all. 
He  asked  me  if  I  was  solvent. 

4313.  Did  you  form  any  conclusion,  or  think  it 
strange  at  all  that  you  should  see  a  member  of  the 
Board  by  himself  when  it  was  upon  a  matter  of  public 
busmess?— No,  I  do  not  think  anything  aboa^t  it. 
You  naust  have  a  beginning.  I  thought  I  had  some 
kmd  fnend  that  had  put  me  in  for  selling  the  Board 
properties. 

4314.  You  looked  on  Mr.  Dresser  Rogers  as  that 

kind  friend    who    was  going  to    assist  you  ? You 

assume  it. 

4316.  (Chairman.)  I  do  not  understand  that.  Mr. 
Robertson   was  the  first  person  who  spoke  to  Mr! 

Dresser    Rogers.      That    is    your     view  ? ^Yes,    I 

consider  so. 

4316.  Then  you  will  be  good  enough  to  look  up 

those  mattera  which  I  have  asked  you  to  do  ? Yes. 

withdrew. 


Mr.  Thbophilus  Williams  sworn  and  examined. 


^r.  4317.  (Chairman.)    You    are  a    member  of  the 

T.  WiUiams.     Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ? — Yes. 
■  4318.  I  believe  you  are  also  member  of  the  Lewis- 

ham  District  Board  of  Works  ? — I  am. 


4319.  When  did    you  become  a  member  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ?— In  October  1885. 

4320.  That    was  as    representing    Lewisham? 

Yes. 
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4321-2.  I  believe  you  took  part  in  urging  the 
inquiry  into  the  matter  of  Mr.  Robertson's  dealings  ? 
— I  moved  the  original  motion. 

4323.  Was  that  on  account  of  some  information  you 
had  received  ? — It  was  on  account  of  something  that 
was  said  in  my  house  which  occurred  just  before  some 
articles  which  appeared  in  the  *'  Financial  News."  As 
the  articles  .in  the  "  Financial  News  "  seemed  to  con- 
firm what  I  had  heard  in  my  own  house,  I,  irom  ray 
place  on  the  Board,  moved  that  a  committee  should 
be  appointed  to  inquire  into  the  letting  of  the  land 
at  the  Piccadilly  Circus  and  report  to  the  Board. 

4324.  Was  there  anything  else  besides  that  ? — ^Not 
at  that  time. 

4325.  But  subsequently  ?  —  Subsequently.  A 
statement  was  made  in  the  Board  room  by  one  of  the 
members  in  my  hearing  and  in  the  hearing  of  others 
that  Mr.  Yilliers  was  said  to  have  made  to  one  of  the 
members. 

4326.  What  was  that  ?— Mr.  Villiers  had  stated  to 
this  member,  so  we  were  told,  that  he  was  given  to 
understand  that  if  he  wanted  that  particular  site 
he  would  have  to  give  one  of  the  members  1,000/. 
and  employ  another  member  as  architect. 

4327.  Who  was  the  member  of  the  Board  who 
made  that  statement  ? — Mr.  Phillips. 

4328.  The  name  of  the  member  who  would  require 
money  was  not  mentioned  ? — It  was  not  mentioned ; 
no  names  were  mentioned. 

4329.  That  is  all  you  personally  know,  I  understand, 
about  the  matter  of  the  Pavilion  site? — Exactly, 
except  what  came. out  on  the  committee. 

4330.  You  joined  the  Board  after  the  transactions 
with  reference  to  the  letting  of  the  site  ? — Certainly. 

4330.  {Mr.  GrrenfelL)  Having  made  the  motion  on 
the  Board  you  were  not  put  on  the  committee  your- 
self ? — ^Tes,  I  was.  The  motion  was  that  the  matter  be 
referred  to  the  works  committee,  and  the  works  com- 
mittee also,  I  think  upon  my  motion,  resolved  that  it 
should  be  referred  to  a  sub-committee,  and  the  sub- 
committee consisted  of  the  officers  committee  and 
various  new  members  I  think  chiefly,  but  not  only 
new  members,  because  Mr.  Fardell  was  put  on  the 
committee  and  he  was  not  a  new  member. 

4332.  {Chairman.)  Are  you  proprietor  of  some 
newspapers  ? — ^Yes. 

4333.  What  are  they?— The  "Sydenham  and 
Penge  Gazette,"  "The  Woolwich  Gazette,"  "The 
Greenwich  and  Deptford  Observer,"  and  the  "  Borough 
of  Lewisham  Gazette." 

4334.  Are  those  all  ? — Those  are  aU. 

4335.  Not  the  "  Lewisham  and  West  Kent  News  "  ? 
— That  is  combined  now  with  the  "  Lewisham 
Gazette." 

4336.  Or  the  "  West  Kent  Courier  "  ?— That  also 
is  combined  with  it. 

4337.  Have  you  been  possessed  of  those  newspapers 
for  some  time,  or  do  you  lease  them  from  some  of  the 
owners  ? — "  The  Sydenham  Gazette,"  I  think,  for 
about  15  years  has  been  in  my  hands. 

4338.  And  the  others  ? — About  six  years. 

4339.  They  have  none  of  them  become  yours  since 
you  became  a  member  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works  ? — ^No,  none  of  them,  excepting  that  I  pur- 
chased the  *•' Borough  of  Lewisham  Gfwiette"  and 
joined  it  with  the  "  West  Kent  Courier,"  to  which  you 
referred — a  combination  only. 

4340.  The  Metropolitan  Board  have  advertised  in 
some  or  all  of  those  journals  ? — ^I  think  they  have  in 
two — at  least  I  know  they  have  in  two. 

4341.  Do  you  mean  by  that  in  only  two  ? — ^In  only 
two. 

4342.  Which  are  the  two? — Are  you  speaking  as  to 
last  year  ? 

4343.  Since  you  became  a  member  of  the  Board. 
First  of  all,  did  they  advertise  in  them  at  all  before 
you  became  a  member  of  the  Board  ? — Yes.  I  see 
there  is  an  advertisement  in  1884,  which  would  be 
before.  They  advertised  last  year,  that  is  to  say  in 
1887,  in  two  of  them,  that  is,  in  the  "Lewisham 
Grazette/'  and  the  "  Greenwich  Observer."     The  total 


amount  of  the  advertisements  for  that  year  was 
24/.  14«.  9^.  I  ought  to  say  that  those  were  Uie  parlia- 
mentary advertisements,  and  were  bound  to  be  inserted 
in  papers  circulating  in  the  district.  One  related  to 
a  recreation  ground  connected  with  Lewisham,  and  ! 
therefore  it  had  to  be  inserted  in  the  Lewisham 
paper^  and  the  other  related  to  the  Greenwich  tunnel 
under  the  Thames,  which,  of  course,  woulil  be  properly 
inserted  in  the  Greenwich  paper. 

4344.  That  is  1887.  Is  that  the  total  of  the  ad- 
vertisements in  any  of  the  papers  belonging  to  you  ? — 
In  that  year  of  1887. 

4345.  Now  take  1886  ? — I  have  only  got  these  two 
years.  They  were  similar  parliamentary  advertise- 
ments, one  i^elating  again  to  the  Greenwich  Tunnel, 
and  one  relating  to  the  Penge  Recreation  Ground, 
which  would  be  in  that  district,  and  I  observe  that  the 
total  there  was  61/.,  about. 

4346.  That  is  61/.  for  the  year  1886  ?— Yes. 

4347.  Is  that  the  total  ?— That  is  the  total. 

4348.  Have  you  got  1885  ? — ^I  was  not  a  member 
of  tlie  Board  then. 

4349.  It  was  only  towards  the  end  of  1885  you 
became  a  member  ? — November  1885. 

4350.  Those  two  sums  represent  the  sum  total  ot 
Board  advertisements  received  by  the  papers  in  which 
you  were  interested  ? — ^In  two  years. 

4351.  The  only  two  years  you  have  belonged  to  the 
Board  ?— Exactly. 

4352.  You  have  said  you  did  not  become  proprietor 
after  yuu  became  a  member  of  the  Board.  It  is  sug- 
gested that  the  "  Sydenham,  Forest  Hill,  and  Penge 
Gazette  " — is  that  the  same  thing  as  the  "  Sydenham 
and  Penge  Gazette  "  ? — It  is  the  same. 

4353.  It  is  suggested  that  it  was  not  registered  in 
your  name  as  proprietor,  but  in  somebody  else's  name^ 
down  to  a  date  subsequent  to  your  becoming  a  member 
of  the  Board  ?-*I  think  not.  It  was  registered  in  my 
name  in  1886.  The  registration  was  altered.  I  should 
state  that  I  was  the  manager  of  the  local  bank  before, 
and  I  retired  then,  and  during  the  time  I  was  manager 
of  the  bank  I  was  not  anxious  to  have  anything  to  do 
with  these  things,  and  as  soon  as  I  left  the  bank  I  had 
ail  the  papers  registered  in  my  own  name. 

4354.  {Mr,  Meadows  White.)  In  these  particular 
districts,  are  your  papers  in  some  cases  the  only  papers 
circulating  in  these  districts  ? — They  have  the  largest 
circulation. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  These  are  the  only  adver- 
tisements which  have  been  inserted  in  the  news- 
papers since  1876,  if  iyour  Lordship  cares  to  see  them 
{handing  in  same). 

4355.  {Mr.  GrenfelL)  Do  your  papers  give  reports 
of  the  discussions  of  the  local  bodies? — ^Yes,  full 
reports. 

4356.  {Chairman.)  I  suppose  there  were  adver- 
tisements of  other  things  besides  the  parliamentary 
matters  ? — Yes,  a  large  number. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  These  advertisements  that 
you  were  speaking  of,  were  the  parliamentary  adver- 
tisements inserted  under  the  standing  orders  in  news- 
papers circulating  in  the  district  ? — ^They  were. 

4357.  {Chairman.)  Are  you  confining  yourself  to 
parliamentary  advertisements,  or  including  other  ad- 
vertisements ? —  Everything.  I  asked  for  a  return 
from  my  manager,  and  this  is  what  he  has  given  me. 

4358.  Your  statement  is  intended  to  cover  all  the 
advertisements  ? — AU  the  advertisements. 

4359.  {Mr.  Winch.)  I  have  two  newspapers  here. 
Are  these  both  the  same  papers,  or  the  same  issue  ? 
They  are  both  headed  "  Lewisham^  Blackheath,  and 
West  Kent  Courier.*'      If  you  turn  to  page  4  you 

have  got  set  out  this  advertisement ? — This  is  not 

the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  advertisement. 

4360.  What  advertisement  is  it  ?  Apparently  these 
two  papers  profess  to  be  the  same  issue  ? — I  do  not 
know;  but  this  is  not  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works  advertisement.  This  is  a  private  company's 
advertisement. 

4361.  But  how  is  it  that  the  same  issue  is  totally 
different  ? — ^I  do  not  publish  my  papers,  and  I  do  not 
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Eighth  Day.     manage  them.      This  i%  a  private  company's  adver- 
tisement. 

4362.  I  am  not  asking  jon  that.  This  is  an  issue 
of  Friday,  November  the  12thy  and  the  other  is  an 
issue  of  Friday,  November  the  12th.  I  should  there- 
fore expect  to  see  when  I  looked  in  that  paper  and  in 
this  precisely  the  same  matter,  should  I  not?-^I 
cannot  answer  that.     I  should  say  so. 

4363.  How  is  it  I  do  not  ? — What  is  your  question 
addressed  to? 

4364.  Can  you  explain  to  me  why  I  do  not  ?  Is 
not  this  another  paper,  in  fact,  and  you  have  put 
simply  the  same  heading  to  it  ? — I  am  afraid  I  do  not 
understand  the  question  of  the  learned  counsel.  He 
has  pointed  out  an  advertisement  to  me  which  is  a 
private  company's  advertisement.  I  do  not  know 
whether  that  comes  within  the  scope  of  this  inquiry. 

4365.  That  it  not  what  I  am  pointing  out  to  you, 
if  you  would  kindly  attend.  Here  is  a  paper  which  is 
called  the  **  West  Kent  Advertiser,"  issued  on  No- 
vember 12th,  and  I  look  at  the  title  sheet,  and  I 
imagine  that  precisely  the  same  things  will  be  in  both 
these  papers  if  one  is  simply  a  paper  that  has  been 
printed  on  the  same  machine,  but  when  I  get  to  page  4, 
I  find  totally  different  things;  and  what  I  suggest 
is,  that  you  merely  altered  the  heading  of  really 
another  paper  and  sent  it  out  as  the  West  Kent 
paper  ? — What  is  the  question  you  wish  to  ask  me  ? 

4366.  Have  you  altered  it  ? — I  have  done  nothing ; 
but  I  think  I  can  explain. 

4367.  (Chairman,)  You  will  sec  in  a  moment  what 
is  suggested.  Here  there  are  two  papers  which, 
looking  at  them,  people  would  suppose  to  be  the 
same  because  they  are  the  same  date,  and 
the  same  paper,  but  in  one  of  these  the  Metro- 
politan Board  of  Work's  advertisement  appears 
and  in  the  other  it  does  not  ?— I  think  you  ai«  mis- 
taken. There  is  no  Metropolitan  Board  of  Work's 
advertisement  in.    It  is  a  tramway  advertisement. 

4368.  "Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  Various 
Powers  "  ?— That  is  in. 

4369.  (Mr.  Grenfell.)  It  is  in  one,  but  it  is  not 
in  the  other  one  ? — That  is  the  correct  issue.  The 
learned  counsel  is  referring  to  a  tramways  advertise- 
ment. 

4370.  ( Chah^man,)  What  the  learned  counsel  asks 
an  explanation  of  is  this :  here  are,  apparently,  two 
copies  of  the  same  paper — ^the  "  Lewisham,  Blackheath, 
and  West  Kent  Courier,"  in  one  of  which  an  advertise- 
ment appears,  and  if  you  look  at  the  other  copy  of  the 
same  paper,  apparently  of  the  same  date,  and  pre- 
sumably conta.'Eing  the  same  advertisements,  you  do 
not  find  that  advertisement.  What  is  the  explanation 
of  that  ? — I  tbink  so  far  as  the  Metropolitan  Board 
of  Works  advertisement  is  concerned  that  it  appeared 
in  the  paper  in  which  it  was  ordered,  but  at  that  time 
there  was  a  certain  tramway  advertisement  which  the 
promoters  were  very  anxious  to  get  in  one  of  the 
papers  circulating  in  the  district,  and  they  came  down 
to  the  publishing  office  and  wanted  it  to  go  in,  I  think, 
the  West  Kent  Courier,  so  far  as  I  recollect ;  and  the 
publisher  told  them  that  was  printed.  Then  they  said: 
'^  If  you  can  get  it  in  one  of  the  papers  circulating  in 
*^  the  district  at  all  it  will  answer  our  purpose  precisely 


"  the  same ;  "  because  it  was  necessary  for  it  to  be  pub- 
lished  in  the  district  on  that  particuhir  day,  and  there- 
fore they  put  it  in  the  "  Sydenham  and  Penge  Gazette,** 
which  is  also  circulating  in  the  district. 

4371.  (Mr.  much)  They  put  it  in  the  "  Sydenham 
and  Penge  Gazette,"  and  called  the  **  Sydenham  and 
Pengo  Gazette"  the  "West  Kent  Advertiser"?— 
That  is  not  so.  If  you  will  allow  me  I  will  produce 
a  copy  of  the  **  Sydenham  and  Penge  Grazette  "  of  this 
particular  week,  and  you  will  find  the  advertisement  in 
in  the  "  Sydenham  and  Penge  Gazette." 

4372.  (Chairman,)  That  does  not  quite  explain 
what  is  so  odd.  Take  the  first  page  here.  The  two 
pages  are  absolutely  different.  It  is  not  merely  that 
the  tramway  advertisement  appears  and  not  the  other, 
but  every  advertisement  is  different  ? — That  advertise- 
ment was  not  paid  for  in  that  paper. 

4373.  The  tramway  advertisement  was  not?— No, 
not  in  that  paper. 

4374.  The  Metropolitan  Board  advertisement  is 
out  altogether.  What  the  learned  counsel  is  calling 
attention  to,  and  what  I  do  not  understand,  is  why 
these  two  papers,  which  are  apparently  the  same 
newspaper,  have  an  entirely  different  frontispiece  of 
advertisements  ? — I  was  not  there,  and  I  have  asked 
for  an  explanation  from  my  manager,  and  this  is  the 
explauation  he  has  given  me.  This  tramway  com- 
pany were  promoting  a  Bill  in  Parliament,  and  it  was 
necessary  for  them  to  have  this  advertisement  in  a 
paper  in  that  district  in  that  particular  week.  They 
went  down  to  our  office  and  they  saw  my  managing 
man,  and  he  told  them  that  the  "  Lewisham  Courier  " 
was  printed,  but  he  said  the  "  Sydenham  Gazette " 
was  not  printed.  Then  he  said:  "Put  it  in  the 
*  Sydenham  Gazette ' " ;  and  it  was  put  in  the 
"  Sydenham  Grazette,"  and  printed  in  four  or  five 
thousand  copies  of  the  **  Sydenham  Guzette";  but 
this  gentleman  said :  "  I  am  not  sure  whether  my 
"  people,"  that  is  "  my  promoters,  would  have  it  in  the 
"  *  Sydenham  Gazette '  next  week,  or  would  rather 
"  have  it  in  the  *  Lewisham  Courier,'  so  I  will  ask  you 
"  to  print  off"  a  hundred  copies  of  the  paper  with  the 
"  *  Lewisham  Courier '  heading,  and  put  it  in  that, 
"  until  I  have  ascertained  which  paper  will  answer  mv 
"  promoters  purposes  "  ;  but  it  turned  out  afterwarub 
they  were  satisfied  with  the  "  Sydenham  Gazette."  It 
went  in  three  issues  of  the  "  Sydenham  Gazette,"  and 
that  was  the  end  of  the  transaction. 

4375.  There  were  a  hundred  copies  specially  printed 
off  of  the  "Lewisham,  Blackheath,  and  West  Kent 
"  Courier  "  ? — Yes,  for  the  purpose  of  effecting  it — 
for  the  purpose  of  proving  that  that  advertisement 
was  inserted  Ihat  week.  My  manager  would  answer 
that  question  better  than  I  could. 

4376.  As  I  understand  it,  it  is  this :  that  a  question 
might  have  been  raised  whether  the  advertisement 
in  the  "  Sydenham  Gazette  "  would  do  ? — Exactly. 

4377.  And  therefore  a  hundred  copies  were  struck 
off"  of  the  Sydenham  newspaper  with  the  advertisement 
in,  but  with  the  "  Lewisham,  Blackheath,  and  West 
"  Kent  Conner  "  heading,  and  were  distributed,  so  that 
if  a  question  arose  as  to  the  "  Sydenham  Gazette  "  being 
sufficient  that  would  be  evidence  of  an  advertisement 
in  the  Lewisham  paper  ? — Exactly. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Adjourned  to  Tuesday  next  at  11  o'clock. 
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NINTH  DAY. 


Tuesday,  12tli  June  1888. 


PRESENT  : 


Lord  Herschell, 


Mr.  Grenfell. 
Lord  HERSCHELL  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  BOSANQUET,  Q.C. 


{Mr,  Meadows  White,)  W\\\  jour  Lordship  allow 
me  to  hand  you  an  extract  from  the  shorthand  notes, 
a  transcript  made  by  order  of  the  Board  on  the  10th 
October  1887  {handing  same  to  his  Lordship), 


{Chairman.)  I  am  perfectly  aware  that  Mr.  Villiers      Ninth  Day. 

on  the  occasion  on  which  he  was  examined  by  the  

works  committee  did  not  make  a  full  or  true  disclosure.    ^*  "^^"^^  *888« 


Mr.  Richard  D'Oyly  Carte  sworn  and  examined. 


4378.  {Chairman,)  You  are  the  proprietor  of  the 
Savoy  Theatre  ? — I  am. 

4379.  In  connexion  with  the  erection  of  that 
theatre  I  believe  you  have  had  some  experience  of  the 
working  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ? — That 
is  so. 

4380.  Have  you  come  into  contact  with  the  work- 
ing of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  in  any  other 
case  than  with  reference  to  the  building  of  the  Savoy 
Theatre  ? — With  respect  to  plans,  do  you  mean  ? 

4381.  Yes. — No,  I  think  not.  I  have  an  interest 
in  some  land  on  the  Embankment. 

4382.  I  will  deal  with  that  presently,  but  I  mean 
with  reference  to  the  working  of  the  Board  ? — As  to 
the  theatres,  no.  My  theatre  was  the  first  that  was 
built  under  the  Act  of  1868,  which  gave  the  Board 
power  to  deal  with  theaties,  and  therefore  there  was 
not  so  much  reason,  why  I  should  come  into  contact  , 
with  them  after  the  actual  building  of  the  theatre ; 
in  fact  no  reason.  I  had  their  certificate  that  the 
Uieatre  was  properly  constructed. 

4383.  Will  you  be  good  enough  to  state  to  the 
Commission  what  your  experience  was  with  regard  to 
any  obstacles  or  inconveniences  in  the  working  of  the 
transactions  with  the  Board  ? — The  great  obstacle  was 
the  delays  that  occurred.  We  could  not  get  the  plans 
passed.  They  went  to  a  committee  and  then  back  to 
the  Board,  and  then  back  from  the  Board  to  another 
committee  and  so  on.  and  it  was  a  very  complicated 
business,  and  caused  serious  delay. 

4384.  I  believe  you  at  the  time  wrote  a  letter  to  the 
public  journals  wiljh  reference  to  the  difficulties  that 
yoo  experienced  ? — ^I  did. 

4385.  You  purchased  the  block  of  ground  in 
Beaufort  Buildings,  I  believe,  in  the  commencement  of 
1880?— Yes,  I  suppose  that  would  be  the  date,  I 
have  not  the  date  at  hand.  I  have  no  doubt  that  was 
the  date. 

4386.  -For  the  purpose  of  erecting  a  theatre  ? — 


4387.  Before  purchasing  the  ground  did  your 
architect  inquire  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works 
whether  they  would  consent  to  open  out  a  new  street 
on  the  south  side  of  the  block  ? — ^Yes. 

4388.  That  I  believe  was  a  street  shown  on  their 
plans  ? — Yes.  If  I  might  look  at  my  letter  to  the 
**  Times  "  it  will  bring  it  fresh  to  my  mind.  It  is  a 
long  time  ago. 

4389.  Certainly. — What  I  wrote  then  was  carefiilly 
written. 

4390.  Did  the  Board  agree  to  do  that  on  condition 
that  you  should  contribute  a  moiety  of  the  expense  ? 


4391.  That  I  believe  you  did  ?— I  did. 

4392.  The  plans  of  the  new  theatre  were  submitted 
to  the  Board,  and  referred  by  them  to  the  buildings 
act  comiliittee  ? — That  is  so. 

4393.  They  took  exception  to  them  on  the  ground 
that  the  byelaws  and  regulations  had  not  been  com- 


plied with,  and  they  were  accordingly  amended  and         -^r.  B, 
again  laid  before  the  committee  and  approved  ? — Yes,  ^'^^Sf  Carte. 

it  was,  I  think,  in  fact  I  am  sure,  that  we  had  not       

fulfilled  all  the  requirements  about  entrances  or  exits 
or  something  of  the  kind,  requirements  for  the  con- 
struction of  the  theatre.     Then  we  altered  the  plans. 

4394.  After  the  plans  had  been  approved  by  the 
buildings  act  committee,  and  they  had  recommended 
that  the  certificates  should  be  granted,  some  opposi- 
tion was  raised  by  members  of  the  Board  on  the 
ground  that  the  approaches  were  insufficient  ? — Yes, 
that  is  so.  It  struck  me  as  being  a  very  objectionable 
proceeding,  because  they  were  quite  aware  when  the 
new  street  was  agreed  to  be  made  that  a  theatre  was 
to  be  erected. 

4395.  (Mr,  Grenfell.)  Did  that  cause  further 
delay  ? — Oh,  yes,  there  was  nothing  but  delay. 

'  4396.  {Chairman.)  Upon  that  the  Board  referred 
the  matter  to  the  works  and  general  purposes  com- 
mittee ? — ^Yes. 

4397.  While  it  was  waiting  for  consideration  by 
them  the  Sti-and  District  Board  of  Works  intervened  ? 
— So  it  appears.  At  the  moment  I  had  forgotten  that. 
Yes,  that  is  so. 

4398.  They  lodged  with  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works  and  the  Lord  Chamberlain's  office  a  letter 
objecting  to  the  erection  ? — Yes. 

4399.  That  was  on  the  ground  of  the  obstruction 
to  the  traffic  in  the  Strand,  which  would  be  caused 
by  carriages  using  Beaufort  Buildings  and  Carting 
I^ne  in  setting  down  and  taking  up  visitors  ?— Yes. 

4400.  Your  answer  to  that  objection  is  tliat  there 
would  be  no  route  by  carriages  to  the  new  theatre 
by  either  of  those  roads,  which  would  be  devoted  to 
foot  passengers ;  the  approach  for  vehicles  being  from 
the  Embankment  ? — Y  es.  I  think  I  wrote  to  the 
Strand  District  Board.     I  removed  their  objections. 

4401.  When  the  matter  came  before  the  works  and 
general  purposes  committee  of  the  Metropolitan 
Board  it  was  adjourned  a  month  to  be  again  referred 
to  the  Strand  Board  ? — ^Yes. 

4402.  That  is  as  far  as  your  letter  carries  it. 
What  was  the  result  after  that? — The  plans  were 
passed  almost  immediately  after  this  letter  was 
published. 

4403.  That  would  be  somewhere  about  the  end  of 
May?— Yes. 

4404.  Your  letter  is  dated  the  20th  May?— I 
believe  it  was  at  the  next  meeting.  I  remember  being 
struck  with  the  fact  that  they  were  passed  very  soon 
after  that.  The  great  grievance  was  that  there  was 
no  one  person  to  go  and  see,  and  to  say  what  was 
wrong  and  have  it  put  right,  but  it  was  dealt  with 
by  committees.  There  were  so  many  people  concerned 
in  it. 

4405.  You  said  you  had  also  had  transactions  with 
reference  to  Board  sites.  Do  you  mean  that  you 
purchased   Board  sites  before? — Yes.     I  purchased 
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METROPOLITAN   BOA|lD   OF   WORKS   INQUIRY   COMMISSION  : 


Ninth  Day. 

12  June  1888. 

Mr^JR, 
D'Oyly  CarU, 


the  site  on  which  the  Savoy  Hotel  or  Savoj  Mansions, 
as  it  used  to  be  called,  is  being  put  up. 

4406.  In  the  neighbourhood  of  the  theatre? — 
Between  the  theatre  and  the  Embankment. 

4407.  When  was  that  ? — In  June  1884  the  purchase 
was  completed* 

4408.  Had  you  any  transaction  relating  to  that 
with  Mr.  Eobertson  ?  —  \^''ith  reference  to  the 
purchase  ? 

4409.  Yes  ? —  No.  That  was  done  through  my 
solicitor,  Mr.  Stanley,  of  Stanley  and  Woodhouse. 

4410.  You  did  not  personally  conduct  the  affair  ? — 
No,  I  do  not  think  I  had  any  personal  communication 

•  with  the  Board  on  the  subject  of  that  purchase.  I 
may  have  done.  Mr.  Stanley  conducted  the  whole  of 
the  negotiations  for  the  purchase. 

4411.  When  did  you  first  become  acquainted  with 
Mr.  Robertson  ? — I  have  known  Mr.  Robertson  a  long 
time.  I  cannot  tell  exactly  the  date,  but  it  was  a  good 
while  back. 

4412.  What  transactions  had  you  with  Mr.  Robert- 
son personally  ? — Mr.  Robertson  did  some  work  for 
me,  a  considerable  amount  of  work  for  me,  in  con- 
nexion with  the  plans  of  this  building. 

4413.  The  plans  of  the  Savoy  Hotel  ?— Yes. 

4414.  Can  you  tell  me  when  he  was  engaged  to  do 
that  work  ?— It  would  be,  I  think,  in  1885. 

4415.  After  your  purchase  was  completed  from  the 
Board?— Yes. 

4416.  Will  you  tell  me  how  you  came  to  employ 
him.  Did  he  speak  to  you  about  it,  or  how  did  it 
arise  ? — ^I  knew  him,  and  I  used  to  see  him  from  time 
to  time.  I  forget  now  whether  I  asked  him  to  look  at 
the  plans,  or  whether  he  offered  to  look  at  them.  At 
any  rate,  he  did  look  at  the  plans,  and  advised  with 
respect  to  them.  We  were  then  considering  plans 
that  were  submitted  by  an  architect,  and  we  found 
various  difficulties  in  connexion  with  them,  and  things 
that  we  wanted  to  discuss,  and  he  advised  about  them. 

4417.  What  sort  of  difficulties  ? —  In  connexion 
with  the  interior  of  the  building. 

4418.  Were  those  plans  that  had  to  be  passed  by 
the  Board  ? — ^They  would  have  had  to  be  passed  by 
the  Board,  but  as  a  matter  of  fact  they  never  were  be- 
fore the  Board,  because  they  were  abandoned.  That 
terminated  the  arrangement  with  that  architect,  and  I 
engaged  a  builder,  who  came  in  and  built  on  a  different 
plaii.  These  plans  actually  never  went  before  the 
Board. 

4419.  But  subsequent  plans  did,  I  suppose  ? — Sub- 
sequent plans  went  before  the  Board. 

4420.  Did  Robertson  advise  you  on  those  sub- 
sequent plans? — ^I  do  not  think  so.  He  may  have 
seen  them,  but  I  do  not  think  he  had  anything  to  do 
with  those  plans,  in  fact  I  may  say  I  am  sure  he  did 
not ;  he  probably  may  have  seen  them,  but  he  did  not 
do  anything  for  me  of  any  importance  afi^er  January 
1886,  when  the  builder,  Mr.  Holloway,  came  in,  and 
began  to  prepare  the  plans  in  our  office. 

4421. 1  believe  you  paid  Robertson,  in  January  1886, 
100/.  for  his  services  ? — I  did. 

4422.  There  was  no  architect  employed  on  the 
second  set  of  plans  at  all  ? — No.  I  might  explain. 
The  way  in  which  we  proceeded  then  was  that  I  made 
an  arrangement  with  Mr.  Holloway,  a  well-known  man 
in  the  building  trade,  and  a  very  clever  man  in 
arranging  and  designing  things.  He  engaged  two  or 
three  draughtsmen  to  be  kept  in  the  office,  and  he 
used  to  prepare  the  plans,  so  that,  practically,  he  and 
these  draughtsmen  were  the  architects  after  that 
time. 

4423.  Can  yon  tell  me  when  those  plans  were  sent 
in  to  the  Board  ? — I  cannot  at  this  moment.  I  can 
asceitain.  Mr.  Stanley,  the  solicitor,  had  all  the 
arrangements  of  that  kind.     It  was  done  through  him. 

4424.  I  suppose  these  plans  would  go  before  the 
Buildings'  Act  committee  ? — I  do  not  know  what 
course  would  be  adopted. 

4425.  You  would  not  know  that  ? — No;  Mr.  Stanley 
was  requested  to  do  all  that  was  necessary  with  respect 
to  the  plans,  and  he  did  so. 


4426.  He  will  be  able  to  give  us  the  dates  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  In  such  a  case  as  this  all 
that  can  be  done  with  regard  to  the  plans  would  be 
they  would  require  to  see  the  elevation,  and  that 
would  come  before  the  works  committee. 

4427.  (Chairman.)  Is  there  a  record  kept  of  all 
the  plans  that  go  before  them  and  are  approved  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White,)  There  is  a  record  kept  of 
every  transaction. 

4428.  (Chairman.)  I  suppose  the  plan  would  appear 
with  some  date  probably  stamped  upon  it  ? — I  may 
observe  I  had  then  purchased  the  freehold  for  some 
time.  The  freehold  had  been  mine  for  some  years. 
I  do  not  suppose  the  Board  of  Works  would  have 
much  to  say  to  the  plans.  The  freehold  was  bought 
and  paid  for. 

4429.  Wherever  tlffe  freehold  was  bought  of  them 
I  understand  they  always  inserted  a  stipulation  that 
they  should  have  power  of  approving  of  the  building 
erected  upon  it ;  the  external  appearance  of  the  build- 
ing ? — ^Yes,  that  is  so. 

4430.  The  negotiations  with  respect  to  the  purchase 
of  the  site  and  the  business  of  sending  in  plans  were 
conducted  by  your  solicitor,  as  I  understand  ? — By 
Mr.  Stanley. 

4431.  He  would,  therefore,  be  able  to  tell  us  more 
accurately  about  that  than  you  can  ? — Yes. 

4432.  Was  it  on  Mr.  Robertson's  advice  that  you 
put  an  end  to  your  arrangement  with  your  first 
architect  ? — ^No,  I  think  I  may  say  positively  no,  that 
was  not  so.  There  were  a  variety  of  reasons,  I  think, 
but  it  had  nothing  to  do  with  Mr.  Robertson's  advice, 
it  was  more  in  connexion  with  the  general  impression 
that  we  formed,  and  Mr.  Holloway. 

4433.  Did  Mr,  Robertson  introduce  you  to  Mr. 
Holloway  ? — No. 

4434.  How  did  you  come  to  know  him  ? — ^I  came 
to  know  Mr.  Holloway  through  Mr.  Stanley,  the 
solicitor.  He  knew  him  in  connexion  with  the  Grand 
Hotel. 

4-135.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Can  you  remember 
enough  of  the  circumstances  to  know  whether  your 
name  appeared  at  all  in  the  transaction  of  the  Savoy 
Mansions.  Had  you  taken  an  assignment  of  the  plot 
from  someone  else  ? — The  purchase  was  made  in  the 
name  of  myself  and  Mr.  Gunn ;  the  purchase  was 
made  in  my  own  name. 

4436.  (Chairman,)    What  Mr.  Gunn   is   that  ? 

Mr.  Gunn,  of  Dublin ;  the  manager  of  a  theatre 
there. 

4487.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Do  you  remember 
the  name  of  George  Edwards  ? — Yes. 

4438.  Was  noi  that  the  name  in  which  the  trans- 
action appeared? — Mr.  Edwards  originally  tendered 
for  the  ground.     Yes,  that  is  so. 

4439.  The  name  first  was  Mr.  Edwards.  He  was 
the  original  tenderer  for  the  ground,  and  you  took  it 
by  assignment  from  Edwards,  and  when  the  purchase 

came  to  be  completed  it  was  made  in  your  name  ? 

Yes. 

4440.  (Chairman.)  I  should  like  to  see  the  minutes 
about  the  Savoy  Mansions. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  With  regard  to  the  theatre 
I  understand  the  tlieatre  with  which  you  had  to  do 
was  your  own  Savoy  Theatre,  which  we  knew  very 
weU  ?— Yes.  ^ 

4441.  And  that  was  the  first,  I  understand,  built 
under  the  new  byelaws  ? — I  believe  it  was  the  first. 
I  have  said  so  here,  in  this  letter,  and  of  course  it 
was  so.  I  went  into  all  those  matters  very  closely  at 
the  time,  and  there  is  no  doubt  that  that  statement  is 
correct. 

4442.  I  did  not  know  that  this  was  going  to  be 
gone  into,  and  1  have  not  the  minutes  here.  Can  you 
give  me  the  dates  at  all  when  these  matters  were 
done  ? 

(Chairman.)  The  letter  is  written  on  the  20th 
May  1880,  and  it  begins :  **  In  the  early  part  of  this 
"  present  year  I  purchased  a  freehold  block."  AH 
those  transactions  narrated  in  the  letter  are  from  the 
commencement  of  1880  down  to  May  20th. 
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4443.  {Mr.  Meadows  White,)  Can  you  tell  me  at 
all  the  requirements  of  the  Board  which  led  to  the 
alteration  of  the  plans  ? — No,  I  cannot  tell  you  that, 
but  I  think  it  was  something  to  do  with  the  entrances 
or  exits. 

4444.  That  is  of  course  an  important  part  for  the 
safety  of  the  public  ? — Yes,  no  doubt. 

4445.  And  the  plans  were  altered  accordingly. 
When  did  the  Strand  Board  intervene?  Their  in- 
tervention was  owing  to  something  quite  different 
from  the  character  of  the  building,  or  the  structure 
of  the  building ;  it  was  owing  to  the  fear  lest  the  exits 
in  the  Strand  should  be  interrupted  and  over  crowded  ? 
— No  ;  they  made  an  objection  to  the  obstruction  to 
the  traffic  in  the  Strand.  That  I  looked  upon  as  a 
most  frivolous  objection,  because  theatre  after  theatre 
has  been  put  up  in  the  Strand  and  no  person  has 
ever  attempted  Co  oppose  the  erection  of  a  theatre 
on  the  ground  of  obstruction  to  the  traffic 

4446.  That  objection  being,  as  I  understand, 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Board,  they  referred 
it  for  inquiry,  I  suppose  to  the  Strand  authorities, 
and  you  say,  as  soon  as  that  had  been  done,  your 
plans  were  passed  ? — ^No,  that  is  not  so.  The  posi- 
tion is  this: 'the  Strand  District  Board  made  this 
objection,  and  I  believe  that  I  wrote  or  went  to  see 
the  Strand  District  Board  on  the  subject.  I  attended 
there  before  them  and  explained  that  the  carriages 
were  intended  to  come  all  from  the  other  side,  and 
finally,  I  think,  they  withdrew  their  letter  of  objec- 
tion, but  I  cannot  say  positively.  The  delay  occurred 
after  that,  and  that  was  the  delay  I  objected  to. 

4447.  You  say  it  was  adjourned  for  a  month  for 
reference  to  the  Strand  Board,  and  then  the  plans 
were  passed  almost  immediately  after  this.  Is  that 
what  you  say? — ^No.  I  do  not  pretend  that  the 
original  objection  of  the  Board  of  Works  to  the  plan 
was  not  a  perfectly  justifiable  one,  but  what  I  com- 
plained of  was  that  delay  in  referring  the  thing  from 
one  committee  to  another  without  any  apparent 
reason. 

4448.  Can  you  tell  me  the  dates  when  the  plans 
were  altered,  and  how  long  intervened  between  the 
alteration  of  the  plans  and  the  intimation  to  you  that 
the  certificate  would  be  granted,  during  which  period 
I  uuderstand  the  Strand  Board  intervened  ? — ^It  was 
adjourned  for  a  month  to  be  referred  again  to  the 
Strand  District  Board. 

4449.  Before  that  you  say  the  plans  had  been 
altered  and  referred  to  the  Board  of  Works  ? — I 
think  the  last  paragraph  gives  it  you,  after  the  Strand 
District  Board,  what  had  got  to  happen  again.  It 
had  been  before  the  Board  of  Works,  the  Buildings 
Act  committee  of  the  Board  of  Works,  the  Board  of 
Works  again,  the  works  and  general  purposes  com- 
mittee of  the  Board  of  Works  twice,  and  then  before 
the  Strand  District  Board  of  Works.  It  had  then  to 
go  again  before  the  works  committee  of  the  Strand 
District  Board  of  Works,  then  before  the  Strand  Dis- 
trict Board  of  Works  itself,  then  before  the  works  and 
general  purposes  committee  of  the  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works,  and  once  again  before  the  Metro- 
politan Board  of  Works,  and,  finally,  to  the  Lord 
Chamberlain's  Office.     That  was  my  grievance. 

4450.  How  much  was  owing  to  the  interference  of 
the  Strand  Board  of  Works  in  all  this? — Apparently 
a  tnonth's  delay.  No  doubt  that  is  correct.  I  do  not 
want  to  make  any  speech,  but  what  we  objected  to 
was  that  there  was  no  one  official  we  could  go  to  and 
deal  with ;  that  we  had  to  go  to  so  many  different 
people,  and  it  had  to  be  discussed  by  gentlemen  who, 
no  doubt,  had  not  knowledge  as  experts  of  what  they 
had  to  adjudicate  on.  I  had  no  trouble  with  them 
afterwards. 

4451.  Have  you  a  copy  of  the  byelaws  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ? — No,  I  have  not. 

4452.  Do  you  know  what  steps  were  taken  in  the 
preparation  of  those  byelaws,  what  had  been  done, 
what  consultations  had  been  had,  who  had  been  con- 
sulted about  them,  and  what  steps  had  been  taken  to 
inquire  into  the  working  of  theatres  ? — No,  I  have  no 


knowledge  of  that.  I  have  not  made  any  complaint 
against  the  alterations  made  by  the  Board,  you  under- 
stand. 

4453.  {Mr,  Winch.)  After  this  evidence  I  need 
hardly  ask  you,  you  never  employed  a  member  of  the 
Board  as  an  architect  ?— No. 

4454.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Here  is  a  matter 
which  was  spoken  to  on  the  last  occasion  by  Mr. 
ViUiers.  I  should  like  you  to  give  some  explanation 
about  it,  because  it  has  reference  to  an  offer  of  Mr. 
Pyke  for  the  site  of  the  Pavilion.  Do  you  know 
anything  of  that  offer? — I  do  not  know  what  Mr. 
Pyke's  offer  was  except  by  what  I  have  read  in  the 
paper.  I  took  what  was  practically  a  message  from 
Mr.  Pyke  to  Mr.  Villiers. 

4455.  As  Mr.  Villiers  has  stated? — Yes. 

4456.  You  read  what  he  stated  ? — Yes. 

4457.  You  think  that  is  correct? — I  think  what 
Mr.  Villiers  said  was  substantially  correct,  except 
that  I  think,  from  what  I  read  in  the  paper,  he  con- 
veyed that  he  said  to  me  that  he  had  not  absolutely 
settled  with  the  Board  of  Works.  That  is  not  the 
case.  He  certainly  gave  me  to  understand  he  had 
settled,  but  I  think  it  is  substantially  correct. 

4458.  You  went  with  a  message  from  Mr.  Pyke  to 
Mr.  Villiers  ?— Yes. 

4459.  What  was  the  purport  of  that  message  ? — It 
was  not  exactly  a  message.  It  was  this.  Mr.  Pyke, 
with  whom  I  had  had  business,  and  was  having  busi- 
ness at  that  time,  asked  me  one  day :  Did  I  know  Mr. 
Villiers  ?  and  I  said  Yes,  I  had  known  him  a  long 
time ;  and  he  said :  Well,  would  I  do  him  a  favour  ? 
and  I  said,  Yes,  if  I  could ;  what  was  it  ?  He  said. 
Would  I  see  Mr.  Villiers,  and  tell  him  that  someone 
whom  I  knew — I  do  not  know  whether  I  was  to  tell 
his  name  or  not — was  tendering  for  the  same  land 
that  Mr.  Villiers  was  tendering  for,  and  something  to 
the  effect  that  they  need  not  clash,  or  something  of  the 
kind^  and  that  he  rather  thought  he  would  like  to  see 
Mr.  Villiers.  I  understood  he  had  some  suggestion 
to  make,  but  what  it  was  I  did  not  know. 

4460.  That  the  two  competitors  need  not  clash,  but 
they  might  see  each  other  and  arrange  matters  ? — He 
wanted  to  make  some  suggestion.  He  had  some 
scheme,  I  think,  to  suggest  about  the  land — ^whether 
it  was  that  he  wanted  to  go  in  with  Mr.  Villiers,  or  to 
finance  him,  or  to  get  the  land  cheaper,  I  cannot  say. 
Mr.  Villiers  told  me  when  I  saw  him  that  he  had  got 
a  letter,  or  written  a  letter,  and  that  it  was  settled, 
and  I  said,  there  is  an  end  of  it,  and  I  told  Mr.  Pyke 
so,  and  that  is  all  I  know  about  it. 

4461.  {Mr,  Grenfell.)  1  think  you  said  your  own 
theatre  was  the  first  theatre  built  under  the  new  law  ? 
— So  I  believe. 

4462.  Who  was  it  that  had  a  right  to  authorise 
buildings,  and  had  to  inspect  them  previously  to 
that  ? — The  Lord  Chamberlain,  I  believe.  The  Lord 
Chamberlain  used  to  make  an  annual  inspection  of  the 
theatres  and  see  that  the  exits  and  gangways  were  all 
right.  When  I  say  the  Lord  Chamberlain,  I  should 
«ay  Sir  Spencer  Ponsonby  Fane.  If  he  saw  anything 
wrong  he  used  to  point  it  out. 

4463.  Previous  to  their  construction,  was  there  any- 
bodv  who  performed  these  duties,  which  have  been 
performed  by  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  of 
assenting  to  plans  ? — Yes  ;  I  think  that  it  practically 
devolved  on  the  Lord  Chamberlain's  office.  The  Lord 
Chamberlain  had  to  grant  his  licence,  and  before 
granting  the  licence  he  inspected  the  plans,  or  his 
officials  did,  and  his  architect,  I  presume,  advised 
him  on  them,  and  then  he  granted  the  licence  or  not, 
in  his  discretion.  If  the  plans  were  wrong  we  were 
told  where  they  were  wrong,  and  then  we  had  to  alter 
them.  That  is  my  general  knowledge.  I  never  built 
a  theatre  under  the  Lord  Chamberlain,  but  I  know 
that  was  the  course. 

4461.  Yon  stated  in  this  letter  that  you  had  again — 
after  all  these  various  boards  and  committees,  and  so 
forth — ^to  go  to  the  Lord  Chamberlain's  office.  Does 
that  delay  remain,  and  have  you  still  to  get  his  assent 
as  you  liad  before  the  Act  passed  ? — ^Yes,  as  I  under- 

S  4 


Ninth  Day* 

IS  Jnne  1888* 

'Mr.  R. 
D'Oyly  Carte. 
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METROPOLITAN   BOARD   OF   WORKS   INQUIRY   COMMISSION: 


Ninth  Day. 
12  Jane  1888. 

Mr.  JR. 

P'Oyly  Carte. 


Stand  it  The  difference  in  the  procedure  now  is  that 
the  Board  of  Works  have  first  to  grant  their  certificate 
that  the  theatre  is  satisfactorily  constructed.  The 
proprietor  then  has  to  go  to  the  Lord  Chamberlain 
with  his  certificate  in  his  hand  and  a,sk  for  his 
licence.  Then  the  Lord  Chamberlain  reserves  the 
right  to  make  any  objections  or  any  suggestions  as 
regards  alterations,  and  so  forth.  For  instance,  a  year 
ago  Sir  Spencer  Ponsonby  Fane  made  a  suggestion  to 
me  about  an  alteration  in  the  door  arrangements, 


Mr. 

W.  R.  Selway. 


which  I  carried  out.  The  final  authority  is  the  Lord 
Chamberlain. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White,)  If  you  will  refer  to  the 
12th  section  of  the  Act  of  1878,  you  will  find  the 
legislation  on  the  subject  whieh  imposed  the  duty  on 
the  Board. 

(Mr,  GrenfelL)  But  it  does  not  remove  it  from  the 
Lord  Chamberlain.  I  am  coming  to  the  fact  that 
there  are  additional  authorities  who  create  what  you 
complain  of,  namely,  delays. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  William  Robins  Sklway  recalled  and  further  examined. 


4466.  {Chairman,)  I  should  like  to  ask  you,  as 
representing  the  Board,  whether  you  consider  that  the 
officials  in  the  architect's  department  of  the  Board  had 
a  right  to  practice  privately  ? — I  can  say  they  had 
not. 

4466.  Were  you  aware  that  it  was  being  done  ? — 
No,  not  at  all. 

4467.  {Mr,  Grenfell.)  These  instances  of  private 
practice  would  be  against  the  distinct  regulation  of  the 
Board  ? — Quite  so. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  In  order  that  that  answer 
may  not  be  misapprehended,  I  do  not  think  there  are 
any  distinct  regulations  to  that  effect,  but  it  is  the 
understanding. 

(  Witness,)  This  is  what  1  intended  to  convey. 

4468.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  I  suppose  there  are  some 
minutes  of  Robertson's  appointment  and  the  terras  on 
which  he  was  appointed,  are  there  not  ?  Was  it  by  a 
written  contract  or  a  resolution  of  the  Board  ? — He 
was  appointed  before  1  was  a  member  of  the  Board, 
and  I  believe — I  am  speaking  now  from  memory — in 
a  very  subordinate  position. 


4469.  Was  his  salary  raised  without  any  fresh 
duties  being  assigned  to  hira  ? — Oh,  no,  not  without 
fresh  duties  Duties  were  gradually  from  time  to  time 
imposed  upon  him  by  the  superintending  architect,  and 
his  salary  was  raised. 

4470.  This  would  all  appear  by  resolutions,  to  be 
found  in  the  minutes  ? — The  increase  of  salary  would, 
certainly. 

4471.  And  the  duties  ? — I  am  not  so  sure  about  the 
duties.  They  would  be  upon  the  reports  of  the  archi- 
tect, which  no  doubt  are  in  existence,  and  would,  of 
course,  be  laid  before  the  committee  before  it  decided. 

4472.  Would  there  be  nothiag  in  writing  to  show 
what  the  duties  of  a  man  in  Robertson'^  position  were 
— how  far  he  might  practice  outside  the  Boai'd  and 
how  far  he  might  not  ? — No. 

4473.  Would  there  be  nothing  in  writing  to  refer 
to  ? — I  do  not  think  there  is  ;  I  have  no  recollection 
of  anything  in  writing  to  that  effect ;  but  there  cer- 
tainly was  a  distinct  understanding  that  his  whole 
time  should  be  given  to  the  services  of  the  Board. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  James  Hartnoll  SAVorn  and  examined. 


Mr. 
J.  HartAolL 


A4i^^.  {Chairman,)  What  is  your  occupation  ? — I 
am  a  builder. 

•1475.  Have  you  any  occupation  besides  that ;  are 
you  connected  with  some  company  ? — ^No,  I  am  not 
connected  with  any  company. 

4476.  How  long  have  you  been  a  builder? — All 
my  life  time  pretty  well. 

4477.  Where  do  you  carry  on  business?- -At  the 
different  works  where  I  buy  a  piece  of  land.  I  carry 
on  the  business  at  the  works.  I  have  no  fixed  work- 
shops or  offices.  I  build  a  building,  and  when  if  is 
completed  I  remove  to  another.  If  I  have  two  or 
three  I  keep  one  as  my  head- quarters. 

4478.  You  build  on  your  own  land  ? — Yes. 

4479.  Have  you  bought  any  land  of  the  Board  for 
the  purpose  of  building  on  ? — I  have. 

448<).  On  how  many  occasions  ? — If  you  will  allow 
me,  I  have  made  a  statement  of  what  I  bought  from 
the  Board,  and  I  will  ptiss  it  to  you.  I  have  a  copy 
myself,  to  which  I  will  refer  {handing  statement  to 
his  Lordship), 

4481.  The  date  of  the  conveyance  as  to  the  first 
site  you  were  interested  in  Goulston  Street  is  February 
and  May  1885  ?— Yes. 

4482.  That  was  conveyed  to  Samuel  Toy  ? — ^Yes. 

4483.  What  is  your  interest  in  it  ? — Samuel  Toy 
dealt  with  the  Board,  and  I  dealt  with  Samuel  Toy. 

4484.  You  mean  you  took  over  from  him  what  he 
took  from  the  Board  ? — The  Board  would  not  accept 
me  because  they  thought  I  was  not  competent  to 
carry  out  such  a  large  undertaking.  After  I  had 
applied  to  them  and  put  forward  my  case ;  and  then 
in  order  to  obtain  the  site  I  asked  Samuel  Toy  to 
tender  for  it,  as  he  had  previously  done  business  with 
the  Board,  and  I  would  pay  him  a  consideration  for 
that. 

4485.  Then  it  was  really  your  affair,  although  Toy 
was  the  person  who  nominally  tendered  ? — That  is  so. 

4*j86.  Can  you  tell  me  when  Toy's  tender  was 
accepted  ? — I  cannot.     I  have  not  brought  it  with  me. 


4487.  The  first  conveyance  was  in  February  1885. 
Can  you  tell  me  how  long  before  ? — I  should  say 
about  12  months. 

4488.  That  would  be  some  time  in  1 884  ?— Yes. 

4489.  Had  anybody  an  interest  in  that  site  besides 
youi*self  ? — Mr.  Toy  and  myself. 

4490.  Mr.  Toy  you  have  told  us  really  was  only 
yourself  ? — No  other  person. 

4491.  Hal  Robertson  any  Interest  in  it? — None 
at  all. 

4492.  You  had  some  transactions  with  Robertson, 
had  not  you  ? — 1  had. 

4493.  What  were  those  ? — He  prepared  or  assisted 
me  to  prepare  the  drawings  so  that  they  should  go 
through  with  the  Board. 

4494.  The  drawings  for  what  ? — For  these  dwellings. 

4495.  In  Goulston  Street  ? — Yes.  1  have  them  in 
court  if  you  like  to  see  them. 

4496.  The  drawings  that  Robei'tson  assisted  you  to 
prepare  ? — Yes. 

4497.  How  much  did  you  give  him  for  that? — ^I 
gave  him  500/.  Would  you  allow  me  to  bring  the 
drawings  ? 

4498.  Yes,  certainly.  {Same  produced,)  Where 
is  Goulston  Street  ? — In  the  parish  of  Whitechapel, 
near  Aldgate  Station.  I  may  mention  that  I  had 
had  an  experience  of  the  Board  with  Mr.  Toy  pre- 
viously. As  I  say,  tliey  knew  Mr.  Toy,  and  they  did 
not  know  me.  There  were  several  difficulties  in  the 
way  of  preparing  those  plans  and  getting  the  Board 
to  accept  them,  and  also  about  how  he  should  take 
them  up,  as  they  were  large  sites,  taking  them  up  in 
separate  pieces.  The  Board  asked  him  to  take  them 
up  as  a  whole.  It  was  necessary  to  discover  the 
proper  way  to  get  out  those  plans  and  bring  them  in, 
so  that  they  should  pass  before  the  Board  without 
any  loss  of  time,  and  they  should  be  entirely  to  their 
approval.  Mr.  Robertson  was  well  acquainted  with 
what  the  Board  required,  and  therefore  it  was  my 
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opinion  that  he  was  the  best  man   to  assist  me  in 
doing  this. 

4499.  When  did  you  first  come  into  communication 
with  him  for  that  purpose  ? — About  the  time  it  was 
tendered  for. 

4500.  Did  you  know  him  before? — [  met  him  at 
this  office.  1  hud  seen  him  about  a  previous  building 
that  I  had  built  with  Mr.  Toy,  or  for  Mr.  Toy. 

4501.  Did  he  suggest  your  employing  him  ? — No. 

4502.  Did  you  speak  to  him  about  it  in  his  office  ? 
— I  could  not  say.  I  did  not  engage  him  in  his 
office. 

4503.  Where  did  you  engage  him  ? — At  my  own 
house. 

4504.  Did  you  ask  him  to  come  and  see  you  there  ? 
— Yes,  I  asked  him  to  come  and  see  me  about  it,  as  I 
wanted  to  get  this  site,  and  I  should  like  to  know 
about  the  plans  and  that,  and  the  best  way  to  go  to 
work. 

4505.  Then  it  was  before  you  got  the  site  that  you 
had  him  at  your  house  ? — Yes,  before  I  got  the  site,  I 
think  it  was, 

4506.  I  shall  want  the  minutes  about  this  Goulston 
Street.  What  was  the  cost  of  the  building  ? — I  was 
required  by  the  Board  to  lay  out  50,000/.,  and  to  build 
the  building  in  12  months.  If  the  thing  did  not  go 
right,  it  was  rather  hazardous.  It  was  very  necessary 
tlu^t  everything  should  go  properly.  This  is  the  plan 
of  the  building.  You  will  see  for  yourself  what  an 
undertaking  it  was. 

4507.  Did  you  employ  any  other  architect  besides 
Mr.  Roberts'm  ? —  I  had  no  other  architect  except 
Mr.  Robertson. 

4508.  You,  yourself,  superintended  the  building,  I 
suppose  ? — I  did  everything. 

4509.  Mr.  Robertson  did  nothing  bu  t  furnish  the 
plans  ? — That  is  alL  He  assisted  me  with  the  plans ; 
he  did  not  draw  them. 

4510.  Who  drew  them  ? — I  drew  them. 

4511.  What  did  Mr.  Robertson  do? — He  came  to 
my  office  every  now  and  again  to  inspect  the  plans, 
and  to  say  what  he  suggested. 

4512.  Can  you  point  out  any  alteration  which 
Mr.  Robertson  made  in  the  phin  ? — Yes,  I  had  got 
the  plans  all  drawn  with  a  block  out  here.  I  have 
the  whole  draft  at  home.  He  told  me  it  was  no  use 
making  it  like  (hat,  it  would  not  pass,  and  I  was  to 
take  that  down.  I  had  always  got  this  out  at  the  two 
ends.  He  said  I  must  also  take  these  two  down,  and 
in  fact  remodelled  the  drawing  two  or  three  times. 

4513.  Did  anybody  suggest  to  you  your  employing 
Robertson,  or  was  it  your  own  idea  ? — Quite  my  own 
idea. 

4514.  Did  you  hear  of  his  having  been  employed  in 
the  same  way  in  other  cases  P — No. 

4515.  You  never  heard  that? — I  never  heard  of 
that. 

4516.  What  had  been  your  earlier  communications 
with  Mr.  Robertson  about  Toy's  matter  ? — I  managed 
the  building  for  Mr.  Toy. 

4517.  Had  yon  seen  him  in  that  case  about  passing 
the  plans? — About  passing  the  plans,  and  the 
difficulties  with  regard  to  the  plans,  and  getting  over 
the  difficulties  at  these  works. 

4518.  You  purchased  a  site  in  Middlesex  Street  of 
the  Board  by  tender,  which  was  conveyed  in  June 
1885?— I  did. 

4519.  Will  you  tell  me  when  you  tendered  for 
that  ? — I  have  not  got  the  date  of  the  tender.  It  will 
be  very  shortly  before  that.  I  should  think  about 
May. 

4520.  Did  you  make  a  payment  to  Robertson  in 
connexion  with  that  ? — I  did. 

4521.  How  much  f— 250/. 

4522.  What  did  you  make  that  payment  for  ? — 
Assisting  me  in  the  plans  in  a  similar  manner. 

5523.  You  made  the  payment  before  your  tender 
for  the  site  was  accepted,  did  not  you  ? — I  beg  your 
pardon,  I  do  not  quite  follow, 
i    54142. 


4524.  Did  yon  not  make  the  payment  of  250/.      Ninth  Day. 
before    your  tender    for  the  site  was  accepted  ? —  — 
j^Q,                                                                                                    Ifi  June  1888. 

4525.  Did  you  engage  him  about  the  plans  before  "^^ 
your  tender  was  accepted  ? — No.  j^  HartnolL 

4526.  If  you  are  right  about  the  month  of  May  you       —.-_ 
certainly  did  ? — I  am  not  quite  sur6  I  am  right  about 

the  month  of  May.  It  is  as  near  as  my  memory  serves 
me.  I  kuoiy  he  did  not  prepare  the  plans  before  I  got 
the  land,  because  it  is  a  rule  of  mine  never  to  do 
that. 

4527.  Before  you  got  the  land,  you  may  have  pre- 
mised him  that  ho  should  prepare  the  plans  ? — ^I  did 
not  do  that.  I  expect  he  knew  that  he  would  have 
something  to  do  with  it.     He  might  have  done. 

4628.  I  shall  want  the  tender.  In  June  1885  there 
was  also  conveyed  to  you  some  lots  in  Tooley  Street. 
Those  were  purchased  by  auction.  Did  you  employ 
Robertson  in  connexion  with  that  ? — I  took  his 
advice  on  the  whole  of  the  lots. 

4529.  Did  you  pay  him  anything  in  connexion  with 
that  in  Tooley  Street  ?— Not  the  lot  No.  3. 

4530.  Did  you  for  the  lot  No.  4  ?— Yes. 

4531.  That  was  also  conveyed  in  June  1885  ? 
That  you  purchased  by  pnvate  treaty  ? — I  beg  your 
pardon,  not  on  lot  4  either. 

4532.  I  suppose  **  private  treaty  after  auction  "  was 
a  treaty  with  the  aiictioneer  ? — That  is  so. 

4533.  '*5.  Poplar.  Tender  after  abortive  auction. 
"  Conveyance,  December  1885."  Did  you  employ 
Robertson  in  connexion  with  that  ? — I  did. 

4534.  What  did  you  pay  him  in  connexion  with 
that?— 500/. 

4535.  Did  Robertson  advise  you  in  connexion  with 
plans  with  reference  to  that  land  ? — Yes.  This  was 
a  part  of  it. 

4536.  What  is  the  date  of  it  ? 

{Mr.  Grenfell.)  *' December  6th,  1885.  approved." 

4537.  {Chmrman,)  You  cannot  tell  me  the  date 
when  you  tendered  for  that,  1  suppose  ?— .1  have  no 
got  the  date  with  me. 

4538.  The  next  is  Tooley  Street,  in  September 
1886.  The  date  of  the  conveyance.  That  is  private 
treaty  after  auction.  Did  you  make  any  payment  in 
connexion  with  that  ? — I  did. 

4539.  What  did  you  pay  him  in  connexion  with 
that  ?— 100/. 

4540.  Then  in  1887  there  was  a  conveyance  after 
sale  by  auction  in  Jamaica  Row,  May  1887 ;  another 
in  July  1887,  Charing  Cross  Road  and  Shaftesbury 
Avenue  after  auction.  Did  you  employ  him  in  con- 
nexion with  those? — I  made  him  no  payments  in 
connexion  with  any  of  the  others,  with  any  of  the 
remainder  on  the  list. 

4541.  All  the  remaining  ones  on  the  list  were  either 
purchased  by  auction,  or  private  treaty,  after  auction  ? 
— ^That  is  so. 

4542.  They  were  none  of  them  tenders  to  the 
Board?— No. 

4543.  Why  did  you  not  make  him  any  payments  in 
connexion  with  those  ? — Because  in  the  majority  of 
cases  I  had  not  covered  the  land,  nor  prepared  the 
plans. 

4544.  {Mr.  Grenfell,)  You  had  not  or  have  not  ? — 
Have  not. 

4515.  {Chairman.)  Have  not  now? — No. 

4546.  But  as  to  the  minority,  where  you  had  either 
covered  the  land  or  prepared  the  plans  ? — Because  I 
did  not  go  to  the  office  at  all  about  it.  I  had  he  con- 
nexion with  him  at  all  about  it. 

4547.  You  had  to  pass  the  plans  ?— I  think  he  had 
gone  from  the  office  by  that  time.  The  only  one 
where  the  plans  had  been  passed  is  Marshalsea  Road. 
I  do  not  think  Mr.  Robertson  wa»  in  the  office  at  the 
time. 

4548.  That  is  quite  recentfy  ?— Yes. 

4549.  You  did  not  employ  him  either  about  the 
lands  in  Tooley  Street  that  vou  bought  either  at 
auction  or  by  pnvate  treaty  alter  jiuction  ? — He  pd» 
vi^^ed  right  through  those  plans. 
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4650.  Why  did  you  make  him  no  payment  in  con- 
nexion with  those  ? — I  gave  him  100/.  in  Tooley 
Street. 

4551.  That  is  lot  6.  I  am  talking  now  of  what  you 
have  put  down  as  lots  3  and  4  ? — That  payment  covered 
the  whole  of  that  Tooley  Street  land.  He  advised  me 
right  through  with  the  drawings,  and  it  covered  the 
whole  of  them. 

4552.  It  seems  to  have  been  a  very  inadequate 
payment  ? — 1  will  explain  that. 

4553.  It  strikes  me  that  the  100/.  for  covering  all 
the  Tooley  Street  propert}''  was  very  inadequate,  if  he 
had  500/.  each,  or  earned  upon  500/.  for  the  Groulston 
Street,  and  Poplar  property  ? — May  I  explain  ? 

4554.  Certainly. — These  plfms  had  not  to  pass  the 
Board.  They  were  commercial  plans,  and  when  I  got 
the  plans  it  was  sufficient.  The  others  had  to  pass  the 
Board. 

4555.  Therefore  what  he  got  it  for  was  not  merely 
assisting  you  with  the  plans,  but  assisting  to  pass  them 
through  the  Board  ? — The  other  payments,  not  "these 
payments. 

4556.  Exactly ;  you  gave  him  500/.  each  in  the  other 
and  only  100/.  in  this,  because  in  those  you  looked  to 
his  passing  the  plans  through  the  Board  ? — There 
wore  difficulties  that  must  be  got  over.  It  was  a  very 
serious  matter  to  build  to  that  extent  in  twelve  months, 
and  I  wanted  him  to  advise  me  as  to  the  proper 
method. 

4557.  Had  it  anything  to  do  with  the  fact  that  in 
those  cases  where  you  paid  the  larger  sums  you  were 
tendering  ? — Nothing  whatever. 

4558.  You  see  your  tender  had  not  been  accepted  in 
one  instance  when  you  employed  him  ? — I  am  not 
aware  of  that. 

4559.  I  understood  you  to  say  so  in  the  case  of 
the  Qoulston  Road  ? — No. 

4560.  However,  we  shall  be  able  to  see  the  dates. 
Can  you  give  me  the  date  when  you  arranged  with 
Robertson  to  assist  you  with  the  plans  ?  You  told 
me,  by  the  bye,  unless  my  memory  deceives  me,  that 
Robeitson  came  to  your  house  to  see  you  about  this 
matter,  and  about  the  plans,  before  your  tender  had 
been  accepted  for  the  Goulston  Road  ? — I  beg  your 
pardon,  it  is  correct.  You  are  correct,  that  is,  as  far 
as  my  memory  serves  me. 

4561.  There  is  one  sum,  I  think,  that  you  paid 
Robertson  that  you  have  not  given  us  an  account  of ; 
a  8um  of  60/.  on  the  28th  of  AprQ  1885  ? — I  do  not 
remember  it. 

56Q2,  Will  you  tell  us  what  that  was  ? — I  have 
not  found  it  anywhere.  I  have  my  pass  books  with 
me.     On  what  date  was  it  ? 

4563.  It  appears  to  have  been  credited  on  the 
28th  of  April  1885.  See  if  you  are  debited  on  that 
day  with  60/.  ? — I  do  not  see  it. 

4564.  The  London  and  Westminster,  Eastern 
Branch,  is  your  bank,  is  it  not  ? — Yes. 

4565.  Was  any  person  interested  with  you  in  any 
way  in  these  sites  ? — {The  witness  hesitated), 

4566.  That  seems  a  question  capable  of  a  simple 
answer  ? — Not  beyond  Mr.  Toy,  and  my  manager. 

4567.  Who  is  your  manager  ? — Mr.  James. 

4568.  What  interest  had  Mr.  Toy  ?— In  the  lot 
marked  No.  I. 

4569.  You  gave  him  a  sum  of  money  to  tender  for 
you  ? — ^That  is  it. 

4570.  Except  that,  do  you  say  that  the  whole  was 
entirely  your  venture  ? — Except  that  and  the  PopUyr. 
My  manager  had  an  interest  in  that.  I  gave  him  a 
promise  of  a  bonus  when  it  was  finished. 

4571.  Nobody  else  found  any  of  the  money,  or  was 
interested  in  the  sites  ? — I  had  to  borrow  the  money 
It  was  not  all  my  own  money  that  built  these  things ; 
I  had  to  borrow  money. 

4572.  Do  you  mean  on  mortgage  ? — On  mortgage ; 
yes. 

4573.  Was  that  simply  borrowing  money  at  in- 
terest, or  did  the  person  of  whom  you  borrowed  have 
some  share  in  the  adventure  ? — No  shai-e  whatever. 


I  will  give  you  the  names  of  the  persons  I  borrowed 
from  if  you  wish  it. 

4574.  I  do  not  want  unnecessarily  to  make  public 
anything  of  that  sort  ? — This  is  private.  I  have 
written  it,  if  your  Lordship  likes  to  look  at  it.  That 
is  the  names  of  the  people  {handing  same), 

4575.  I  do  not,  of  course,  want  to  go  into  those 
matters  as  to  merely  raising  money  on  mortgage. 
Was  there  any  person  interested  beyond  that  ? — ^No 
person  at  all. 

4576.  Did  you  have  any  pecuniary  transactions 
with  any  other  officer  of  the  Board  ? — None  what- 
ever. 

4577.  Or  any  member  of  tlje  Board  ? — No. 

4578.  {Mr,  Bosanquet,)  What  were  the  previous 
transactions  in  which  you  had  come  across  Robertson 
in  Toy's  business.  First,  when  were  they? — I  am 
afraid  I  cannot  give  you  the  dates,  but  the  buildings  I 
can  give  you. 

4579.  Where  were  they  ?— Clerkenwell  Road. 

4580.  Some  land  which  had  belonged  to  the  Board  ? 
— Artisans'  dwellings  sites.  It  is  principally  that 
that  I  went  in  for. 

4581.  Were  these  previous  tmnsactions  of  Toy's 
with  regard  to  land  which  had  been  taken  from  the 
Board  ?— Yes. 

4582.  The  plans  of  which  had  to  be  passed  by  the 
Board  ?— Yes. 

4583.  Was  that  the  first  communication  you  had 
with  Robertson  P — Yes. 

4584.  Tell  us  how  you  came  into  communication 
with  Robertson  in  that  matter  of  Toy's  ? — I  saw  a 
board  on  the  land,  that  the  land  was  to  be  let  by 
tender  for  building  dwellings.  I  had  always  built 
dwellings  up  to  then,  and  nothing  else ;  and  I  told 
Mr.  Toy  that  I  thought  it  would  be  a  site  that  we 
could  manage.  He  requested  me  to  go  and  see  and 
make  inquiries.  When  I  went  to  the  Board  I  was 
told  to  go  into  the  estate  office,  and  there  I  saw  Mr. 
Robertson,  who  explained  to  me  what  the  require- 
ments were,  and  gave  me  an  idea  of  the  terms  that 
the  Board  required. 

4585.  Did  Mr.  Robertson  give  any  assistance  in 
those  matters  of  Toy's  ? — Ncme  whatever. 

4586.  He  had  nothing  to  do  with  either  the  plans 
or  the  purchase  ? — No. 

4587.  {Chairtnan.)  And  I  understand  that  in  that 
case  you  found  considerabje  difficulty  in  passing  the 
plans  ? — Great  difficulty. 

4588.  {Mr,  Bosanquet,)  As  far  as  you  know, 
nothing  was  then  given  to  Robertson  ? — Nothing  at  all. 

4589.  Either  by  you  or  Toy  ? — I  managed  all  for 
Mr.  Toy.  Mr.  Toy  was  not  a  builder.  I  was  the 
builder,  aud  Mr.  Toy  got  the  money;  that  was  how  it 
was. 

4590.  {Chairman.)  As  I  understand,  it  was  your 
experience  of  the  difficulties  in  that  case  that  led  you 
to  think  of  smoothing  the  way  in  future  by  employing 
Mr.  Robertson  and  paying  him  ?— That  is  so.  I  may 
mention  the  extent  of  the  difficulty  was  such  that  I 
was  laid  up  for  six  months,  and  they  never  expected 
I  would  live,  and  the  doctor  said  it  was  entirely 
owing  to  the  worry  of  this  building. 

4591.  It  was  so  difficult  to  get  plans  passed? — It 
was  so  difficult  to  negotiate  the  whole  of  the  afiair, 
getting  leases,  and  one  thing  and  another,  when  it  was 
out,  getting  rights  of  way  and  different  things,  there 
was  a  stipulated  time  in  which  it  had  to  be  carried 
out,  or  else  you  confiscated  the  lot  to  the  Board. 

4952.  {Mr.  Meadows  fi^liite.)  What  do  you  mean 
by**  rights  of  way"? — The  land  was  arranged  to  be 
cut  up  into  several  pieces.  As  it  required  a  good 
sum  of  money  to  cover  the  whole,  we  had  to  build  in 
small  portions,  and  then  mortgage  each  portion  as  we 
went  along.  We  had  got  two  portions  up.  We  only 
expected  we  should  get  up  one  with  our  money  in  the 
stipulated  time,  but  we  were  fortunate  enough  to  get 
up  two,  and  we  wanted  to  mortgage  the  first  one, 
although  it  was  all  the  one  property,  and  to  get  to  the 
first  one  we  had  to  cross  our  own  land,  and.,Uiere  was 


Digitized  by 


Google 


MINUTEH   OF   EVIDENCE. 


147 


an  objection  to  that,  and  it  was  some  time  before  we 
conld  <;et  it  passed. 

4593.  There  wpre  difficulties  as  to  rights  of  way, 
you  say  ? — In  that  way,  in  creating  a  right  of  way. 

4594.  These  were,  I  think  I  caught  from  you, 
artisans'  dwellings  constructed  upon  the  site  purchased 
under  the  Artisans'  Dwelling  Act  ? — Yes. 

4595.  Except  the  Clerkenwell  property ;  and  they 
were  under  the  Streets  Act  of  1877  or  1872  ?--I 
believe  so. 

4596.  Are  you  aware  that  these  plans  had  to  be 
submitted  also  to  the  Home  Office  ;  the  buildings  had 
to  be  erected  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Home  Office  ? 
— I  am  too  well  aware  of  it.  I  have  now  got  a  site 
in  this  Windmill  Road,  No.  12.  That  the  Board  have 
agreed  to,  and  passed  the  plans.  I  sent  them  in,  and 
they  agreed  to  them.  Then  they  had  to  send  them 
on  to  the  Home  Office.  The  Home  Office  approved 
the  plans,  very  good  •  plans  ;  but  although  it  was  a 
proper  way  of  letting  it  out  to  accommodate  the 
number  of  people  they  were  too  high,  and  they  wished 
me  to  take  a  floor  off  to  make  more  room  if  possible. 
How  I  was  to  do  that  I  could  not  tell,  so  I  said  what- 
ever tho  Board  wished  I  would  do,  and  I  always 
feaid  that  at  the  Board.  Whenever  I  have  been  there, 
I  have  said  "  Whatever  you  want  me  to  do,  I  will  do. 
*^  It  docs  not  matter  what  it  is  in  building,'^  and  that 
is  the  only  way  that  I  can  see  to  get  along. 

4597.  I  want  to  bring  it  before  the  Commission 
that  the  building  plans  have  to  be  submitted  for 
approval  to  tho  Homo  Office  ? — Yes,  I  cannot  get 
these  plans  back,  and  I  do  not  know  when  I  shall  got 
them  back. 

4598.  The  construction  of  these  blocks  of  buildings 
is  all  done  under  very  special  regulations  and  rules,  is 
it  not?— Yes,  of  course. 

4599.  They  are  not  like  ordinary  buildings  ? — Not 
at  all. 

4600  Whether  it  was  right  or  wrong  to  make  the 
payment  to  Mr.  Robertson,  of  course  I  am  not  saying 
anything,  but  this  is  special  information  which  had  to 
be  obtained  in  order  that  the  buildings  might  without 
any  experiments  on  your  part  at  once  be  right  and  in 
order  ? — That  was  of  vital  importance  to  me. 

4601.  You  had  to  put  the  baildings  up  in  a  year, 
and  they  cost  50,0C0/. ;  we  can  imagine  the  extent  of 
them? — ^If  I'had  paid  an  architect  I  should  have  had 
to  pay  2,500/.  commission 

4602.  (Chairman.)  Then  the  architect  for  that 
superintends  the  building  ?—^ Yes,  but  I  did  not 
require  that.  I  suppose  they  would  not  take  much 
less  then — I  do  not  know. 

4603.  (Mr.  Meadows  fVhiie.)  Were  these  also 
artisans'  dwellings — ^the  first  instance  of  Mr.  Toy's 
where  you  had  the  difficulties? — ^Yes,  they  were 
artisans^  dwellings. 

4604.  What  was  the  nature  of  the  difficulties  be- 
sides the  rights  of  way.  Were  they  in  the  internal 
arrangements  of  the  buildings  ? — Ancient  lights.  We 
had  an  injunction  for  ancient  lights. 

4605.  Was  that  on  an  artisans'  site  ? — ^Yes. 
4606.-  Was  it  on  a  street  site  or  an  artisans'  site  ? — 

On  a  street  site. 

4607.  It  makes  a  diflTerence,  because  all  rights  of 
that  sort  as  soon  as  tho  land  is  purchased  are  by  the 
Act  of  Parliament  obliterated,  and  it  merely  becomes 
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a  question  of  compensation.     That  was  a  street  site 

in  the  first  instance,  and  you    had   all  this   trouble 

about  ancient  lights  and  rights  of  way  ? — I  may  say    *2  June  1888, 

Mr.  Robertson  assisted  me  in  every  way  he  could  over 

that  site. 

4608.  (Chairman.)  Which  one?— The  first  one  of 
Mr.  Toy. 

4609.  The  una  before  the  Gorlstou  Street  site?— 
es. 

4610.  (Mr,  Meadows  White,)  By  the  Artisans* 
Dwellings  Act,  1875,  section  .20,  all  these  difficulties 
are  removed,  and  it  is  turned  into  a  question  of  com- 
pensation. By  the  Streets  Act  it  is  not  so,  and  there- 
fore you  had  all  these  difficulties  ? — I  did.  It  was 
one  of  tho  first  sites  that  had  been  covered  by  the 
Board,  and  I  think,  perhaps,  they  were  rather  more 
particular. 

4611.  (Chairman.)  Who  suggested  that  the  re- 
muneration should  Ix;  500/  ? — Myself. 

4612.  Not  Mr.  Robertson  ?— No. 

46 1 3.  Did  you  do  that  when  he  came  to  see  you  at 
your  house  ? — I  did. 

4614.  You  said  that  if  he  would  assist  you  with  the 
plans  you  would  give  him  500/.  ? — That  is  so. 

4615.  (Mr,  Studd.)  Do  you  know  if  Mr.  Robert- 
son shared  that  500/.  with  anyone  ? — That  1  cannot 
say. 

4616.  What  did  you  pay  to  the  Board  for  the 
Goulston  Street  site  ? — Mr.  Toy  paid  the  Board 
9,000/. 

4617.  You  say  Mr.  Toy  paid  the  Board ;  J.  suppose 
you  paid  Mr.  Toy  ?— I  paid  Mr.  Toy  when  I  got  the 
money. 

4618.  (Chairman.)  There  is  no  good  beating  about 
the  bush.  You  told  us  it  was  your  site,  though 
bought  in  Mr.  Toy's  name,  and  you  found  the  money 
ultimately  ? — That  is  so  ;  I  did  not  pay  the  Board. 

4619.  (Mr,  Studd.)  WiU  you  tell  us  about  what 
profit  you  made  on  that  site  } — I  cannot. 

4620.  Will  your  books  show  it.  Do  you  keep  any 
books  ? — I  do  not  keep  many  books. 

4621.  Cannot  you  tell  about.  Have  you  no  idea  ? 
— I  have  not  the  slightest  idea. 

4622.  (Chairman.)  You  say  you  have  spent  50,000/. 
upon  it  ?  Do  you  own  the  buildings  now  ? — 1  have 
disposed  of  that  building. 

4623.  What  did  you  get  for  it  ?— The  building  cost 
me  50,000/.  and  other  expenses  cost  me  about  15,000/., 
and  I  am  not  quite  sure,  but  almost^  that  I  got 
70,000/.  for  it;  it  cost  mo  65,000/. 

4624.  You  sold  it  with  the  buildings  on? — Of 
course. 

4625.  Therefore  you  did  not  get  anything  for  the 
site  separate  from  the  buildinga  ? — Not  in  either  case. 

4626.  (Mr.  Grenfell.)  I  understand  you  to  say 
ihat  Mr.  Robertson  assisted  you  in  the  Clerkenwell 
case  ?^In  the  Clerkenwell  case  he  assisted  me  in 
every  way  he  could.    I  paid  him  nothing. 

4627.  (Chairman.)  Then  I  do  not  quite  understand 
why  it  should  have  struck  you  as  necessary  that  you 
should  pay  him  for  the  next  ? — Because  there  were 
great  difficulties  in  the  way  that  I  had  experienced 
that  made  me  so  ill  that  I  felt  he  was  entitled  to  it. 

4628.  It  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  fact  that  you 
were  tendering  for  it  and  wanted  to  secure  your 
tender  ?-— Not  at  all. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Henry  Clarkb  sworn  and  examined. 


4629.  (Chainnan.)  What  are  you  ?*— I  am  now  a 
tobacco  manufacturer.  I  had  better  explain  that. 
I  have  been  engaged  as  a  tobacco  manufacturer  up 
to  witliin  the  last  four  years.  I  retired  from  that 
business,  and  my  partner's  health  has  failed,  and  I 
have  been  obliged  to  go  into  the  business  again 

4630.  We  have  be«*d  from  Mr.  Stimson  that  there 
was  some  transaction  of  the  purchase  of  a  house  in 
which  yon  were  interested  with  Mr*  Bobertson? — Not 
a  hooee. 


4631.  Well,  a  site  then  ?— Yes,  a  site.  Will  you 
allow  roe  to  make  a  statement  of  all  the  dealings  that 
I  have  had  with  the  Board,  and  commence  from  the 
beginning.  1  have  come  before  you  to  speak  the 
truth,  and  I  do  not  wish  to  speak  anything  else  only 
the  ti'uth.  If  you  will  bear  with  me  it  will  not  take 
me  very  long.  First  of  all  there  was  a  piece  of 
ground  in  Shoreditch  up  for  tender  for  some  long  time. 
Thore  was  a  report  that  premises  were  going  fx>  be 
built  on  that  site  for  the  purpose  of  a  business  in  our 
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trade.  We  were  rather  alarmed  about  it,  and  after 
some  time  we  thought  we  would  tender  for  it.  I 
went  to  the  Board  and  saw  Mr.  Robertson.  Our 
neighbours  had  been  about  this  ground. 

4632.  Had  you  known  him  before? — No,  I  had 
never  seen  Mr.  Robertson  before.  I  asked  him 
whether  our  neighbours  next  door  had  quite  done 
with  the  site  ;  he  said,  Oh,  yes,  that  had  all  fallen 
through.  I  said  we  were  desirous  to  tender  for  it, 
and  I  asked  him  whether  he  thought  there  would  be 
very  many  tenders  and  such  like,  as  that  1  was  per- 
fectly ignorant  about  anything  of  tliat  kind  at  the 
time,  and  he  simply  gave  me  a  form  of  tender  and  no 
further  information.  We  tendered  in  the  usual  way ; 
we  did  not  get  that  site.  I  think  we  were  about  three 
OF  four  down  the  list. 

4633.  What  was  the  date  of  that  ?— That  would 
be  about  1880, 1  think.  Then  it  passed  on  for  some 
little  time,  and  there  was  still  a  report  in  the  neigh- 
bourhood that  there  was  a  factory  going  to  be  built 
there.  I  came  up  and  saw  Robertson  and  asked  him 
if  he  would  tell  me  whose  tender  had  been  accepted. 
He  told  me  it  was  Carter  Brothers,  Hollo  way.  I 
went  and  reported  the  matter  to  my  partner,  and  we 
decided,  or  rather  he  decided,  that  I  should  go  and 
see  Carter  Brothers.  I  went  and  saw  Carter  Brothers, 
and  after  several  interviews  we  paid  Carter  800/.  to 
take  his  position  with  reference  to  that  plot.  Then 
after  some  long  time  there  were  a  great  many  diffi- 
culties in  the  way,  ancient  lights,  and  one  thing  and 
the  other.  Mr.  Robertson  gave  us  some  advice  quite 
independent  of  the  Board,  because  I  must  tell  you 
that  we  had  the  option  in  the  condition  of  the  pur- 
chase of  this  freehold  at  25  years*  purchase ;  that 
was  in  the  conditions.  After  a  time  we  erected  this 
building.  Mr.  Robertson  we  consulted  upon  different 
occasions  with  reference  to  this  matter.  During  the 
time  that  this  building  was  going  on  I  said  to  Mr. 
Robertson,  **Tf  you  have  a  small  plot  of  erround 
"  belonging  to  the  Board  in  aiiy  way,  I  should  be 
'*  very  pleased  if  you  will  tell  me  when  there  is  a 
"  little  corner,  or  anything  of  that  kind.*'  He  said. 
At  the  present  time  there  is  a  corner  in  Bedfordbury. 
I  went  and  looked  at  it,  and  he  asked  me,  perhaps  in 
a  few  days,  what  I  thought  of  this.  Well,  I  said,  I 
thought  it  was  a  very  small  piece  of  ground,  and  he 
said,  What  do  you  think  it  is  worth  ?  Well,  T  said, 
I  do  not  know  that  I  am  much  of  a  judge  of  bnd. 
Is  it  worth  500/.  ?  Well,  he  said,  you  had  better 
tender  500/.  for  it.  I  tendered  500/. ;  that  offer  was 
refused.  I  saw  Robertson  again  after  that,  and  I 
said.  Well,  I  did  not  get  the  ground,  and  he  laughed, 
and  said.  You  did  not  expect  you  would.  I  said,  I 
do  not  know.  He  said,  I  should  think  it  is  worth 
1,000/.  Well,  I  said  I  do  not  thiuk  it  is,  but  even- 
tually I  offered  900/.,  and  that  was  offered  through 
some  one  else,  and  I  think  that  was  the  recommen- 
dation of  Mr.  Robertson ;  that  offer  of  900/.  or  928/. 
was  accepted. 

4634.  Did  Robertson  suggest  the  900/.  ?— No.  I 
do  not  think  he  did.  That  ia  something  like  eight 
years  ago  and  I  could  not  positively  recollect  every- 
thing. He  might  have  done,  but  I  cannot  say  one  way 
or  the  other ;  that  was  his  suggestion  that  it  was 
worth  1,000/. 

4635.  Did  he  know  the  name  of  the  person  through 
whom  you  were  making  the  tender  ? — Yes,  he  reaUy 
recommended  this  party  to  me. 

4636.  And  who  was  that  ? — 1  think  it  was  a  Mr. 
Farebrother,  a  man  whom  I  saw  once ;  I  never  saw 
him  before  and  I  have  never  seen  him  since. 

4637.  Do  you  know  where  he  lives  ? — I  think  at 
that  time  he  kept  a  booking  office  in  the  neighbour- 
hood  of  Bedfordbury,  but  I  know  nothing  more  about 
him. 

4638.  So  that  when  the  tender  went  in  in  the  name 
of  Farebrother  of  course  Mr.  Robertson  knew  it  was 
your  tender? — Oh,  yes,  and  I  think  perhaps  there 
might  have  been  a  suggestion  if  this  kind  made. 
Well,  it  will  look  rather  strange  you  offering  500/.  and 
then  offering  900/.     I  think  that  was  a  remark  that 


was  made  if  I  mistake  not ;  tliat  passed  on  and  I  had 
that  ground  for  some  time. 

4639.  The  tender  was  accepted  ? — The  tender  was 
accepted. 

4640.  What  was  it  exactly  ? — I  was  looking  at  my 
cheque  book  and  I  think  it  was  928/. 

4641.  What  year  was  this?— That  would  be  in  1881. 
Then  I  must  tell  you  after  having  had  this  ground  and 
having  to  pay  for  a  new  party  wall  to  the  adjoining 
premises,  I  let  it.  I  let  it  on  a  lease  for  63/.  a  year. 
I  find  in  my  cheque  book  a  cheque  for  10  guineas.  I 
had  not  any  recollection  of  giving  Mr.  IU>bert8on  a 
cheque  for  10  guineas,  but  I  cannot  see  it  in  any  other 
way.  I  think  when  I  let  it  I  must  have  given  him  a 
cheque  for  10  guineas.  Now  I  think  perhaps  I  may 
as  well  tell  you  the  whole  affair,  something  perhaps 
that  you  have  not  got  before  you.  After  that  I  sold 
that  ground  and  I  made  about  500/.  profit  I  was 
under  the  impression  that  I  sent  Mr.  Robertson  a 
cheque  for  50/.  but  I  cannot  find  any  cheque,  and  I 
have  no  doubt  I  sent  him  a  note  for  50/.  That  is 
quite  a  voluntary  statement,  because  I  do  not  think 
you  have  that  before  you.  Well,  then,  at  about  that 
time  Mr.  Robertson  came  to  me  and  he  said :  I  have 
rendered  you  and  your  partner  considerable  assistance 
in  this  matter  of  your  building,  and  he  said  £  have 
never  had  anything  with  the  exception  of  two  boxes 
of  cigars ;  can  you  lend  me  500/.  Oh,  I  said,  that  is 
a  very  awkward  thing  to  mix  up  with  business  matters, 
I  would  sooner  lend  you  500/.  myself.  Very  well,  he 
said,  that  will  answer  the  same  purpose.  I  lent  him 
500/. 

4642.  When  was  that  ?— That  would  be  in  1881, 
I  think.  I  should  think  you  have  that  cheque.  I 
have  no  doubt  you  have  it.  1  dai*esay  you  have  his 
banking  account.  I  think  you  will  find  that  cheque 
passed.  It  was  by  cheque,  I  know.  I  ceased  then, 
1  think,  to  have  anything  to  do  with  Mr.  Robertson. 
Our  building  was  finished  and  carried  out. 

4643.  Did  he  give  you  an  l.O.U.  or  a  promissory 
note? — That  is  the  thing,  I  could  not  remember 
whether  I  had  an  l.O.U.  I  have  no  doubt  I  had 
something.  I  do  not  know  what.  I  could  not  re- 
collect. 

4644.  Was  that  paid  back  ? — That  was  paid  back. 

4645.  When  was  that  paid  back  ? — I  must  tell  you 
that  that  was  paid  back  through  his  solicitor.  1  went 
to  my  solicitor  only  on  Monday  to  make  quite  sure 
about  this.  It  was  on  December  23rd,  1882. 
519/.  17«.  4</.  That  was  paid  back  through  Mr. 
Robertson's  solicitor.  I  could  not  account  for  the  odd 
amount  of  money,  but,  as  far  as  J  can  find  it  out,  it 
must  be  for  one  year's  interest.  He  had  it  f<N*  two 
years,  but  he  must  have  paid  me  for  the  first  year's 
interest,  I  should  imagine  ;  and  then  this  was  for  the 
second  year's  interest  at  4  per  cent.  That  is  how  I 
see  it.     I  cannot  see  it  any  other  way. 

4646.  What  was  the  next  transaction  ? — The  next 
transaction  was  this :  I  and  my  partner  took  some 
plots  of  ground  in  Bethnal  Green  Road.  I  cannot 
give  you  much  particulars  of  that.  We  held  that 
about  three  years,  and  that  we  lost  money  by,  and  Mr. 
Robertson  had  nothing  out  of  that  in  any  way  what- 
ever. We  sold  our  interest,  and  I  considered  we 
paid  more  ground  rent  than  we  received  for  our 
interest.  We  received,  as  well  as  I  remember,  300/., 
and  I  know  I  reckoned  that  we  had  made  a  loss,  and 
there  was  no  understanding  in  any  way.  Then  we 
come  to  the  more  important  part  of  the  business.  At 
this  time  I  was  retiring  from  the  business.  I  said  to 
Mr.  Robertson,  **  Well,  now,  if  you  know  of  any  good 
"  sites,  smallish  sites,  I  am  prepared  to  go  in  for 
<*  two  or  three."  He  at  once  replied,  and  he  said, 
"  Why,  there  are  two  or  thiee  sites,  or  two  sites  close 
"  by  in  Commercial  Street."  1  went  and  looked  at 
those  sites.  I  said,  ^^  They  are  rather  too  big  for 
'<  what  I  require.  I  do  not  care  about  a  big  purchase 
^'  of  that  kind."  We  talked  about  the  price,  and  his 
price  and  mine  were  very  different.  My  valuation 
was  not  much  more  than  half  of  his.  However,  I 
thought  he  knew  better  about  the  value  of  the  land 
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than  I  did.  He  said,  "  Well,  if  it  is  too  large  I  will 
*'  go  halves  with  you  in  the  matter,  if  you  like."  I 
unwisely  accepted  that  offer,  which  I  have  regretted 
ever  since.  I  must  confess  that  1  did  not  think 
anything  of  it  at  the  time.  Is  it  wise  for  the  price  of 
that  land  to  come  out,  because  I  am  now  advertising 
that  land  for  sale,  so  I  consider  it  would  rather  pre- 
judion  the  sale  ?  I  have  no  doubt  you  have  it  before 
yon — ^the  price  that  I  gave  for  that  land.  But  one 
thing  I  shoald  like  to  mention,  and  tliat  is  this : 
If  I  have  been  correctly  informed,  my  tender  for 
the  piece  of  ground  was  3,000/.  more  than  the  next 
higtiest  tender.  I  should  like  you  to  remember  that. 
I  think  I  know  ^e  parties  who  tendered  next,  and 
that  was  3,000/.  less  than  mine.  I  spoke  to  Robertson. 
I  said,  *'  If  you  are  going  in  for  this  matter  with 
"  me,  yon  must  find  some  money."  He  said  "  I  have 
'*  not  any  money  to  spare  just  now.  That  must  go 
"  on  for  a  time."  It  went  on  for  a  time.  There 
were  some  people  who  had  been  bought  out  by  the 
railway.  They  had  had  14,000/.  for  a  German  church. 
They  came  after  this  site,  and  were  in  treaty  for  it 
for  some  little  time.  During  this  time  I  thought 
that  I  was  going  to  sell  this  site  for  this  church. 
There  was  a  small  piece  of  ground  in  Groulston  Street 
consisting  of  7,000  feet  or  something  like  that.  I 
do  not  think  Mr.  Robertson  brought  that  ground 
before  my  notice  in  any  way.  I  believe  I  saw  the 
ground  advertised  and  spoke  to  him  about  it.  His 
remark  to  me  was,  ^'But  you  have  not  money  to 
spare,  have  you?"  "Oh,  well,"  I  said,  "I  think  it 
**  looks  as  if  it  were  a  piece  that  would  grow  into 
**  money,"  and  I  eventually  tendered  for  that  piece  of 
land.  After  being  in  hand  some  time  my  tender  was 
accepted.  3,000/.  I  believe  was  the  price,  but  tho 
Board  had  taken  a  small  piece  off  between  the  time  I 
had  tendered  and  their  acceptance,  and  I  think  they 
allowed  me  60/.  or  25/.  off,  so  that  my  purchase  was 
2,950/. 

4647.  Had  Robertson  any  interest  in  that  ? — Well, 
now  we  come  to  that  point,  I  said  to  Robertson, 
**You  have  found  no  money.  You  know  I  cannot 
''  have  you  in  a  matter  of  this  kind,  if  you  are  not 
**  going  to  find  any  money."  He  said,  **  Oh,  well,  it 
"  is  too  bad  that  I  should  be  in  the  bad  speculation, 
"  and  if  this  is  to  prove  a  good  one  that  I  should  not 
"  be  in  this."  Well,  I  suppose  I  leant  to  bim  in  the 
matter,  and  he  prevailed  upon  me  to  let  that  i^tand 
the  same.  Ader  that  the  German  church  found  that 
this  first  site  in  Commercial  Street  was  too  noisy.  I 
said  **  Well,  I  have  another  piece  close  by  here."  I 
did  not  know  at  all,  it  had  not  entered  my  mind  as 
to  whether  that  would  suit  them  or  not,  because  I 
would  much  rather  have  sold  the  one  in  Commercial 
Street,  being  a  larger  purchase  They  came,  and  they 
very  soon  came  to  terms.  They  asked  me  my  price. 
I  said  my  price  was  7,000/.  I  found  that  they  could 
build  on  every  inch  of  the  ground,  and  it  was  exactly 
or  just  about  the  number  of  feet  that  they  requinnl. 
They  said  they  thought  that  was  a  high  price,  but 
they  would  have  it  valued,  and  they  had  it  valued. 
I  suppose  the  report  of  their  surveyor  was  that  it 
was  worth  the  price  they  offered,  and  they  offered 
me  6,750/.  for  it.  I  said  I  should  not  take  less  than 
the  7,000/.,  but  I  would  give  them  250/.  towards 
their  building  fund.  Robertson  of  course  was  very 
communicative  with  me  during  this  time,  and  I  said, 
"  You  must  not  draw  one  penny  from  this  in  any  way 
**  whatever,  because  I  consider  whatever  is  being 
*^  made  out  of  this  must  go  to  reduce  the  price  of 
**  Commercial  Street." 

4648.  He  was  jointly  interested  in  that  land  for  the 
church? — Yes;  I  will  come  to  that  next.  Well, 
then,  this  money  was  in  Chancery,  and  it  was  some 
long  time  before  the  settlement  came  ;  but,  however, 
when  it  came,  Mr.  Robertson  pressed  me  very  much 
to  let  him  have  a  cheque.  I  said.  Well,  I  thought  it 
was  too  bad  when  we  had  got  the  other  on  hand,  and 
I  eventually  gave  him  a  cheque  for  1,500/.  After  the 
agreement  that  was  made  I  did  not  see  that  I  could 
possibly  do  otherwise. 


4649.  That  was  in  December  1885,  was  it  not  ? — 
Yes,  I  think  that  is  about  it,  as  near  as  I  can  tell. 

4650.  What  was  the  1,500/.  Was  that  half  the 
profit  made  on  the  sale  of  the  site  ? — It  was  not  quite 
half.  It  was  half  within  about  40/.  I  will  explain 
Ihat  a  little  further  on.  Well,  he  prevailed,  of  course, 
at  that  time,  and  this  is  no  fecret  now.  The  Pavilion 
affair  was  in  hand,  which  I  had  nothing  to  do  with  in 
any  way.  He  was  very  much  pressed  for  money.  I 
was  pi-evailed  upon  to  let  him  have  this  1,500/.,  and  I 
did  so,  which  was  very  unwise.  During  this  time 
there  was  a  piece  of  ground,  and  I  think  that  ground 
at  Camberwell  was  advertised  to  be  sold  by  auction,  if 
I  mistake  not,  I  think  I  am  correct;  but  I  know  I  was 
not  at  home  at  the  time  the  sale  was.  I  afterwards 
went  and  saw  Mr.  Stimpson,  and  asked  him  about  this 
ground.  Mr.  Stimpson  said,  **Well,  you  had  better 
*'  make  an  offer  for  it."  "  Well,*'  I  said, "  Mr.  Robert- 
"  son  told  me  I  had  better  come  and  see  you."  I 
instructed  Mr.  Stimpson,  I  think,  to  offer  2,000/.  for 
it,  I  think  it  was  2,000/.  That  hung  in  hand  a  long 
time,  and  eventually,  I  think,  the  Board  communi- 
cated with  me,  or  with  Mr.  Stimpson,  to  say  that  the 
lowest  price  they  would  take  would  be  2,200/.,  which 
I  agreed  to  give.  I  had  made  up  my  mind  then  to 
have  nothing  more  to  do  with  the  Board's  land,  or 
with  Mr.  Robertson  in  the  matter,  because  I  thought 
it  began  to  look  rather  complicated.  I  refused  then 
to  eettle  with  Mr.  Robertson,  and  he  pushed  me 
very  close.  I  said,  "Well,  the  effect  of  it  is  just 
"  this,  you  had  better  Fend  me  an  account,  and  I 
'*  will  give  you  a  cheque,  and  finish  off  with  it,  and 
'*  1  must  take  the  bad  bargain  that  I  have  got,  I  sup- 
"  pose,  upon  my  own  hands."  That  is  what  I  could 
see  was  the  result.  On  February  17th,  1886,  I  gave 
Rabertson  a  cheque  for  361/.  15^.  That  was  320/.  lOs. 
for  a  half  of  the  net  profit  that  was  made  at  Camber- 
well,  and  a  balance  of  41/.  5s,  on  Goulston  Street, 
which  amounts  to  61/.  15«.  That  was  the  close  of  my 
transactions  with  the  Board.  I  think  I  have  made  a 
very  truthful  statement,  and  I  am  prepared  to  answer 
any  question  that  may  be  put  in  the  matter.  I  think 
I  ought  to  say  I  have  not  referred  to  a  single  note.  I 
went  to  my  solicitor  the  other  day  and  he  said  :  "  You 
^  had  better  have  a  statement  prepared."  I  said :  "I 
"  am  going  to  speak  the  truth  and  I  shall  tell  the  whole 

'  thing  just  as  it  has  been,**  and  I  have  done  so.  I 
do  not  think  there  is  a  single  thing  that  I  have  kept 
back.     I  did  not  think  it  was  wise  to  do  so. 

4651.  Was  there  a  payment  made  by  Robertson  to 
you  on  any  occasion  ? — I  should  think  there  would  be. 
I  should  think  I  perhaps  might  have  received  his  half 
of  a  ground  rent — perhaps  for  a  year's  ground  rent — 
in  Commercial  Street. 

4652.  How  much  was  the  ground  rent  there  ? — I 
bought  the  freehold.  I  daresay  you  have  the  figures 
of  the  cost.  The  only  cheque  that  I  recollect  ever 
having  from  Mr.  Robertson  in  any  way  was  for  one 
year's  or  half  a  year's  ground  rent  or  rather  interest 
on  Commercial  Street. 

4653.  Would  that  be  158/.  ?— That  would  be  about 
it.  1  do  not  know  whether  you  have  any  more 
cheques  passed  through  Robertson's  bank  or  not.  I 
think  there  is  another  one. 

4654.  What  is  the  date  of  it  ?— 9th  October  1885 
for  50/. 

4655.  What  was  that  ? — I  was  quite  at  a  loss  to 
find  out  what  that  was,  but  I  found  that  that  was 
for  a  50/.  note.  I  will  show  it  to  you.  I  have  it 
here,  and  the  counterfoil.  I  recollect  the  circum- 
stances peifectly  well.  I  was  at  Margate  at  the  time. 
Mr.  Robertson  was  at  Ramsgate.  He  called  upon  me 
at  Margate,  and  he  said,  ^*  I  have  got  a  50/.  note  in 
**  my  pocket.  I  wish  you  would  take  it,  and  you  can 
"  give  me  a  cheque  for  it  when  I  return."  I  have 
got  it  here.  That  is  just  the  counterfoil.  I  could 
not  understand  what  that  cheque  was  for. 

4656.  It  is  the  7th,  not  the  9th  ? — I  think  that  is 
all  the  cheque  transactions  there  are,  so  far  as  I  am 
aware  ? 
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4667.  Did  you  ask  him  why  ho  wanted  to  turn  tlie 
uote  into  a  cheque  ? — No,  I  did  not. 

4658.  At  a  seaside  place  one  wants  more  often  to 
turn  a  cheque  into  notes  than  notes  into  a  cheque  ?  — 
Yes.  I  hope  you  will  convince  yourself  that  there  has 
not  been  anything  put  in  there  since.  1  believe  he 
took  it  out  of  his  waistcoat  pocket.  I  thought  it  was 
rather  a  funny  thing  to  give  me  a  note  for  o(>/.  He 
said,  "  Hold  this  till  I  come  back,  and  when  I  want  a 
<*  cheque  I  will  write  you  to  give  me  a  cheque  for  it." 
That  is  quite  the  truth  about  that. 

4659.  (Mr.  Bosavquet.)  Did  you  see  Mr.  Stimson 
just  before  that  cheque  was  given  for  the  note  ? — I  do 
not  think  I  saw  Mr.  Stimson  after  the  «;round  was 
sold ;  not  after  he  had  sold  the  Camberwell  ground. 

4660.  {Chairman.)  When  was  it  Fold  ?— I  think 
the  Camberwell  ground  was  sold  about  February  18^6. 

4661.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  You  oifercd  through  Mr. 
Stimson  ? — Yes. 

4662.  Were  you  making  that  offer  on  your  own 
account  or  on  account  of  Mr.  Robertson  and  yourself  ? 
— Quite  on  my  own  account. 

4663.  When  did  Robertson  come  into  the  trans- 
action ? — At  the  settlement  ;  he  sent  me  an  account. 

4664.  Do  you  mean  to  represent  that  Robertson  in 
October  1885  had  nothing  to  do  with  this  Camberwell 
purchase  ? — That  was  included  with  the  other. 

4665.  Do  you  mean  it  came  under  the  general 
arrangement  that  you  were  to  go  halves  in  all  pro- 
perties ? — Yes. 

4666.  Did  it  come  under  that  arrangement  when 
you  first  made  your  offer  through  Mr.  Stimson  of 
2,000/.  ? — I  do  not  ihink  there  was  anything  men- 
tioned specially  about  it. 

4667.  It  was  understood?  — It  was  understood. 

4668.  Did  you  tell  Mr.  Stimson  so?-->'o,  1  did 
not ;  I  did  not  know  that  Mr.  Stimson  had  anything 
to  do  with  Mr.  Robertson  in  any  way.  I  read  that 
the  other  day,  but  I  did  not  know  that  Mr.  Stimson 
had  anything  to  do  with  Mr.  Robertson  in  any  way 
whatever ;  Robertson  simply  recommended  me.  He 
said  he  would  be  a  likely  man  to  sell  it,  and  it  would 
bo  as  well  for  him  to  tender  for  it.  I  did  not  know  of 
any  agreement  that  existed  between  Mr.  Stimson  and 
Mr.  Robertson  in  any  way  whatever. 

4669.  You  moan  you  expected  to  pay  Mr.  Stimson 
au  ordinary  commission  ? — I  did  pay  Mr.  Stimson  an 
ordinary  commission.  I  paid  him  75/.,  that  was  2^ 
per  cent,  on  the  3,000/.  for  selling. 

4670.  {Chairman^  Then  he  got  that  in  addition 
to  the  160/.  that  he  got  from  Robeitson  ?— Oh,  yes. 


4671.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Did  you  not  couiuiunicate 
with  Mr.  Stimson  at  all  with  regard  to  Mr.  Robertson  ? 
— I  do  not  think  I  communicated  with  Mr.  Stimson  in 
any  way  about  it.  I  knew  of  no  arrangement  existing 
in  any  way  between  Mr.  Robertson  and  Mr.  Stimson, 
not  till  afterwards. 

4672.  Had  you,  ir.  your  communications  with  Mr. 
Stimson,  mentioned  Mr.  Robertson's  name  ? — I 
mentioned  Mr.  Robertson's  name  as  being  recom- 
mended by  him,  Mr.  Robertson,  to  Mr.  Stimsoo, 
nothing  more.  I  did  not  know  of  any  arrangements 
that  were  existing  between  those  two,  not  in  any 
way, 

4673.  When  did  you  pay  Mr.  Stimson  his  commis- 
sion of  75/.  ?— On  February  9th,  1886. 

4674.  Was  that  when  you  re-sold  the  land  ? — ^That 
was  after  it  had  been  sold.  I  paid  no  commission  on 
his  buying  the  land. 

4675.  What  was  that  a  per-centage  on?— On 
3,000/.  at  2^  per  cent.,  which  I  think  is  the  usual 
price. 

4676.  You  gave  him  nothing  for  buying  the  land  ? 
— ^No,  I  did  not. 

4677.  Was  there  any  understanding  that  money 
was  to  be  paid  for  buying? — 1  think  vciy  likely  I 
might  have  specified  that  at  the  time. 

4678.  {Chairman.)  Was  it  for  selling  the  land  that 
you  gave  it  to  him  ? — Yes. 

4679.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  You  paid  nothing  for 
buying  ? — No,  I  never  do  in  a  case  of  that  kind.  It 
is  a  mere  nothing  to  do.  I  did  not  consider  it  was 
anything  to  do.  I  could  have  offered  the  price  myself 
just  as  well  as  he  could,  only  I  thought  he  was  a 
likely  man  to  sell  it  If  he  had  charged  me  anything 
for  buying  ir^  I  should  not  have  paid  it.  He  had  the 
two  transactions,  and  therefore  he  was  paid  for  the  one, 
which  I  considered  was  quite  sufficient. 

4680.  Was  that  the  understanding  at  the  time,  that 
he  was  to  have  the  selling  of  it  ? — I  think  it  was.  I 
think  that  is  why  it  was  put  into  his  hands  to  tender 
for  it.  I  do  not  think  I  knew  any  other  reason.  I 
should  like  to  say  a  word,  1  do  not  know  one  member 
of  the  Boai'd  of  Works.  I  have  never  written  to  a 
member  of  the  Hoard  of  Works,  and  never  spoken  to 
one  in  any  way  whatever.  I  put  this  question  to  Mr. 
Robertson  time  after  time  in  reference  to  my  tenders. 
I  said  "  I  hope  my  tenders  are  all  right."  He  said  "  I 
**  have  no  more  control,  Mr.  Clarke,  over  your  tenders 
"  than  you  have,  nor  yet  as  regards  the  price  that  the 
"  Board  will  take."  He  told  me  that  time  after 
time.  I  think  that  is  all.  I  have  told  yoi  everything 
I  can  rrcolicct  in  connexion  with  it. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  George  Paice  sworn  and  examined* 


Mr.O.Paice.       4681.  {Chairman.)    Are  you    in    the   employ  of 
— .—       Messrs.  Tauqueray  and  Co.  ?— I  am. 

4682.  Will  you  tell  the  Commission  what  was  the 
nature  of  the  pecuniary  transaction  which  resulted  in 
a  cheque  being  given  by  your  firm  to  Mr.  Robertson  ? 
— ^A  cheque  for  1,500/. 

4683.  Yes. — It  was  on  the  day  of  the  change  when 
the  house  was  purchased  by  Mr.  Cox. 

4684.  What  house  was  that  ?  —The  "  Swan,"  in 
Bethnal  Green. 

4685.  The  "Old  Swan,"  in  the  Bethnal  Green 
Road?— Yes. 

4686.  That  was  sold  to  Mr.  Cox  in  September 
1886,  or  at  all  events  it  was  completed  then? — On 
the  20th  September  1886. 

4687.  What  had  your  firm  to  do  with  the  sale  or 
with  making  the  payment  ? — This  1,500/.  was  money 


that  was    deposited  by  Mr.  Cox  with    us  which  he 
required  on  the  day  of  the  purchase. 

4688.  To  complete  his  purchase?  —  To  complete 
his  purchase. 

4689.  So  that  it  was  really  a  payment  made  by  you 
on  behalf  of  Mr.  Cox,  the  purchaser  of  the  **  Old 
Swan  "  ?— Entirely. 

4690.  You  handed  it  to  Mr.  Cox,  I  suppose  ? — I 
handed  it  to  the  broker  on  the  occasion,  whoever  he 
might  be. 

4691.  How  it  found  its  way  to  Mr.  Robertson's 
account,  or  what  he  had  to  do  with  it,  you  do  not 
know? — No,  not  at  all. 

4692.  It  was  really  therefore  a  payment  by  Mr. 
Cox  to  Mr.  Robertson  ? — Yes. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr. 

A.  BytoaUr, 


'Mr.  Abthub  By  water  sworn  and  exajoined. 


4693.  {Chairman.)    What    are    you  ?  —  I    am    a 
shipping  merchant  and  a  shipping  agent. 

4694.  Did  you  know  Mr.  Robertson  ? — I  did. 


4695.  Had  you  any  business  Iransactione  with  him  ? 
— Yes.  I  have  known  him  for  12  years,  since  1877. 
Shall  I  tell  you  what  the  business  transactions  were  ? 
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4696.  Yes  ?— I  find  that  in  1877  and  1878  be  paid 
for  8ome  goods  through  us  from  wholesfde  houses  to  the 
extent  of  208/.  That  is  164/.  in  1877,  and  44/.  in 
1878.  Then  again  in  February  1886  we  supplied  him 
with  about  57/.  worth  for  Piccadilly.  The  previous 
lots  were  for  bis  private  house,  and  this  last  lot 
was  for  207,  Piccadilly.  He  had  chambers  there 
I  believe. 

4697.  Did  be  reside  there,  do  you  mean? — ^Not 
live  there.  No.  He  bad  chambers  ;  he  had  a  single 
room.  He  got  these  goods  through  us  at  wholesale 
prices.  We  being  merchants  he  came  to  us,  and 
he  got  them  at  a  low  price  for  a  commission  of 
6  pei*  cent. 

4698.  Were  they  goods  for  furnishing  bis  place  ? — 
Yes. 

4699.  What  other  transaction  did  you  have  besides 
that.  Was  there  nothing  besides  his  purchasing 
goods?— Yes.  I  find  that  in  April  1878  and  April 
1883  he  appears  to  have  had  payments  from  us 
for  cheques  that  be  would  have  tisked  us  to  change. 
I  cannot  exactly  trace  them,  but  I  take  it  the  cheques 
be  asked  us  to  change  were  probably  not  on  a  clearing 
bank  or  else  on  a  country  bank.  In  1878  the  amount 
was  200/.  exactly,  and  in  April  1883  it  was 
366/.  11*.  3^/.  On  each  side  of  our  account  there 
is  the  same  amount.  There  is  a  debit  and  credit,  and 
on  the  same  day. 

4700.  You  merely  cashed  the  cheque  for  him? — 
We  merely  cashed  the  cheque  for  him  •  that  is,  gave 
bim  one  ot  our  cheques  for  the  cheque  that  he  banded 
to  us.     What  it  was  for,  I  do  not  know. 

4701.  Did  yon  know  at  all  why  he  wanted  them  ? 
— ^NTo,  I  have  not  the  slightest  idea.  It  was  nothing 
to  do  with  any  business  transaction. 

4702.  It  was  not  bis  own  cheque,  I  suppose  ? — 
I  think  not. 

4703.  Would  you  pay  the  cheque  that  bo  gave 
to  you  into  your  bankers  ?  — Yes. 
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4704.  What  did  you  say  were  the  dates?— April      liinth  Day. 
1878. 

4705.  Can  you  give  me  the  day  in  April? — No, 
I  have  not  got  that.  I  only  had  the  notice  last  night, 
and  I  had  not  time  to  look  at  it  this  morning.  I  have 
it,  April  1878,  200/. 

4706.  {Mr,  Bosanquet.)  One  cheque  ? — One  cheque. 

4707.  ( Chairman^  What  other  cheque  was  there  ? 
—April  1883,  366/.  11*.  3d, 

4708.  And  that  appears  on  both  sides  of  your 
account  ? — That  appears  on  both  sides  of  our  ledger, 
exactly  the  same  amount. 

4709.  Was  there  any  other?  —  Not  paid  to 
Robertson. 

4710.  How  do  you  mean? — There  was  no  other 
paid  to  Robertson.  I  have  got  another  cheque,  but 
it  was  not  paid  to  Robertson.  There  was  a  letter 
I  received  lost  night  calling  attention  to  the  payment 
of  300/.  on  or  al>out  October  1st,  1886  There  is  the 
cheque.  It  has  got  Robertson*s  name  on  it,  but  as  a 
m.uicr  of  fact  it  was  paid  to  his  bi other  or  step- 
brother, or  some  relation  named  William  Grey,  but 
it  was  by  the  order  of  Grey  that  the  cheque  was  filled 
in  as  it  is  filled  in. 

4711.  Grey  ordered  it  to  be  m&de  payable  to 
Robertson  ? — Yes ;  it  was  in  settling  up  Grey's 
account. 

4712.  It  did  not  represent  uny  transaction  between 
you  and  Robertson  ? — No,  none  at  all. 

4713.  Have  you  given  us  now  all  the  transactions  ? 
—Yes,  I  think  so.     Yes,  all  the  transactions  with 

Robertson,  ceilainly. 

4714.  Who  are  your  bankers  ? — Williams,  Deacon, 
and  Company. 

4715.  Perhaps  you  will  be  good  enough  to  let  the 
Commission  have  the  date  on  which  you  ai*e  credited 
in  your  account  with  Williams,  Deacon,  and  Com- 
pany with  these  two  cheques,  which  Robertson 
handed  you  of  200/.  and  366/.  11*.  Sd.  ?— Yes. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


4716.  (Mr,  Meadows  White!)  I  have  had  the  dates 
taken  out  as  to  the  Savoy  Theatre.  The  letter 
applying  for  the  certificate  with  reference  to  the  con- 
struction of  theatres  in  Beaufort  Buildings,  Strand, 
was  refen-ed  to  Building  Act  committee,  5th  March 
1880.  On  the  19th  March  1880,  the  report  of  the 
Building  Act  committee  was  made,  and  it  was 
resolved  that  the  application  be  not  granted.  On  the 
16th  April  1880,  there  was  a  report  of  the  architect 
on  application  for  certificate  with  amended  plans, 
which  was  referred  to  the  Building  Act  committee. 
On  the  23rd  April  1880,  report  of  Building  Act 
committee  referred  to  works  committee  to  view. 
On  the   23rd  April   1880  copy  block   plan    of  new 


theatre  was  directed  to  be  sent  to  the  Strand  District 
Board  on  the  motion  of  Mr.  Jones,  who  was  the 
member  for  the  Strand  District.  On  the  30th  April 
1S80,  letter  was  read  from  the  Strand  District  Board 
objeciing  to  the  erection,  which  was  referred  to  the 
works  committee.  On  the  4tb  June  1880,  report  of 
works  committee,  and  resolved  that  drawings  sub- 
mitted be  approved  and  certificate  granted  on  com- 
pletion of  buildings  in  accordance  with  the  Board's 
requirements.  On  the  21st  October  1881,  there  was 
the  report  of  the  architect  pi  esenting  application  for 
certificate,  which  was  referred  to  Building  Act  cx)m- 
mittee,  and  on  the  4tb  November  1881,  the  certificate 
was  granted  and  sealed. 


Adjourned  for  a  short  time. 


Mr.  James  Willing  sworn  and  examined. 


4717.  {ChairMun.)  Did  you  have  any  pecuniary 
transactions  with  any  officials  of  the  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works  ? — 1  think  I  had  better  hand  in  the 
transactions  I  had  with  Mr.  Robertson  and  Mr. 
Groddard.  {The  witness  handed  in  a  statement  of 
payments.) 

4718.  I  see  you  had  transactions  both  with  Mr. 
Goddard  and  Mr.  Robertson  ? — Yes. 

4719.  I  will  take  Robertson  first.  Tou  are  an 
advertisement  contractor  ? — Yes. 

4720.  And  you  had  a  number  of  pecuniary  tran- 
sactions with  Mr.  Robertson  ? — Every  year.  There 
they  are  every  year. 

4721.  Will  you  explain  what  they  were? — They 
were  given  bim  for  information  as  to  anybody  who 

•  had  any  premises  to  be  sold,  and  who  bought  them, 
that  I  might  go  to  them  to  put  bills  on  their  hoardings. 
He  was  also  very  useful  to  me  if  I  fouutl  anybody 
else  disfiguring  their  hoardings.     There  never  were 


any  bills  on  thelioardof  Works  hoardings.  I  daresay 
the  impression  on  your  mind  is  that  this  money  was 
paid  for  bills  being  put  on  the  Metropolitan  Board 
boardings. 

4722.  Were  they  never  put  on  the  Board  of  Works 
hoardings  ? — Not  a  single  bill  by  me,  or  by  anybody 
on  my  behalf. 

4723.  Are  you  sure  of  that  ? — Certain,  and  I  have 
got  evidence  here  to  prove  it. 

4724.  I  observe  you  begin  in  1876,  June  the  22nd, 
20/. ;  January  the  8th,  1877, 10/. ;  January  30tb,  1879, 
20/. ;  Januar}'  the  1st,  1880,  25/. ;  January  the  3rd, 
1881,  25/.  ;  April  27th,  1881,  20/.  That  makes  45/. 
that  year  apparently  ? — Yes.  Shall  I  account  for  that 
as  you  go  on,  or  will  you  read  them  out  fii'st  ? 

4725.  Perhaps  you  bad  better  account  for  it  as  I  go 
on  ? — That  is  the  only  year.  In  that  year  there  was  a 
large  hoarding  taken  in  New  Coventry  Street,  and  be 
gave    me    the    information   that    a  wine   merchant, 
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Messrs.  Todd  Hoatley,  I  think,  had  purchased  it,  and 
I  thought  it  was  a  very  valuable  hoarding,  and  I  gave 
him  an  extra  consideration  that  year  for  giving  me 
information  as  to  who  had  purchased  the  property 
That  is  the  only  one  year, 

4726.  {Mr,  Grenfell),  Ho  gave  you  information 
as  to  what  hoardings  there  were  ? — If  any  person 
purchased  any  property  of  the  Board  of  Works,  they 
were  bound,  in  their  building  operations,  to  have  a 
hoarding  surrounding  those  sites  ;  and  he  used  to  let 
me  know — ^not  in  all  cases — who  purchased  it,  so  that 
I  could  deal  with  them  when  they  had  got  the  pro- 
perty. It  was  nothing  to  do  with  the  Board  of 
Works. 

4727.  {Mr  Bosanquet.)  So  as  to  give  you  the  first 
opportunity  of  offering  to  the  person  who  wi;s  going 
to  build  ? — That  is  it ;  and  it  was  very  useful  to  me. 

4728.  To  eive  you  the  start  over  other  adveitising 
agents  ? — Before  other  people  found  it  out. 

4729.  {Chairman.)  Then  in  that  year  I  see  there 
were  tickets  four  guineas,  and  wine  31.  9s.  ? — Yes. 

4730.  On  July  4th,  251.  So  that  in  that  year  he 
got  75/.  besides  the  tickets  and  the  wine  ? — Yes  ;  that 
is  the  important  year  when  the  whole  of  that  square 
was  pulled  down — nothing  to  do  with  the  Pavilion  or 
the  Shaftesbury  Avenue,  but  on  the  other  side. 

4731.  Then,  January  1882,  25/.;  January  1883, 
25/. ;  January  1884,  25/. ;  in  February  some  tickets ; 
in  January  1885,  25/.;  February  1886,  25/.;  Decem- 
ber 1886,  51.  7s.  6^.;  and  January  1887,  25/.  ?— Yes. 

4732.  Then,  to  Mr.  Goddard  there  appe^ir  to  be 
similar  payments? — Eveiy  year  at  Christmas  20/. 

4733.  What  was  that  for  ? — He  supplied  me  with 
information  the  san&e  as  the  other,  because  people  who 
purchased  property  or  dealt  with  the  Board  of  Works 
went  to  the  surveyor,  and  both  of  them  were  in 
possession  of  information  useful  to  me,  and  therefore 
I  had  to  pay  them  for  information  that  was  useful. 

4734.  Either  could  have^  given  you  the  whole  in- 
formation ? — Yes;  but  one  would  have  given  me  some 


information,  and  the  other  some  other  information. 
And  independently  of  that,  there  used  to  be  an 
immense  quantity  of  people  going  about  posting  bills 
on  these  places,  who  paid  them  nothing  and  they  had 
no  business  to.  I  used  to  vnrite  to  them  and  get  them 
removed.  It  was  an  additional  rewai-d,  because  it 
would  interfere  with  me  if  these  other  people  got  their 
bills  put  up  for  nothing. 

'4735.  Then  you  paid  them  to  make  them  perform 
their  duties  to  the  Board  ? — Quite  right ;  that  is  per- 
fectly the  truth. 

4736.  I  see  Mr.  Goddard  received  in  January  1877, 
25/.  ;  in  January  1879,  25/. ;  in  January  1880,  20/.; 
January  1881,  20/.  ;  January  1882,  20/.  ;  May  4th, 
1882,  tickets  10*. ;  January  1883,  20/.;  January  1884, 
ZO/. ;  January  1885,  20/. ;  January  1886,  20/. ;  and 
January  1887,  2C/.  ? — ^Yes.  I  will  leave  you  that 
statement  if  you  please. 

4737.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  This  is  the  contract 
with  the  contractor  for  hoardings  {handing  in  same). 
Your  lordship  Fees  there  is  a  clause  marked  there 
which  forbids  any  persons  advertising  on  them. 

{The  Witness.)  There  is  a  prohibitory  clause  there. 

4738.  {Chairman.)  Who  is  the  contractor  here  ? 
{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  It  is  any  contractors — that  is 

the  general  form — who  do  work  for  the  Board.  They 
put  up  the  hoardings  under  the  Dangerous  Structures 
Act.  The  Board  were  charged  with  the  duty  all  over 
the  metropolis  of  causing  hoardings  to  be  erected  in  the 
case  of  dangerous  structures. 

4739.  {Chairtnan.)  I  suppose  these  payments  were 
the  result  of  your  seeing  Mr.  Robertson  and  Mr. 
Goddard,  and  telling  them  you  wei«  going  to  make 
them  ? — No,  I  never  had  any  conversation.  I  sent 
them  that  every  year  as  I  thought  their  services  were 
worth  it.  We  had  no  conversation  at  all,  and  they 
never  sent  me  any  receipt,  and  I  daresay  they  were 
obliged  to  me  for  sending  it.  I  had  no  conversation 
about  it. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Charles  Dunch  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr.  C.Dmch.       4740.  {Chairman.)  You  are  an  architect? — I  am. 
4741.  I  believe  you  were  architect  for  the  **  Canter- 
bury "  Music  Hall  ? — I  was  at  the  latter  part,  but  not 
at  the  commencement. 

4742.  Mr.  Villiers  has  told  us  that  he  learnt  from 
you,  after  Mr.  Goddard  had  been  appointed  to  inspect 
and  report  to  the  Board  as  to  the  "  London  Pavilion," 
that  Mr.  Goddard  expected  something  for  himself. 
Did  you  learn  that  from  Mr.  Groddard  ?  —  From 
Mr.  Goddard.  I  had  been  with  Mr.  Goddard  about 
some  compensation  case,  and  as  I  was  leaving  he  said : 
*'  Well,  Dunch,  I  think  Villiers  ought  to  give  me 
"  something  for  the  extra  trouble  I  shall  have  in 
"  sipervising  the  *  Pavilion.'"  I  said  "Well,  that 
**  is  not  a  matter  whicli  concerns  me.  I  will  speak 
"  to  Villiers  upon  the  subject." 

4743.  You  did  so  ?— I  did. 

4744.  And  Mr.  Villiers  consented,  or  after  discussion 
with  you,  determined  to  give  50/.  a  quarter } — It  is 
not  exactly  in  that  way.  Mr.  Villiers  was  very  sorry 
that  the  request  had  been  made  because  he  felt  that 
Mr.  Goddard,  in  his  official  position,  might  do  him 
great  harm  by  reporting  unfavourably  with  reference 
to  the  management  of  the  "  Pavilion,"  and  he  con- 
suUed  with  me  upon  the  matter.  I  said  "  It  entirely 
**  concerns  yourself;  you  must  decide  what  is  to 
«  be  done."  «  Well,"  he  said,  '*  I  liave  no  money 
"  now " — he  had  not  at  the  time  he  took  the  "  Pa- 
vilion." "I  shall  give  him  something  a  quarter," 
and  at  that  time  it  was  expected  that  the  tenancy 
would  only  last  some  two  years,  instead  of  six  or 
seven,  as  it  did  in  consequence  of  there  being  troubles 
and  difficulties  about  the  artisans'  plots,  and  it  would 
represent  but  comparatively  a  small  sum,  and  he  said  ; 
"  As  Mr.  Goddard  has  mentioned  the  subject  to  you, 


**  Dunch,  you  had  better  receive  my  cheque,  and 
"  liand  him  over  the  amount."  As  Mr.  Villiers  had 
not  %  had  the  request  made  to  him  personally,  he  said, 
"  It  had  better  go  through  you."  I  hesitated  for 
some  time.  1  did  not  quite  like  it,  but  I  had  a  great 
friendship  with  Mr.  Villier©.  I  had  helped  him  through 
great  troubles,  and  had  been  the  means  almost  of 
putting  him  into  the  "Pavihon,"  and  knowing  his 
circumstances,  and  the  troubles  he  had  undergone,  I  at 
last  promised  to  do  so. 

4745.  And  accordingly  he  handed  you  from  time 
to  time  the  50/.,  and  you  passed  it  on  to  Mr.  Goddard  ? 
—I  did. 

4746.  You  say  you  had  been  the  means  very  much 
of  putting  him  into  the  "Pavilion."  How  was  that  ? 
— It  was  in  this  way.  One  day  in  attending  at  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works'  Office  for  the  purpose 
of  settling  some  case  with  Mr.  G<»ddard  of  compensa- 
tion, Mr.  GoddiM^d  said  **  Oh,  by  the  way,  Dunch,  I 
"  think  you  know  a  Mr.  Villiers,  do  you  not,  of  the 
<*  *  Canterbury.' "  I  said,  "  Yes,  very  well  indeed." 
«  Well,"  he  said,  «  We  are  obliged  to!  send  Loibl  about 
"  his  business  for  improper  performances.  The 
'<  Board  do  not  want  to  lose  the  license,  and  (here- 
"  fore  we  want  to  get  the  best  man  in  London  to 
"  manage  it."  I  said,  '*  You  could  not  have  a 
"  better  man.  He  is  a  very  able  man,  and  that  is 
"  acknowledged,"  but,  I  said,  "  There  is  one  great 
"  stumbling  block;  he  has  lately,  not  through  his 
*•  own  fault,  but  through  misfortune,  been  a  bankrupt. 
"  and  that  possibly  may  weigh  with  the  Board.'* 
'*  Well,"  he  said,  "  The  rent  will  be  very  heavy,  7,000/. 
"  a  year."  I  said,  *•  Well,  that  can  be  paid  monthly, 
"  8o  that  the  Board  cannot  lose  more  than  a  moutn's 
"  rent,"  bnt,  I  said,  "  I  think  it  is  too  heavy,  I  think 
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f"  6,000/.  is  quite  enough."  He  said,  "  No,  I  shall 
**  not  budge  from  7,000/.  ;  ha  can  have  it  for  the 
7,000/.  if  the  Board  approve."  It  was  brought  before 
the  committee,  and  the  committee  then  determined  that 
if  I,  who  had  promoted  Mr.  Villiei*s'  interest  in  the 
way  I  had,  and  taken  him  up,  were  wilUng  to  be 
security  for  the  sum  of  3,000/.,  not  only  for  the  rent, 
but  for  the  propriety  of  the  performances  that  should 
take  place  in  the  establishment,  they  would  accept 
Mr.  Villiers  os  tenant.  I  did  with  two  other  gentle- 
men become  secunty  for  the  3,000/.,  and  showed  my 
bondjides  in  the  matter. 

4747.  Had  you  any  other  transactions  with  Mr.. 
Goddard? — Not  pecuniarily — compensation  matters 
and  matters  connected  with  tho  Board's  business. 

4748.  No  other  case  in  which  money  had  passed  ? — 
No.  I  should  like  to  explain  that  this  was  not  a  bribe 
to  Mr.  Goddard  in  any  waj*.  Mr.  Villiers  was  in  a 
dilemma.  This  matter  had  been  mentioned.  He 
wanted,  if  he  possibly  could,  to  prevent  hostility  on  the 
part  of  Mr.  Goddard,  because  in  that  event,  if  he  had 
forwarded  hostile  repoin;s  as  to  the  management,  Mr. 
Villiers  would  be  turned  out  of  the  "  Pavilion,"  and 
the  sureties  would  have  to  pay  the  3,000/. 

4749.  It  was  in  order  to  secure  himself  against 
Goddard's  hostility  ? — Presumed  hostility  as  he  had 
mentioned  the  point  in  the  first  instance. 

4750.  The  idea  was  that  if  the  money  had  not  been 
paid  to  him  he  would  have  made  himself  very  awkward 
about  the  **  Pavilion  "  ? — He  possibly  might.  Then  I 
should  like  to  mention  another  thing  which  I  think, 
in  justice  to  myself,  I  ought  to  mention.  I  acted 
entirely  as  a  friend  during  ihose  transactions  with 
Mr.  Villiers.  I  never  sent  in  an  account,  I  never 
charged  a  fee,  I  have  never  received  one,  and  I 
never  expect  one.  It  was  done  entirely  from  good 
friendship  towards  him.  I  knew  the  circumstances 
as  to  the  **  Canterbury."  He  was  a  ruined  man,  not 
through  his  own  fault,  but  on  account  of  the  mortgagees 
taking  possession  and  selling  the  property  over  his 
heada,and  I  felt  very  much  for  him,  because  I  found 
him  a  very  straightforward  man  in  my  dealing  with 
him. 

4751.  {Mr,  Bosanquet.)  How  was  the  amount  of 
200/.  a  year  arranged?  It  was  an  amount  which 
seems  to  have  been  fixed  at  50/.  a  quarter  ? — Mr. 
Villiers  said,  "I  cannot  give  him  less  than  50/.  a 
quarter  "  ;  because  at  that  time  he  supposed  it  would 
be  only  a  short  time — 18  months  or  two  years.  He 
had  not  the  money  to  pay  him  down  a  sum  of  money. 
He  could  only  afford  that. 

4752.  It  was  the  ntmost  that  Mr.  Villiers  could 
afford  ? — Yes,   that    is   it ;    or   else   under   ordinary 


circumstances  he  might  have  paid  him  a  lump  sum,      ^'^th  Day. 
if  he  had  got  the  money.  •  "    

4753.  What  was  the  lump  sum  for  ?— K  he   had    ^  «'»^»s«8 
been  in  a  position  possibly  that  quarterly  payment   Mr,  C,  Dunch. 
would  not  have  been  made.  1 1 

4754.  ( Chairman,)  He  would  have  bought  off  his 
hostility  by  a  sum  down,  in  short  ? — I  only  suggest 
that.  1  am  not  certain  about  it,  because  it  never  took 
place.  I  know  this,  that  he  had  not  the  lump  sura  to 
pay  at  the  time. 

4755.  {Mr,  GrenfelL)  You  confirm  substantially 
what  Mr.  Villiers  said :  that  "  We  arranged  " — that 
is  you  and  Mr.  Villiers — "  that  it  would  be  better  as 
**  he  had  been  appointed,  and  in  his  position  as  censor, 
"  and  for  the  purppse  of  my  " — that  is  Mr.  Villiers — 
"  continuing  the  tenancy,  that  he  should  do  all  he 
**  possibly  could  to  assist  me  in  continuing  tho 
"  tenancy,  Mr.  Dunch  and  T  arranged  that  we  were 
'*  to  offer  him  50/.  a  quarter."  You  confirm  that  ? — 
I  left  it  to  Mr.  Villiers  to  determine.  I  said  as  this 
is  your  personal  matter,  you  must  decide  what  is  to 
be  done. 

4756.  You  confirm  it  that  those  were  the  causes 
whiah  were  suggested  for  giving  it  ? — Undoubtedly ; 
and  the  agreement  and  the  bond  had  been  arranged 
at  that  time.  There  was  nothing  uncertain  about  the 
tenancy. 

4757.  {Mr.  Winch,)  If  I  read  Mr.  Villiers'  evidence 
1  ight,  your's  was  the  hand  that  paid  the  50/.  to  Mr. 
Goddard  ? — I  was  the  medium. 

4758.  You  paid  it  ?~Yes. 

4759.  When  you  gave  him  the  first  50/.,  did  Mr. 
Goddard  say  anything  ? — No;  I  gave  it  him  in  an 
envelope — the  notes. 

4760.  He  took  it  r — Yes,  and  put  it  in  his  drav/er. 

4761.  He  did  not  ask  what  it  was  for  7 — No. 

4762.  Did  you  always  pay  him  the  fifties  ? — Ye*, 
for  a  considerable  time. 

4763.  A  50/.  note  ?— Yes,  or  notes. 

4764.  You  did  not  give  him  a  cheque  ? — No  ;  Mr. 
Villiers  sent  me  the  cheque. 

4765.  Nothing  was  said  on  any  occasion  about 
what  it  was  for  by  Mr.  Goddard  ? — No.  I  gave  him 
the  envelope.  I  presumed  he  knew  pretty  well  what 
it  was. 

4766.  {Mr  Meadows  White.)  Can  you  tell  me  the 
exact  date  when  this  arrangement  was  made? — ^No,  I 
cannot.  It  was  not  long  after  the  an-angement  had 
been  made. 

4767.  It  was  after  the  tenancy  had  been  made  ? — 
Yes,  it  was  after  that. 

4768.  You  are  sure  of  that  ? — Yes. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Walter  Emden  sworn  and  examined. 


4769.  {Chairman.)  You  were  the  architect  to 
Terry^s  theatre,  I  think  ? — Yes. 

4770.  And  in  connexion  with  the  plans  for  that 
theatre  yon  have  had  to  deal  with  the  Board  of 
Works?— Yes. 

4771.  I  believe  you  consider  that  the  Board  of 
Works  have  thrown  considerable  impediments  in  the 
way  in  connexion  with  the  erection  of  that  theatre  ? 
—res,  I  do. 

4772.  Will  you  describe  to  the  Commission  what 
it  is  you  think  you  have  reason  to  complain  of?—  I 
have  only  had  the  notice  so  lately  that  I  have  not  had 
time  to  refresh  my  memory  at  all,  but  the  general 
facts  were  these :  That  when  we  required  to  know 
why  they  would  not  pass  the  plans  we  could  not 
obtain  the  information ;  we  were  thrown  back  on  our 
own  resources  to  fancy  what  the  information  was,  or 
what  was  the  reason. 

4773.  You  did  not  get  a  definite  objection  that 
the  plans  were  objected  to  for  this  or  that  reason  ? — 
We  had  a  certain  amount  of  definite  objection,  but 
beyond  that  we  were  told  they  could  not  give  us 
further  information;   that  we  must  read  theii*  bye- 

i     54142. 


laws.  Reading  their  byelawa  and  building  a  theatre 
are  two  difEerent  things  altogether.  Their  byelaws  do 
not  guide  you  as  to  the  building  of  a  theatre.  The 
byelaws  in  force  contain  certain  things,  but  there 
are  a  great  many  other  things  which  are  done  which 
are  not  in  their  byelaws  at  all. 

4774.  Did  those  difficulties  and  delays  last  some 
considerable  time? — They  lasted  about  eight  or  nine 
months. 

4775.  Before  you  got  the  plans  finally  passed  ? — 
Before  we  got  the  plans  finally  passed. 

4776.  That  was  a  very  considerable  time  ? — Yes,  it 
was  indexed. 

4777.  Did  that  system  of  objection,  without  defi- 
nitely stating  all  the  objections,  apply  in  more  than  one 
instance,  or  only  in  one  instance  ? — That  is  about  the 
general  way  in  which  you  are  received  at  the  Board 
with  reganl  to  those  sort  of  things.  You  are  re- 
quested to  peruse  their  byelaws,  and  if  you  ask  for 
definite  information  on  a  subject,  it  is  seldom,  if  ever, 
given  you  in  the  form  that  you  can  deal  with  it. 

4778.  What  year  was  it  that  you  were  building  this 
theatre? — ^I  think  we  commenced  with  the  Board  in 
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1885.  The  first  letter  I  have  here  is  dated  July 
1885,  and  that  went  on  till  1887,  but  we  could  not 
12  Jone  1888.  ^^^  ^y^q  exigencies  of  the  leaseholds  commence  the 
buildings  as  soon  as  we  expected.  The  delay  affected 
us  more  particularly  when  we  had  dealt  with  the 
leaseholders. 

4779.  Used  you  to  go  personally  to  the  Board  of 
Works  at  all  ?— I  have  attended  several  times  first  for 
hiformation,  and  also  before  the  committees. 

4780.  Whom  would  you  see  in  the  office  or  whom 
would  your  dealings  be  with  ? — My  dealings  would  be 
with  Mr.  Hebb. 

4781.  He  had  charge  of  that  department  of  the 
superintending  ar«jhitects'  office  ? — I  believe  so ;  at 
all  events  I  always  dealt  with  him. 

4782.  Used  you  to  ask  him  for  definite  informa 
tion  as  to  what  the  objections  were  ? — Very  many 
times. 

4783.  What  did  he  say  ?— That  I  ought  to  know 
myself  what  it  was  ;  I  ought  to  peruse  the  byelaws, 
and  I  would  find  out. 

4784.  You  did  not  have  any  pecimiary  transactions 
with  him  ? — No ;  if  I  had  it  might  have  been  easier. 
[I  understood  the  question  to  be  **  pecuniary  transac- 
"  tions  with  them,"  my  comment  applied  to  the  body, 
not  to  any  special  officer]. 

4785.  Have  you  knowledge  of  any  pecuniary  trans- 
actions having  made  the  matter  easier? — No,  my 
Lord  ;  I  personally  have  not.  It  would  be  merely 
hearsay,  anything  I  said. 

4786.  Is  there  any  other  matter  to  which  you 
desire  to  call  the  attention  of  the  Commission  ? — ^I 
have  of  course  had  several  transactions  with  them. 

4787.  Have  you  had  any  besides  Terry's  theatre  ? 
— ^Yes,  I  had  the  qut?stion  of  the  St.  James'  Hall, 
carrying  the  requirements  through,  made  against 
them. 

4788.  Did  you  experience  the  same  kind  of  diffi- 
culties ? — We  experienced  a  very  great  deal  of  diffi- 
culty in  that  case.  The  first  requirements  would 
certainly  have  involved  something  like  20,000/.  being 
laid  out ;  we  should  have  been  obliged  to  purchase 
the  next  property,  to  have  complied  in  any  way  with 
the  requiniments  first  made.  Eventually  we  did 
succeed  in  arranging  terms  on  which  the  alterations 
should  be  made,  and  that  was  done  without  arbitra- 
tion, simply  by  negotiation.  But  the  original  draft 
requirements,  and  the  requirements  agreed  on,  were 
two  distinctly  different  things.  We  finished  the  work, 
I  think,  for  something  like  4,000/.,  the  work  actually 
required  by  the  Board. 

4789.  Have  you  been  asked  for  any  orders  for  the 
theatre  ?  I  suppose  you  would  not  be  ? — ^No,  I  do  not 
think  I  have. 

4790.  {Mr.  Winch,)  Were  any  suggestions  ever 
made  to  you  that  any  member  of  the  Board  should  be 
joined  as  architect  with  you  ? — ^Well,  my  client,  Mr. 
Wilmot,  came  down  to  me  during  the  course  of  Terry's 
theatre,  and  told  me  that  a  suggestion  had  been  made 
to  him  that  someone  should  be  joined  as  architect.  I 
asked  him  not  to  give  me  any  names,  but  I  told  him  I 
utterly  objected  to  anything  of  the  kind  being  done. 

4791.  Was  it  some  member  of  the  Board  ? — I  think 
if  you  asked  Mr.  Wilmot  the  question  you  would  get 
it  actually  from  him. 

4712.  (Chairman),  Will  you  give  us  Mf.  Wilmot's 
address  ? — The  Grand  Theatre,  Islington. 

4793.  He  would  be  able  to  tell  us? — Yes;  who 
made  the  suggestion  to  him. 

4794.  {Mr.  Winch),  You  had  a  suspicion  who  it 
was  and  would  not  ask  ? — I  cannot  say  I  had  a 
suspicion.  I  have  been  turned  out  of  ceitain  works 
at  certain  times,  and  I  have  seen  some  extraordinary 
things  done,  but  at  the  same  time  I  had  no  suspicions 
in  that  case.  In  the  first  instance  I  said  **  Do  not 
**  come  to  me  with  it  at  all ;  if  you  want  to  take  it  out 
^'  of  my  hands  take  it  dear  away,"  and  I  think  my  name 
is  clear  of  anything  of  that  kind. 

4785.  {Chairman).  What  do  you  refer  to  when 
you  say  you  have  been  turned  out  of  things  ?  —  I  should 


have  been  architect  for  the  Avenue  Theatre.     Mr* 
Seflon  Parry  came  to  me  in  the  first  instance. 

4796.  To  ask  what  ? — ^To  ask  me  to  design  the 
plans  for  the  theatre,  and  make  an  offer  to  the  Board 
for  the  land.     It  was  taken  out  of  my  hands. 

4797.  Did  Mr.  Sefton  Parry  afterwards  take  it  him- 
self ? — He  told  me  afterwards  he  was  obliged  to  place 
it  in  other  hands,  and  gave  me  a  cheque  for  26 
guineas  to  pay  expenses. 

4798.  {Mr.  Winch).  It  had  gone  as  far  as  that — 
you  had  done  something  ? — Yes. 

4799.  For  which  ho  gave  you  25  guineas  ? — ^Yes. 

4800.  {Chairtnan).  Was  there  any  other  case? — I 
do  not  think  any  direct  case  that  I  can  remember  at 
the  moment. 

4801.  {Mr.  Winch.)  Indirect? — I  cannot  remember 
distinctly  the  facts  now.  I  can  remember  distinctly 
the  facts  of  that,  because  at  that  time  I  wanted 
business,  and  I  felt  it  rather  hard  to  lose  it. 

4802.  (Mr.  Grenfell.)  When  it  was  suggested  to 
you  to  study  the  byelaws,  what  did  you  understand 
by  those  words  ? — ^That  I  had  to  read  their  printed 
rules  and  regulations. 

4803.  You  did  not  understand  that  it  meant  any- 
thing else  ? — There  is  iiothing  else  but  these  printed 
regulations,  and  you  are  supposed  to  study  those.  I 
think  I  know  them  nearly  by  heart ;  but  I  am  sure 
as  far  as  theatres  I  have  built  are  concerned,  if  I  had 
built  them  according  to  those  byelaws,  1  should  never 
have  built  the  theatre  at  all.  Mr.  Sefton  Parry  is 
dead.  He  was  the  owner  of  the  Greenwich  Theatre, 
then  or  the  Globe  Theatre,  and  of  the  Holbom  Theatre, 
and  afiterwards  built  the  Avenue  Theatre. 

4804.  {Mr,  Freeman.)  With  regard  to  Terry's 
theatre,  your  first  application,  I  presume,  was  sent 
in  in  writing  ? — Yes. 

4805.  And  you  had  an  answer  in  writing  ? — ^Yes. 

4806.  Have  you  got  the  correspondence  with  you  ? 
— 1  have  the  whole  of  my  correspondence  here. 

4807.  I  need  not  trouble  you  to  go  through  it ;  but 
will  you  tell  me  what  was  the  date  of  your  first 
application  ? — It  would  be  the  23rd  or  24th  July 
1885. 

4808.  Were  you  then  informed  in  writing  of  what 
the  actual  objections  to  your  drawings  were  ? — Some* 
time  afterwards  I  was  informed  of  certain  objections, 
I  believe.  My  first  letter  that  I  can  see  here  is  a 
letter  from  Mr.  Wakefield,  acknowledging  the  drawings 
on  the  24th  July. 

4809.  What  was  the  next  ?— I  then  had  a  letter  of 
the  30th  July,  saying  that  Mr.  VuUiamy  would  be 
pleased  to  see  me  at  his  office. 

4810.  Then  did  you  go?— Yes. 

4811.  What  happened  then  ?  Were  the  objections 
pointed  out  ? — There  were  certain  objections  which 
were  meutioned  to  me,  which  are  contained  in  a  letter 
of  the  7th  August,  saying  how  I  would  meet  the 
objections. 

4812.  {Chairman.)  Whom  did  you  see  in  the 
architect's  office? — 1  think  1  should  have  seen  Mr. 
Hebb.  I  saw  Mr.  Yulliamy  once  or  twice;  but  I 
seldom  or  ever  saw  Mr.  Vulliamy  on  a  theatre 
matter. 

4813.  {Mr.  Freeman.)  Were  those  definite  objec- 
tions pointed  out  then  to  you,  and  which  you  met  ?^^ 
No.  Whenever  an  objection  is  pointed  out;  to  yon,  it 
is  said  :  **  This  is  only  what  I  think  may  be  required 
*^  by  the  committee  ;  you  must  not  take  this  as  being 
"  actually  what  you  will  have  to  do;  this  may  be 
^  altered,  but  this  is  what  I  think."  You  are  tdd 
in  such  an  indefinite  manner. 

4814.  Would  you  produce  the  letter  which  embodies 
them  ? — I  will  produce  the  letter  I  wrote  in  answer 
to  it. 

4815.  The  letter  from  the  Board  to  you  ?— There 
is  no  letter  giving  me  their  requirements.  This  was 
at  an  interview. 

4816.  No  letter  at  all  ? — Later  on.  Here  is  my 
letter  to  the  Board,  embodying  what  the  requirements 
were  at  that  time.    Here  is  ^e  first  letter  from  the 
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Board  definitely  speaking,  and  that  is  on  the  5lih 
November  1885,  four  or  five  monthb  afterwards. 

4817.  (Chairman.)  We  had  better  have  your  letter 
to  the  Board,  if  you  will  read  it  with  the  date  ? — It  is 
dated  the  7th  of  August  1 886.  "  Dear  Sir, — In  answer 
*'  to  the  requirements  given  me  at  my  interview,  1 
'*•  beg  to  forward  you  the  £<^wing  answers  and 
'*  plan.  First,  ventilation.  All  the  dressing  rooms  and 
<<  under  the  stage  are  to  be  supplied  with  cold  air  by 
^  shafts  passing  under  the  floors  with  gratings  in 
"  them.  The  hot  air  is  to  be  drawn  off  by  one  of 
^  F.  Smith's  patent  aspirators  in  the  ceiling  of  each 
"  room  and  corridor.  These  aspirators  are  connected 
^  also  with  an  air  shaft  by  tubes.  The  whole  build- 
*^  ing  generally  is  to  be  ventilated  on  a  similar  system. 
"  Roof :  We  forward  a  plan  showing  the  roofs.  Door 
"  in  N.E.  angle  between  the  pit  and  stalls  will  be 
"  closed.  The  stalls*  doorway  will  be  widened  to 
**  4  feet  6  inches.  The  door  between  dress  circle 
"  and  the  gallery  stairs  will  be  closed.  The  seats 
"  between  the  wall  and  gallery  entrance  will  be  re- 
«  moved  to  a  width  of  3  feet.  The  hollow  fire-brick 
"  walls,  where  3  and  4  inches  thick,  will  be 
"  strengthened  by  having  ir<m  rods  running  through 
"  every  sixth  coarse.  I  think  the  above  answers  all 
*^  the  requisitions  you  named.  I  shall  be  pleased  to 
**  give  any  further  information  should  any  be  re- 
«  quired." 

4818.  {Mr.  Freeman.)  That  appears  to  be  pretty 
definite  r— It  does. 

4819.  Can  you  tell  me  at  that  time  how  far  the 
works  had  proceeded  ?— They  had  not  slarted. 

4820.  Then  all  these  requisitions  which  you  answer 
in  that  letter  were  requisitions  made  on  your  phms  ?— 
Requisitions,  I  suppose,  made  upon  the  plans. 

4821.  And  up  to  that  lime  had  you  any  difficulties 
in  meeting  those  requbements  ? — ^Not  a  bit.  If  those 
bad  been  all  the  requisitions  it  would  have  been  very 
plain  sailing. 

4822.  Up  to  that  time  had  you  any  other  difficulties 
such  as  with  adjoining  proprietors  which  had  delayed 
you  at  all?-— Our  principal  difficulties  were  with 
tenants.  We  had  oflfered  sums  of  money  to  some  of 
our  sub-tenants  to  leave  the  premises  at  once. 

4828.  What  I  meant  to  say  was  this.  Had  you 
had  causes  of  delay,  whatever  they  were,  with  certain 
persons  other  than  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ? 
— Yes,  certainly  we  had;  but  not  that  the  Board 
knew  of.     These  were  within  our  own  knowledge. 

4824.  Matters  which  prevented  you  putting  bricks 
and  mortar  together  ? — ^Yes,  certainly. 

4825.  Then  having  answered  those  requisitions, 
what  was  the  next  thing  ? — I  think  you  mentioned 
the  5th  of  November.  The  next  thing  was,  I  think, 
the  Board  went  for  a  holiday,  for  the  next  letter  I  see 
is  the  5th  of  November.  That  is  from  the  Board, 
signed  by  Mr.  Vulliamy.  «' Dear  Sir.  Occidental 
**  Theatre.  In  dealing  with  the  drawings  of  the 
**  above  building  the  Board's  ^ub-committee  on 
"  Theatres,  &c..  think  the  following  matters,  require 
"  particular  attention,  viz. : — 1.  The  dressing  rooms 
*'  and  waterclosets  on  the  basement  level  siiould  be 
"  properly  lighted  and  ventilated.  2.  The  position 
"  of  the  property  room,  band  room,  and  porter's 
«  lodge  under  the  stage  is  objectionable.  3.  The 
^  gangway  at  the  rear  of  the  pit  should  be  made 
**  3  feet  6  inches  wide."  That  is  not  in  their  bye- 
laws.  In  the  byelawB  it  is  3  feet  wide.  Then, 
"  4.  The  waterclosets  in  the  ladies  room  on  the  dress 
"  circle  level  should  be  properly  lighted  and  venti- 
**  lated.  I  shall,  therefore,  be  glad  to  receive  from 
"  you  at  your  earliest  convenience  amended  drawings 
"  to  meet  the  requirements  above-mentioned." 

4826.  (Chairman).  Nothing  had  passed  between 
your  letter  to  them  in  August,  and  their  letter  to  you 
of  November  ? — I  have  no  letter  between  those  dates. 
I  may  have  some  entries  in  my  diary,  but  I  think  not. 
I  think  that  during  the  recess  I  should  remain  quiet. 

4827.  That  appears  to  be  in  answer  to  your  letter  ? 
— That  is  in  answer  to  the  laying  of  the  plans  before 
the  sub-committee.     It  says :   "  In  dealing  with  the 


^'drawings  of  the  above  building,  the  Board's  sub- 
^^  committee  on  theatres,  &c.,  think."  The  plans  had 
come  before  the  sub-committee,  and  they  had  put 
these  fresh  requirements,  so  that  the  definite  require- 
ments, and  the  letter  answering  them  of  the  7th  August, 
when  I  thought  I  had  answered  all  that  they  required, 
was  nothing.  I  was  then  opened  up  to  a  fresh  lot  of 
requirements. 

4828.  (Mr,  Freeman.)  May  not  some  fresh  plans 
have  been  laid  before  them  in  the  interval  ? — I  think 
not.     There  is  no  letter  acknowledging  fresh  plans. 

4829.  Would  you  mind  taxing  your  memory  whether 
yon  had  not  actually  sent  in  some  modifications  of 
your  plans  during  tl^  intervul  ? — I  thinkTnot.  I  can 
tell  by  my  diary  at  once.  I  have  not  my  diary 
here,  but  only  the  letters.  I  think  no  plan  was  sent 
in  but  that  mentioned  in  the  letter  of  August  7th,  the 
roof  plan. 

4830.  On  the  date  you  have  given  us  in  November 
what  was  the  condition  of  your  building  ?— We  had 
not  starte<l  these  buildings  at  all,  nor  did  we  start 
them  at  all  during  1885.  These  buildings  were  not 
started  till  1886 ;  so  that  all  this  delay  that  there  was 
did  not  in  the  first  instance  interfere  with  us.  I  do 
not  suggest  for  an  instant  it  did,  but  at  the  same  time 
if  we  had  been  in  a  position  to  build,  the  thing  would 
have  been  the  same. 

4831.  Till  1886,  at  any  i-ate,  may  we  take  it  that 
these  negotiations  with  the  Board  did  not  delay  your 
building  ? — Certainly  you  may. 

4832.  When  did  you  begin  your  building?— 
Sometime  in  1886  ;'  I  have  got  the*  date. 

4833.  VV  hen  were  your  plans  sanctioned  by  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works — 

( Chairman.)  I  do  not  think  that  is  really  material. 
The  point  is  the  length  of  time  it  takes  the  Board  to 
come  to  its  final  conclusion  on  the  plans. 

(Mr.  Freeman)  With  great  respect  I  thiuk  it 
might  be  material  in  this  way,  that  if  the  Board  were 
perfectly  aware  that  the  buildings  were  not  actually 
in  pi-ogress  they  would  not  use  so  much  pressurf>  as 
they  would  otherwise. 

( The  witness.)  You  must  make  the  application,  and 
you  are  supposed  to  have  the  plans  passed  before  you 
start. 

4834.  (Mr.  Freeman.)  The  last  letter  is  only  about 
waterclosets  in  the  ladies  dressing  rooms  ? — ^But  it 
went  on.  The  time  that  these  plans  were  passed 
was  on  the  20th  April  1886.  They  were  not  passed 
till  after  we  had  given  notice  that  we  should  apply 
for  a  mandamus  to  compel  them  to  pass  the  plans. 

4885.  Were  you  concerned  at  ajl  in  what  is  known 
as  Hare's  Theatre? — I  am  concerned  for  Hare's 
Theatre. 

4836.  In  that  case  the  plans  were  very  quickly 
pigged? — Yes,  within  these  last  few  weeks  very 
quickly  passed  ;  but  they  still  referred  me  to  the  bye- 
lawe  and  regulations  by  mistake.  They  enclosed  me 
a  copy,  and  found  out  they  had  made  some  mistake 
about  it. 

8437.  I  believe  the  whole  time  occupied  over  those 
plans  was  something  within  three  weeks  ?— Yes, 
passed  as  quickly  as  one  could  expect. 

4838.  (Mr.  Winch.)  Do  you  attribute  their  doing 
it  so  quickly  to  the  Commission  ? — It  is  not  in  my 
province  to  think.  Certainly,  I  may  say  this,  that 
the  method  which  now  obtains  in  the  Board  of 
Works  is  infinitely  better.  We  get  our  work  through 
now  better  than  we  did. 

4839.  They  can  do  it  in  three  weeks  now  ? — 
They  do. 

4840..  (-^r.  Grenfell.)  Am  I  to  understand  that 
some  of  the  conditions  they  sent  you  to  fulfil  went 
beyond  their  byelaws  ? — Yes. 

4841.  Somethmg  which  the  byelaws  would  not 
compel  in  theatres  ? — ^Not  in  a  single  case.  There  is 
not  a  theatre  that  I  have  built  but  what  I  have  to  do 
and  have  willingly  done  many  things  beyond  what  is 
in  the  byelaws  because  I  have  thought  it  necessary. 

4842.  Were  you  obliged  by  them  ? — I  am  asked  in 
many  cases  to  make  my  corridors  more  than  they  are 
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Ninth  Day       put  down  there.     There  are  several  cases  in  which 

*      we  are  asked  to  do  things  that  are  not  put  in  the 

ia  June  1»88.    byelaws. 

^r,  4843.  {Mr.Bosanquet,)  Mr.  Sefton  Parry,  T  under- 

stand, is  dead  ? — Yes. 

4844.  Was  there  anyone  associated  with  him  in 
that  venture  who  would  be  able  to  give  us  the  in- 
formation as  to  why  he  employed  another  architect, 
is  there  anybody  else  would  know  as  well  as  he  would  ? 
— I  do  not  think  so.  I  think  I  made  the  application 
for  tho  land  to  the  Board  and  in  my  name.  There 
would  be  my  letter  to  the  Board  in  the  first  instance 
with  regard  to  the  matter.  Then  there  must  after- 
wards be  the  letter  from  the  other  architect  who  was 
employed.     He  would  afterwards  caiTy  the  applica- 


tion on.    I  think  in  the  first  instance  I  made  the 
application. 

4845.  {Chairman.)  Did  you  get  any  letter  from 
Mr.  Sefton  Parry,  explaining  that  he  could  not 
employ  you  further  ? — No,  my  Lord.  He  came  down 
to  my  office,  which  was  then  in  Westminster,  and 
asked  me  to  allow  him  to  settle  the  matter  with  me, 
as  he  thought  he  could  do  very  much  better  by 
employing  someone  else.  I  at  first  told  him  I  did 
not  think  it  was  fair,  but  he  came  down  to  me  two 
or  three  times,  and  in  the  end  1  gave  way. 

4846.  Better,  not  from  an  architectural  point  of 
view,  but  from  getting  the  plans  through?  —  Cer- 
t^nly.  He  never  insinuated  that  he  wanted  any- 
body better,  but  he  told  me  he  should  be  quite 
content  to  take  my  plans  for  a  theatre  at  any  time. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Edward  Stimson  recalled  and  further  examined. 
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E.  Stim$<m, 


4847.  (Chairman.)  Have  you  now  looked  into  your 
accounts  ? — I  have  ;  and,  with  your  kind  permission, 
to  save  the  time  of  the  Commission,  I  have  prepared  a 
statement  of  those  matters  I  could  not  answer  last 
Friday,  if  you  will  allow  me  to  hand  it  in.  (The 
witness  handed  in  copies  of  his  statement,) 

4848.  The  first  sum  as  to  which  you  were  not  able 
to  give  an  answer  was  a  sum  of  211/.  185.  ? — Yes. 

4849.  That  was  paid  in  October  1883?— Yes.  I 
^nd  that  sum  was  the  balance  of  a  sale  account  due  to 
him.  Robertson  was  an  executor  of  one  C.  Monks- 
field,  deceased,  and  in  that  capacity  instructed  me  to 
sell  by  auction  the  household  I'urniture  and  effects  of 
the  deceased.  I  rendered  my  account  in  the  ordinary 
way,  charging  him  the  usual  commission  and  expenses, 
and  paid  him  over  the  above  balance. 

4850.  Then  the  next  was  a  sum  of  65L  6s,  3d,  in 
October  1883  abo  ? — Y'es.  I  gave  Robertson  a 
cheque  for  that  sum,  made  up  as  follows  :  Half  of  the 
commission  charged  on  sale  of  efiects,  re  Monksfield, 
16/.  18^.  9d, ;  commission  in  respect  of  sales  of  the 
Metropolitan  Boai*d  of  Works  upon  the  same  basis  as 
stated  by  me  on  Friday  last,  48/.  7s,  6d. 

4851.  So  that  16/.  18*.  9d,  was  returning  him  half 
of  the  commission  on  the  sale  of  Monksfield's  goods, 
and  the  rest  was  giving  him  one-third  of  the  commis- 
sion on  certain  sales  of  the  Board  of  Works  ? — Yes. 
Then  as  to  the  sum  of  30/.  8*.  6d.,  suggested  as  having 
been  paid  by  me  to  Robertson,  I  find  this  was  a  sum 
received  by  me  from  Robertson,  being  the  balance  of 
it  goods  purchase  account  at  the  before-mentioned  sale, 
re  Monksfield,  and  not  a  payment  by  me  to  Robertson 
at  all. 

4852.  1  do  not  think  it  was  suggested  as  a  payment 
by  you  ? — I  understood  it  was  so. 

4853.  It  was  sugge&ted  as  a  receipt  by  you  from 
Robertson.  Then  the  next  ? — You  asked  me  also  my 
transactions  with  Robertson.  My  books  also  show 
that  I  had  three  other  small  transactions  with  Robert- 
son re  Monksfield,  viz. : — On  October  13th,  1883,  a 
sum  of  3/.  paid  by  me  to  him,  proceeds  of  sale  of 
silver  spoons.  On  October  7th,  1834,  I  paid  to  his 
solicitor  a  cheque  for  14/.  14*.  6</.,  being  balance  of 
that  deposit  money  received  by  me  on  sale  by  auction 
of  Nos.  35  and  36,  Newcastle  Place,  Whitechapel. 

4854.  What  was  that  transaction? — Re  Monks- 
field. 

4855.  Did  it  belong  to  Monksfield  ?— Yes.  Then, 
on  October  7th,  1884,  a  cheque  for  31,  Ss.,  which  I 
appear  to  have  sent  him  as  part  commission  on  sale  of 
the  before-mentioned  two  little  houses  in  Newcastle 
Place,  Whitechapel,  but  which  cheque  he  returned  to 
me,  declining  to  accept  same,  I  received  from  him  a 
cheque  on  August  2k  nd,  1883,  which  appears  to  be 
an  exchange. 

4856.  How  much  was  that  ? — 3/.  I  think  I  must 
have  lent  him  3/.  on  August  20th,  1883,  and  he 
repaid  me  by  chsque  on  August  22nd,  1883.  My 
first  transaction  with  Robertson  appears  to  be  on 
April  29th,  1882.     I  received  from  him  a  cheque  for 


261,  for  procuring  a  mortgage  of  1,800/.  upon  Nos.  9 
and  10,  York  Street,  Bethnal  Green. 

4857.  What  was  that  ?  Were  those  houses  thai 
belonged  to  him  ? — Yes, 

4858.  Were  those  houses  9  and  10,  York  Street, 
Bethnal  Green,  on  Board  sites,  do  you  know? — I  have 
no  idt«.     T  procured  him  a  mortgage. 

4859.  Then  with  regard  to  the  Church  Street  land  ? 
— The  37/.  10*.  your  Lordship  asked  me  about.  I 
see  that  is  half  the  commission  I  had  from  Mr. 
Clarke. 

4860.  Mr.  Clarke  has  told  us  he  paid  you  75/. 
commission  on  the  sale  ? — Yes. 

4861.  Half  of  that  you  i-eturned  to  Robertson? — I 
gave  it  to  Robertson. 

4862.  Then  as  to  the  transactions  relating  to  the 
cheque  of  the  20th  August  1885  for  75/.  ?— This  is  in 
connexion  with  the  purchase  by  a  client  of  mine, 
one  W.  Whetherley,  who  was  a  tenant  under  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  of  premises  in  Church 
Street,  Camberwell.  Such  client,  knowing  that  I  had 
in  1883  ofiered  for  sale  by  auction  on  behalf  of  the 
Board  certain  leasehold  sites  in  that  street  with  the 
option  of  the  tenants  buying  the  freehold  at  25  years' 
purchase  within  three  years  of  such  auction,  he 
applied  to  me  to  negociate  with  the  Board  on  his 
behalf  for  purchase  of  the  freehold  of  his  premises, 
premises  which  he  hud  not  tak^n  through  me  and  which 
did  not  form  part  of  the  before  mentioned  letting  by 
auction.  This  I  did.  Then  I  wrote  to  the  Board  on 
March  26th,  1885,  and  in  the  result  the  Board  agreed 
to  sell  at  25  years'  purchase.  I  received  from  Mr. 
Whetherley  for  my  services  a  commission  of  150/. 
(being  one  year's  rental),  and  I  made  Robertson  a 
present  of  half  of  it. 

4863.  Why  did  you  give  Robertson  half  of  that  ? 
— ^Well,  I  found  that  business  was  to  be  done  if  I  paid 
Robertson.     I  did  it  as  a  matter  of  course. 

4864.  Business  was  to  be  done  ? — In  business  we 
have  to  do  it.  It  is  so  usual  and  customary  in  these 
days  of  competition,  that  unless  you  let  someone  share 
with  you  or  p"ay  them  something  business  is  next 
to  impossible. 

4865.  But  there  is  a  good  deal  in  the  determination 
of  who  is  the  person  you  are  to  let  share  with  you  ? — 
It  was  not  at  all  my  interest  at  the  time  to  offend 
Robeitson.  I  considered  unless  I  kept  on  good  terms 
with  Robertson  I  should  have  no  more  sales  and 
no  more  business. 

4866.  You  thought  that  Robertson  hatl  sufficient 
influence  to  bring  that  about  ?—!  should  imagine — 
I  have  thought  it  over  well  since — that  there  are 
many  names  put  forward  for  salens  at  the  Board,  and 
Robertson  could  mention  my  name  to  those  who  could 
put  it  in  my  way. 

4867.  Did  you  promise  Robertson  any  share  of  this 
at  all?  Had  you  mentioned  the  matter  of  Whetherly's 
application  before  it  was  granted  ? — 1  cannot  say  that 
I  did  not.  I  am  not  certain  about  it.  I  should  say  I 
suggested  it  to  him  as  a  matter  of  course. 
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4868.  How  did  jou  communicate  that.  You  wi*ote 
to  the  Board,  I  suppose  ? — Yes. 

4869.  Did  you  communicate  to  Robertson  on  the 
subject  at  all  ? — No,  my  Lord. 

4870.  Did  you  tell  htm  your  letter  was  going  for- 
ward ? — Not  to  my  knowledge.  I  may  have  met  him 
out  ami  told  him  I  was  going  to  make  application,  but 
all  my  communications  with  the  Boanl  have  always 
been  addressed  to  Mr.  YuUiamy,  the  superintending 
architect. 

4871.  You  were  in  frequent  comnmnication  with 
Robertson  ? — I  used  to  meet  him  oat. 

4872.  Robertson  was  pretty  well  aware  of  anything 
going  on  when  you  were  going  to  apply  to  the  Board  ? 
— He  would  certainly  know  of  it. 

4873.  Have  you  given  us  all  the  monetary  transac- 
tions as  far  as  you  know  ? — I  have.  I  have  had  all 
my  books  searched  through.  I  have  my  books  here 
as  you  wished. 

4874.  Have  you  had  any  monetary  transactions 
with  any  other  official  or  member  of  the  Board  ? — I 
have  not. 

4875.  You  were  last  time  asked  with  regard  to 
whether  you  had  any  transactions  with  Mr.  Dresser 
Rogers,  directly  oi*  indirectly.  What  do  you  say  as  to 
that  ?*— I  say  he  bought  some  property  of  me  at  auction. 
I  have  brought  the  contract  with  me  to-day  to  show 
you  if  you  wish  to  see  it.  I  have  it  in  my  bag.  It 
is  not  Board  property. 

{Chairman.)  It  is  quite  unnecessary  if  you  say  it  is 
not  Bofird  property. 

4876.  (Mr,  Winch.)  I  wish  to  ask  you  about  an 
entirely  fresh  matter.  Do  you  know  a  gentleman  of 
the  name  of  Legge  ? — I  do. 

4877.  I  think  you  and  he  married  two  sisters  ? — 
We  did. 

4878.  Did  he  take  a  house  from  the  Board? — I 
believe  he  did. 

4879.  Was  it  called  the  **  Yorkshire  Ivy  "  ?— The 
"  Yorkshire  Grey." 

4880.  Do  you  know  what  he  paid  for  it? — No,  I 
do  not. 

4881.  Had  you  anything  to  do  with  his  getting  it  ? 
— No,  I  never  had  anything  to  do  with  it.  I  think 
you  are  going  back  14  yeais. 

4882.  I  may  come  a  little  nearer  presently.  You 
say  that  is  1 4  years  ago  ? — It  is  a  long  time  ago,  long 
before  I  did  anything  for  the  Board. 

4883.  Do  you  know  when  Mr.  Roberthon  was 
married  that  Mr.  Legge  gave  him  1,000/.  ? — No,  I 
do  not  know.  That  is  the  first  time  I  have  heard 
of  it. 

4884.  His  brother-in-law,  would  not  he  be  ? — It  is 
the  first  time  I  have  ever  heard  of  it. 

4886.  You  think  nothing  of  that?— I  do  not 
know. 

4886.  Where  is  he  living  now  ? — 74,  Arlingford 
Road,  Tulse  Hill. 

4887.  You  have  not  heard  about  that  1,000/.  at 
all  ? — I  havft  not. 

4888.  Have  you  ever  seen  Mrs.  Legge  wearing  a 
very  handsome  gold  necklace  ? — I  think  I  have. 
Yes. 

4889.  Did  Robertson  give  her  that  ? — I  do  not 
know. 


4890.  You  have  not  heard  it.  You  have  not  heard 
anything  about  tliat  ? —  You  are  taxing  me  if  I 
remember  a  necklet  and  who  gave  it  to  her. 

4891.  The  point  is  that  Robertson  gave  it  to  her 
as  her  share  of  this  ? — He  may  have  <ione  so,  but  I 
really  do  not  know. 

4892.  Did  he  get  the  "  Artichoke  "  public  house  too  ? 
—He  had  the  «*  Artichoke." 

4893.  Was  that  a  public  house  taken  from  the 
Board  ? — Yes. 

4894.  What  rent  did  he  pay  for  that  ?— That  I  do 
not  know. 

4895.  How  long  ago  was  it  he  had  that  ? — I  should 
think  six  or  seven  years  ago — perhaps  more. 

4896.  Was  that  a  house  that  had  been  bought  by 
the  Board  for  the  purpose  of  being  pulled  down  ? — 
That  was  in  Camberwell — the  **  Artichoke." 

4897.  Was  that  pulled  down  and  i*ebuilt? — That 
was  pulled  down  and  rebuilt. 

4898.  How  long  did  he  occupy  that  before  it  was 
pulled  down  ? — He  was  in  there  some  time,  I  think-  - 
in  the  old  house. 

4899.  Did  he  know  Robertson  ?— Yes. 

4900.  He  was  on  intimate  terms  with  him? — He 
knew  him,  certainly. 

4901.  You  never  knew  of  any  money  transactions 
between  them  ? — Well,  there  may  have  been,  but  we 
were  not  on  good  terms  enough,  Mr.  Legge  and  I, 
though  wo  are  brothers-in-law.  He  does  not  tell  me 
his  business,  and  I  do.  not  tell  him  mine. 

4902.  When  did  you  cease  to  be  on  good  terms  ? — 
We  never  have  been  on  what  you  might  term  "good 
terms,'*  which  brothers-in-law  ought  to  be,  perhaps. 

4903.  They  ought  to  be,  perhaps,  very  friendly; 
but  as  a  matter  of  fact  there  was  a  time  when  you 
knew  that  money  transactions  passed  between  him 
and  Robertson  ? 

(Chairman.)  Would  not  it  be  better  to  get  it  direct 
from  the  fountain  head  ? 

(Mr.  Winch.)  I  did  not  know  whether  your  Lord- 
ship accepted  what  I  was  almost  suggesting,  that 
Mr.  Legge  should  come  before  the  Commission. 

4904.  (Chairman.)  There  is  one  other  question. 
Have  you  an  interest  in  three  houses  and  shops,  47, 
49,  and  51,  High  Street,  Peckhara  ? — I  have  an 
interest  in  an  indirect  way.  I  will  tell  you  how  it  is 
as  you  have  mentioned  that.  I'his  sit^  was  Hold  by 
.luctiojj. 

4905.  Is  it  a  Board  site  } — Yes  ;  I  think  it  was  a 
Board  site.  A  gentleman  named  Lepays  attended  the 
auction  and  bought  the  site.  He  then  put  up  some  shops, 
and  some  time  afterwards  Mr.  Lepays  wanted  to  sell 
them,  and  a  Mr.  Owen,  a  client  of  mine,  bought  those 
shops.  I  said  Mr.  Lepays  wanted  to  sell  them,  and 
Mr.  Owen  said  he  had  not  ail  the  money.  I  said  :  *^  I 
do  not  mind  going  in  with  you."  I  think  I  got  a 
mortgage  for  Mr.  Lepays  of  3,000/.,  and  then  Mr. 
Owen  gave  him  1,500/.  for  his  equity.  Mr.  Owen 
put  in  1,000/.  and  I  put  in  500/.  Mr.  Owen  has  the 
shops  now. 

4906.  The  site  was  bought  by  auction  ? — Yes,  by 
auction,  by  Mr.  Lepays. 

4907.  Not  by  tonder  ? — Not  by  tender. 


Ninth  Day. 

12  Jane  iSSS. 

Mr. 
E.  Stimsan. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  William  Storr  sworn  and  examined. 


4908.  (Chvirman.)  You  are  a  resident  in  the  neigh- 
bourhood of  Brixton  Rise?— In  Lambert  Road,  Brixton 
Rise. 

4909.  In  November  1886  an  application  was  made, 
I  believe,  by  a  Mr.  Bentley,  or  perhaps  it  was  in 
October,  with  reference  to  his  building  houses  in 
Trent  Road,  which  houses  should  have  one  side  facing 
Brixton  Rise  ?— That  is  so. 

4910.  Now  Brixton  Rise  for  a  very  considerable 
distance,  in  fact  I  believe  some  people  say  the  whole 
is  Brixton  Rise,  consists  of  buildings  standing  removed 


a  very  considerable  distence  from  the  pavement  ? —  jj^r.  W.  Storr. 
More  than  100  feet  on  both  sides.  ■ 

4911.  Where  in  your  view  does  what  is  known  as 
Brixton  Rise  end  ? — It  begins  on  the  western  side  at 
Acre  Lane  and  it  ends  in  a  crescent  line  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  shops  on  the  pavement,  that  is  on 
that  side.  On  the  other  side  it  extends  from  Effra 
Road  to  the  end  of  Josephine  Avenue,  where  shops 
begin  again. 

4912.  From  Acre  Lane  to  Lambert  Road  on  the  one 
side  and  Josephine  Road  on  the  other  ? — Yes. 

IT  3 


Digitized  by 


Google 


158 


METROPOLITAN   BOABD   OF   WORKS   INQUIRY   COMMISSION  I 


Ninth  Day. 
IS  June  1888* 
Hr.  W.  Storr. 


4913.  Now  Mr.  Bentley  on  behalf  of  his  clients 
proposed  to  commence  the  erection  of  houses  in  Trent 
Road,  going  within  16  feet  or  near  the  pavement  of 
the  Brixton  Rise? — I  am  not  familiar  with  Mr. 
Bentley's  name.     I  believe  Mr.  Bentley  was  a  builder. 

4914.  Mr.  Bently  was  a  surveyor  ? — That  may  be 
^o.  I  am  not  familor  with  his  name.  The  freeholder, 
the  person  who  had  bought  the  Bethel  House  Estate, 
was  Mr.  Cobeldick.  An  application  was  made  to  the 
vestry  to  bring  the  houses  on  the  southern  side  of 
Trent  Road  right  down  to  the  footpath  in  Brixton 
Rise.     That  was  the  application  first  made. 

4915.  Then  upon  .  that  in  November  1886  the 
surveyor  to  the  Lambeth  vestry  reported  the  receipt 
of  a  notice,  dated  the  18th  October,  from  Mr.  Charles 
J.  Bentley  on  behalf  of  Mr.  John  Smith,  of  30, 
Wilmington  Road,  Stockwell,  Mr.  John  Smith  you  may 
take  it  is  the  builder  ? — Yes. 

4916.  "  Of  his  intention  at  the  expiration  of  seven 
**  days  to  commence  the  erection  of  three  houses  at 
"  the  south  corner  of  Trent  Road,  Brixton  Road. 
"  The  proposed  houses  would  front  Trent  Road  and 
"  front  of  the  existing  old  stables,  and  the  flank  of 
"  the  first  house  would  abut  upon  the  pavement  in 
'*  Brixton  Road  far  in  advance  of  the  church  recently 
**  erected  in  Brixton  Road,  and  which  was  put  back 
"  beyond  the  line  originally  desired  by  the  owners  of 
"  the  church,  to  50  feet  of  the  road,  as  otherwise  it 
**  would  have  been  placed  in  advance  of  what  was 
"  considered  the  building  line  at  that  part  of  Brixton 
"  Road."  Tliat  was  the  view  of  the  sui'veyor  of  the 
Lambeth  vestry,  and  if  the  church  had  been  allowed 
to  come  nearer  the  pathway  by  50  feet,  that  would  be 
an  advance  of  the  building  line  at  that  place  ?-^AIl 
the  houses  are  100  feet  from  the  footpath ;  50  feet 
is  the  utmost  the  vestry  or  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works  can  enforce. 

4917.  Then  **  It  was  resolved  that  the  surveyor  be 
"  directed  to  give  a  notice  under  the  63rd  section  of 
"  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  102,  requiring  that  the  buildings 
"  shall  not  be  proceeded  with  until  after  the  next 
*'  vestry  meeting,  so  that  the  direction  of  the  vestry 
**  in  reference  thereto  might  be  obtained.  The  com- 
**  mittee  also  recommend  that  the  vestry  should  object 
"  to  the  proposed  buildings  as  being  in  advance  of  the 
<*  general  line  of  buildings  in  Brixton  Road ;  and  that 
'^  should  the  applicant  proceed  with  the  work  the 
"  attention  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  be 
^^  called  to  the  matter,  and  that  the  superintending 
"  architect  be  asked  to  decide  the  line  of  frontage 
"  under  the  75th  section  of  25  &  26  Vict.  cap.  102." 
Then  on  the  5th  November  at  the  Metropolitan  Board 
a  letter  was  read  from  the  vestry  of  Lambeth  calling 
the  attention  of  the  Board  to  the  proposed  erection  of 
these  three  houses.  **  The  vestry  have  receiveil  notice 
"  from  Mr.  C.  J.  Bentley,  on  behalf  of  Mr.  John 
"  Smith,  of  his  intention  to  erect  three  houses  at  the 
**  south  corner  of  Trent  Road,  Brixton  Hill.  The 
"  proposed  houses  will  front  upon  Trent  Road,  and 
"  the  flank  of  the  westernmost  house  is  proposed  to 
**  be  brought  out  to  the  inside  of  the  pavement  in 
"  Brixton  Road.  The  vestiy  object  to  the  houses 
"  being  built  as  proposed,  and  have  called  upon  me 
<'  to  decide  the  general  line  of  buildings  in  the  Brixton 
"  Road  in  the  vicinity  under  the  75th  section  of 
**  the  25th  A  26th  Vict.  c.  102.  I  recommend  this 
"  letter  be  referred  to  the  Building  Act  committee  for 
'^  consideration  and  report,  and  that  the  solicitor  be 
**  requested  to  advise  the  committee  thereon.*'  So 
that  Mr.  Vulliamy  reported  that  he  had  been  called 
upon  to  ''  decide  the  general  line  of  buildings  in  the 
"  Brixton  Road  in  the  vicinity."  Then  on  the  same 
day  **  it  was  moved  by  Mr.  Fowler,  seconded,  and 
<'  resolved,  That  the  said  letter  be  referred  to  the 
**  Building  Act  committee  for  consideration  and  report, 
^'  and  that  the  solicitor  do  advise  the  committee 
**  thereon."  Then  on  the  10th  November  there  is  a 
report  by  the  solicitor.  "  The  houses  in  question 
**  front  upon  Trent  Road,  and  the  flank  of  the  first 
'*  house  abuts,  I  understand,  upon  the  pavement  in 
**  Brixton  Road,  far  in  advance  of  the  church  recently 


'^  in  tliat  road,  and  the  vestry  l)ave  requested .  the 
'^  superintending  architect  to  define  the  line  uader 
"  pection  75  of  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  102.  Li  the 
"  majority  of  instances  I  do  not  think  th&re 
"  would  be  any  practical  difficulty  in  i^pplying 
"  the  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords  in  the  De 
*^  Vere  Gardens  case,  but  the  present  caae  i« 
**  very  peculiar,  as  the  houses  flank  to  the  Brixton 
^*  Hill,  which  u  the  main  thoroughfare,  and  front 
**  to  the  .Trent  Road,  which  is  the  subsidiary 
^'  thoroughfare.  The  case  is  therefore  the  converse 
'*  of  the  De  Vere  Gardens  case,  where  the  hoase 
"  in  question  undoubtedly  fronted  the  Kensin^n 
'<  High  Street.  I  presume  that  Mr.  VuUiamy  would 
'^  have  no  hesitation  in  laying  down  a  line  of  frontage 
^*  in  Brixton  Hill  whicli  would  practically  decide  this 
^'  building  to  be  beyond  the  line  in  that  impoirtant 
"  thoroughfare,  but  as  I  read  the  De  Vere  Gardens 
"  case  this  would  not  be  material,  as  the  fronts  of  the 
"  houses  are  not  in  Brixton  Hill,  but  in  Trent  Street." 
Perhaps  it  is  as  well  that  I  should  say,  to  avoid  any 
misapprehension  after  that,  I  do  not  think  that  any 
such  view  is  to  be  derived  from  the  decision  of  the 
House  of  Lords  in  the  De  Vere  Gardens  caae.  I  think 
if  the  judgment  is  carefully  examined  it  will  be  found 
that  more  than  one,  if  not  all  the  Lords,  who  delivered 
judgment  in  that  case  expressly  pointed  out  that  a 
house  might  be  in  more  than  one  row,  for  the  purpose 
of  fixing  the  building  line,  and  I  do  not  think  that 
any  of  them  rested  their  judgment  in  the  slightest 
degree  on  the  fact  as  to  its  being  the  front  of  the 
house  or  the  side  of  the  house  that  was  in  De  Vere 
Gardens. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White,)  That  is  the  case  of  Bark)w 
V,  Vestry  of  St.  Mary  Abbotts,  Kensington  ? 

4918.  {Chairman^  Yes.  I  have  a  very  lively 
recollection  of  the  ease.  It  was  before  me  when  I 
was  Lord  Chancellor.  Then  the  solicitor's  report 
proceeds:  "Nevertheless  the  legislature  could  never 
**  have  intended  that,  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  a  line  of 
"  frontage  in  an  important  thoroughfare  should  be 
"  clearly  disregarded  in  the  erection  of  a  new  buildings 
**  and  as  1  read  the  papers  there  is  no  question  of 
"  building  on  old  foundations  in  Brixton  Hill."  As 
to  that,  no  doubt  Mr.  Ward  is  perfectly  correct : 
"  The  case  certainly  *  illustrates  the  difficulty  of 
"  interpreting  the  Act  of  Pai'liament,  which  was 
'•  exemplified  in  the  De  Vere  Garden's  case  by  the 
"  decision  of  three  judges  one  way  and  six  judges 
"  the  other>  but  of  course  the  House  of  Lords*  decision 
"  is  clear  law,  and  the  only  question  is  whether  it 
"  applies  to  the  facts  of  this  case  ?  " — May  I  call  your 
Lordship's  attention  to  the  fact  that  those  plans  were 
not  carried  out,  and  that  the  shops  and  houses  which 
are  now  erected  fVont  to  Brixton  Rise  and  flank  Trent 
Road.     There  must  have  been  a  change  after  that. 

'1919. 1  observe  the  change  as  the  minutes  go  on  ;  but 
I  should  say  most  emphatically,  in  my  view,  it  would 
make  not  the  slightest  difierenoe  whether  it  flanks  or 
fronts.  The  building  cannot  come  out  beyond  the 
row  of  houses  in  which  it  stands  because  it  is  the 
corner  of  a  street  and  fronts  into  a  side  street,  and  the 
flank  only  comes  out  It  would  be,  in  fact,  the  most 
objectionable  form  of  projection  you  coold  conceive 
probably.  Then  "  I  would  suggest  that  a  communi« 
"  cation  should  be  addressed  to  the  vestry  suggesting 
^<  whether  they  would  ask  the  superintending  archi- 
<'  tect  to  lay  down  the  line  of  frontage  with  a  view  to 
"  the  vestry  taking  proceedings  under  the  75th  sec- 
"  tion."  Then  on  the  10th  November,  "  The  com- 
'^  mittee  proceeded  upon  the  resolution  of  the  Board 
"  of  the  5th  November  1886  (No.  76),  referring  to 
"  the  committee  for  consideration  and  report  the 
*'  superintending  architect's  report."  Then  **  Read  a 
'<  report  by  the  solicitor,  dated  the  10th  November 
**  1886,  recommending  that  a  communication  should 
"  be  addressed  to  the  vestry  suggesting  that  they 
**  should  get  the  superintending  architect  to  define  the 
"  line  of  frontage  and  take  proceedings  under  the 
"  75th  section  of  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  102.  Resolved, 
**  that  the  further  consideration  of  the  matter  be 
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**  adjourned,  and  that  the  supenntending  architect  be 
*<  requested  to  define  the  line  of  frontage."  Then  on 
the  16th  November  the  clerk  writes  to  say,  "The 
**  superintending  architect  will  be  glad  to  see  you," 
that  is  the  vestry  clerk  of  Lambeth,  "  here  on  Thursday 
**  next,  the  18th  instant,  at  half-past  12  o'clock, 
"  respecting  the  general  line  of  frontage  in  Brixton 
**  Road."  Then  the  same  notice  is  given  to  the 
builder.  Then  on  the  18lh  November  there  is  a 
meeting  at  the  superintending  architect's  office, 
"  Present,  Mr.  Smith,  clerk,  Mr.  Macintosh,  sur- 
"  reyor  to  the  vestry  of  Lambeth,  Mr.  Bentley, 
"  surveyor  to  Mr.  Smith,  builder,  Mr.  J.  Smith, 
•<  Mr.  Cobeldick,  owner.  Mr.  Bentley  contended  that 
"  the  general  line  of  buildings  in  the  part  of  Brixton 
"  Hill  in  question  was  determined  by  the  new  shops, 
"  Nos.  86  to  110."  Those  are  the  new  shops.  Do 
you  know  when  those  were  erected  ? — Many,  many 
years  ago. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  They  seem  to  have  been 
brought  out  on  the  gardens. 

4920.  {Chairman.)  I  have  been  myself  to  look 
at  the  site  so  that  I  am  perfectly  acquainted  with  it. 
— The  line  of  those  shops  then  built  appears  to  have 
been  determined  by  the  existence  of  Peel's  public- 
house  in  the  centre.     That  is  a  very  old  house. 

4921.  "  And  that  the  buildings  to  be  erected  would 
•*  front  to  Trent  Road,  and  not  to  Brixton  Hill,  Plan 
'*  forwarded  by  vestry  admitted  by  Mr,  Bentley  to  be 
**  correct."  Then  on  December  the  4th,  Mr.  Hebb, 
the  superintendii)g  architect,  makes  his  report.  He 
was  at  that  time  acting. 

{Mr,  Meadows  Jfhite.)  Your  Lordship  says  it  is  a 
report.  It  is  the  certificate  given.  He  was  an  inde- 
pendent officer  entirely. 

4922.  {Mr,  Bosanquet.)  Was  Mr.  VuUiamy  dead 
then  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  No  ;  Mr.  Vulliamy  was 
ill,  and  the  Act  of  Parliament  gives  power  to  appoint 
a  superintending  architect  ad  interim, 

4923.  {Chairman.)  I  should  like  you  to  refer  me  to 
that. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White)  I  will  do  so, 

4924.  {Chairman.)  The  certificate  recites  the  sec- 
tion, and  that  it  is  provided : — **  that  no  building, 
**  structure,  or  erection  shall,  without  the  consent  in 
"  writing  of  the  Metr(^olitan  Board  of  Works,  be 
*•  erected  beyond  the  general  line  of  buildings  in  any 
"  street,  place,  or  row  of  houses  in  which  the  same  is 
"  situate,  ip  case  the  distance  of  such  line  of  build- 
"  iugs  from  the  highway  does  not  exceed  50  feet, 
**  or  within  50  feet  of  the  highway,  when  the  dis- 
**  taace  of  the  line  of  buildings  therefrom  amounts  to 
**  or  exceeds  50  feet,  notwithstanding  there  being 
**  gardens  or  vacant  spaces  between  the  line  of  build- 
"  mgs  and  the  highway,  such  general  line  of  buildings 
**  to  be  decided  by  the  supenntending  architect  to  the 
"  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  for  the  time  being." 

{Mr,  Meadows  White,)  I  see  it  is  the  superintend- 
ing architect  himself  who  appoints  his  deputy.  It  is 
by  section  63  of  the  Metropolitan  Building  Act  of 
1865,  the  18th  &  19th  Vict.  c.  122. 

4925.  {Chairman.)  Can  the  deputy  do  all  he  can 
do? 

{Mr*  Meadows  White.)  The  section  says :  "  If  the 
**  superintending  architect  is  prevented  by  illness,  in- 
^'  firmity,  or  any  other  aaavoidable  cuKSumstance  from 
*^  attending  to  ^e  duties  of  his  office,  he  may  with 
**  the  consent  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works, 
"  appoint  some  other  person  as  his  deputy  to  perform 
'^  all  his  duties  for  such  time  as  he  may  be  temporarily 
"  prevented  from  executing  them."  I  believe  this 
award  was  made  as  a  matter  of  fact  after  the  death 
of  Mr.  Vulliamy. 

4926.  {Chairman.)  Mr.  Vulliamy  was  not  dead  in 
1886. 

{Mr,  Freeman,)  Yes,  he  was. 
{Witness.)  Mr.  Bebb  had  been  appointed  under 
the  seal  of  the  Board. 
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{Mr.  Meadows  H'htie.)  He  was  appointed  to  sue-      Ninth  Day. 
ceed  him  until  such  time  as  another  superintending 
architect  was  appointed. 

4927.  {Chairman.)  Then  it  recites  that  Mr.  Smith,   Mr.  wTsiorr. 
the  clerk,  and  the  others  **  have  severally  appeared  be-       

"  fore  me  and  been  heard  regarding  three  houses  and 
'*  shops  to  be  erected  at  the  south-eastern  corner  of 
"  Trent  Road,  next  Brixton  Road;  and  I  have  been 
"  required  to  decide  the  general  line  of  buildings  in 
"  Brixton  Road,  as  provided  in  the  said  statute.  Now, 
"  therefore,  having  considered  the  several  matters,  I, 
**  the  undersigned,  being  the  superintending  architect 
"  to  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  do  hereby, 
"  pursuant  to  the  said  Act,  decide  that  the  general 
**  line  of  building  on  the  western  side  of  Brixton 
**  Roail,  between  Cornwall  Road  and  Horsford  Road, 
•'  is  a  line  16  feet  back  from  the  public  footway." — 
May  I  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  Horsford  Road 
is  taken,  although  the  church  was  already  in  process 
of  erection,  at  50  feet  from  the  footpath. 

4928.  Then  upon  that  the  report  was  received  on 
the  7th  of  December  1886:  "Mr.  Hebb  reported  to 
"  the  Building  Act  committee  that  be  had  so  laid 
**  down  the  line."  Then  upon  that,  in  December 
1886,  you  communicated  with  Mr.  Hebb  expressing 
astonishment,  and  asking  if  the  matter  could  not  be 
reconsidered.  Then  on  the  3rd  of  January  1887,  he 
writes,  and  he  says: — "  On  my  inspection  it  seemed  to 
"  me,  having  regard  to  the  existing  buildings  in  the 
«  particular  portion  of  the  road  next  which  the 
**  intended  houses  were  to  be  erected,  that  the  general 
"  line  of  buildings  in  the  particular  portion  of  the 
**  road  next  v/hich  the  intended  houses  were  to  be 
**  erected,  that  the  general  line  of  buildings  on  the 
"  western  side  of  Brixton  Hill,  between  Cornwall 
"  Road  and  Horsford  Road,  was  a  line  16  feet  back 
"  from  the  public  footway,  and  my  decision  was  to 
*'  that  effect.  The  question  as  to  the  general  line  of 
"  buildings  is  one  of  fact;  and  having  once  given  a 
"  decision  I  cannot  conceive  I  have  power  to  i*e-open  the 
**  matter ;  and  even  if  it  were  otherwise  no  argument 
<<  which  might  be  adduced  could  alter  the  fact  on  which 
**  Vfiy  decision  is  founded."  Then  you  write  again  in 
answer  to  that  on  5th  January,  and  then  a  ciicular 
was  sent  round  wluch  was  signed  by  many  of  the 
inhabitants,  taking  exception  to  what  had  been  done  ? 
— We  got  up  a  memorial  and  went  as  a  deputation 
to  the  Board. 

4929.  The  memorial  is  dated  20th  January.  You 
point  out  that,  **  Your  memoralists  are  owners  and 
*'  occupiers  of  houses  in  Trent  Road,  in  Brixton  Rise, 
**  and  the  neighbourhood.  They  have  heard  with 
**  surprise  that  permission  has  been  obtained  to 
"  deviate  from  the  adopted  line  of  frontage  in  this 
**  part  of  Brixton  Rbe,  which  has  been  enforced  in 
**  the  cases  of  the  Grosvenor  Villas,  Manor  House, 
"  and  the  Roman  Catholic  chapel;  and  that  in  the 
"  very  centre  of  the  buildings  named  a  line  has  been 
**  sanctioned  which  is  only  16  feet  instead  of  50  feet 
*♦  from  the  footway.  The  only  motive  for  breaking 
"  the  line  is  the  desire  to  erect  one  or  two  shops, 
«'  which  are  not  required,  in  the  midst  of  residential 
"  property,  which  will  be  doubly  depreciated,  fii-st  by 
"  the  shops,  but  chiefly  by  the  new  line  of  frontage. 
"  Your  memorialists  desire  most  earnestly  to  urge 
"  upon  the  vestry  and  upon  the  Metropolitan  Board 
"  of  Works,  that  all  the  property  in  this  neighbour- 
'*  hood  has  be6n  built  within  the  last  few  years  in 
"  reliance  upon  the  line  of  frontage  which  had  been 
**  sanctioned  being  maintained,  and  that  to  permit 
**  that  line  to  be  deviated  from  will  be  a  flagrant 
"  breach  of  faith,  will  expose  private  Individuals  to 
**  serious  loss,  will  diminish  the  rates  from  the  sur- 
"  rounding  property,  and  will  confer  no  public  benefit. 
**  The  projected  block  of  buildings  coming  between 
**  Manor  House  and  the  Roman  Catholic  chapel  will 
"  be  a  distinct  eyesore,  as  it  will  obtrude  exceptionally 
"  34  feet  beyond  line  enforced  in  the  cases  of  Manor 
"  House  and  the  new  chapel."  Then  you  call  atten^ 
tion  to  the  large  rateable  value  of  the  property  in  the 
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neighbourhood.  Then  ou  the  21st  January  1887,  the 
letters  were  referred  to  the  Building  Act  committee. 
That  met  on  the  25th  January  and  refen-ed  the  matter 
to  the  solicitor  for  report.  Then  on  the  28th  January 
a  deputation  from  inhabitants  of  Jkixton  Rise  and  the 
neighbourhood,  introduced  by  Mr.  Fowler  and  Mr. 
Hill,  attended  before  the  Board  and  presented  a 
memorial.  It  was  then  moved  and  earned  that  the 
memorials  be  referred  to  the  Building  Act  committee 
for  consideration,  and  also  to  the  works  and  general 
purposes  committee.  Then  on  the  31st  January  the 
solicitor  reported,  **  The  memorialists  seem  to  enter- 
"  tain  the  opinion  that  the  superintending  architect 
"  acts  under  the  authority  of  the  Board  in  setting  out 
"  lines  of  frontage,  but  of  course  this  is  not  the  case, 
"  apd  the  superintending  architect,  as  a  statutory 
"  officer,  should  not,  I  think,  receive  any  directions 
"  from  the  Board  as  to  the  exercise  of  his  discretion. 
"  I  would  also  remind  the  committee  that  there  is 
"  high  authority  for  saying  that  Mr.  Hebb's  certificate, 
"  if  valid,  cannot  now  be  altered  or  withdrawn.  If 
"  invalid  it  would  be  competent,  I  apprehend,  for  the 
•<  memorialists  to  ask  that  another  certificate  may  be 
*'  issued,  and  upon  receiving  such  representation  the 
"  superintending  architect  would  take  advice  as  to 
«*  whether  Mr.  Hebb's  certificate  is  good  in  point  of 
"  law,  if  not,  a  new  certificate  might  be  issued,  and 
"  the  point  of  law  could  then  be  raised  by  the 
"  memorialists  before  the  police  magistrates,  and 
"  afterwards  in  the  High  Court.  I  doubt  myself 
**  whether,  looking  to  the  decision  of  the  House  of 
"  Lords  in  the  De  Vere  Gardens,  Kensington,  case,  a 
"  person  building  houses  which  front  upon  Trent  Road 
**  with  a  flank  wall  to  Brixton  Rise,  would  be  bound  by 
"  any  line  of  building  which  may  be  laid  down  in 
"  Brixton  Rise."  I  should  wish  emphatically  to  say  I 
hope  the  Board  will  not  act  on  any  such  apprehension 
as  that  or  any  superintending  architect  of  the  Board, 
because  a  more  complete  misconception  of  the  House  of 
Lords  case  with  reference  to  the DeVere Gardens  cannot 
be  imi^ined.  Then  on  the  31st  January  1887,  the 
committee  considered  the  memorial,  and  resolved  that 
the  further  consideration  of  the  question  be  adjourned 
until  Monday  next.  Then  on  the  8lh  February,  the 
committee  considered  the  various  communications, 
and  the  solicitor  referred  the  committee  to  an  answer 
given  by  the  Chairman  of  the  Board  in  the  House  of 
Commons  that  the  superintending  architect  was  not 
subject  to  the  control  of  the  Board ;  that  he  was  the 
officer  appointed  by  statute.  There,  if  I  may  say  so, 
I  think  Mr.  Ward  was  perfectly  correct.  Then  he 
says :  "I  may  add  that  the  courts  have  always 
"  expressed  an  opinion  that  it  was  (juite  right  to 
**  leave  the  decision  to  the  superintendmg  architect." 
On  that  the  resolution  was  passed  :  "  That  Mr.  Storr 
"  and  the  other  parties  who  have  addressed  the 
**  Board  with  reference  to  the  decision  of  the  super- 
•'  intending  architect,  relative  to  the  line  of  frontage 
"  in  Brixton  Hill,  at  the  Corner  of  Trent  Road,  be 
*<  informed  that  the  Board  have  no  power  to  take  any 
**  action  in  the  matter."  That  was  carried  at  a 
subsequent  meeting  of  the  Board,  and  was  com- 
municated to  you? — Will  your  Lordship  permit  me 
to  point  out  in  reference  to  the  state  of  the  law  and 
the  legislation  on  the  subject,  that  according  to  the 
Act  of  1855  no  building  shall,  without  the  consent  in 
writing  of  the  Metropoliton  Board,  be  erected  beyond 
the  regular  line,  and,  if  such  building  were  erected, 
the  remedy  was  to  be  taken  by  the  vestry,  who  could 
demolish  it,  and  it  was  not  till  1862  that  the  law  was 
amended  by  the  Metropoliton  Board,  and  that  the 
superintending  architect  was  requii-ed  to  fix  such 
general  lines  of  buildings. 

4930.  It  now  must  be  taken  as  settled  law  that  the 
superintending  architect  has  absolute  power  in  fixing 
the  general  line  when  called  upon  to  do  so,  and  that 
there  is  no  tribunal  which  can  review  his  decision  ? — I 
only  wanted  to  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  the 
difficulty  is  produced  in  this  matter  by  the  legislation 
of  the  Metropolitan  Board  itself  altering  in  1862  the 
Act  of  1855. 


(Mr.  Meadoiffs  H'hite.)  I  wish  to  call  attention  to 
this  simply  as  correcting  Mr.  Storr  that  Mr.  Vulliamy 
died  in  November,  and  Mr.  Hebb's  appointment  was 
continued  at  short  intervals  till  Mr.  Blashill  was 
appointed  superintending  architect. 

493 1 .  (  Chairman,)  Was  he  appointed  pro  tern, 
{Mr.  Meadows   White,)    Simply  for   a  particular 

time — for  a  month  and  so  forth.  During  this  interval 
he  was  superintending  architect  simply,  not  as  deputy 
but  as  superintending  architect  on  his  own  account, 
so  to  speak.  The  selection  of  a  superintending 
architect  took  a  long  time.  He  was  first  appointed 
during  Mr.  Vulliamy's  illness. 

4932.  ( Chairman,)  I  cannot  help  saying  this,  that 
it  seems  to  me  in  the  highest  degree  inexpedient  that 
any  temporary  officer  of  the  Board,  or  any  person 
other  than  one  selected  as  most  capable  to  fulfil  the 
duties,  should,  unless  it  is  absolutely  necessary,  dis- 
charge any  of  the  functions  of  the  superintending 
architect  in  the  case  of  a  vacancy. 

{Mr.  Meadows  PVhite.)  But  when  calleil  upon  to 
do  it  he  is  helpless.  Thei*e  are  many  functions  which 
he  must  perform,  and  that  is  the  only  power  the  Board 
have  to  appoint  the  superintending  architect;  the 
functions  follow  from  the  Act  of  Parliament. 

4933.  {Chairman.)  That  shows  the  expediency  of 
having  a  proper  architect  whom  you  choose  appointed 
as  quickly  as  possible.  Tliere  was  here  a  long  inter- 
regnum. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  There  was  an  interregimm 
no  doubt.     It  was  very  difficult  to  choose. 

4934.  {Chairman,)  The  very  fact  that  this  is  a 
question  which  is  determined  by  the  superintending 
architect  free  from  all  control  or  possibility  of  appeal, 
and  that  its  consequences  may  be  so  serious,  render  it 
essential  that  it  should  be,  if  possible,  only  determined 
by  a  person  in  whom  the  Board  have  sufficient  confidence 
to  appoint  him  as  superintending  architect. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  am  not  now  arguing  the 
question  in  any  way,  but  I  suggest  to  your  Lordship 
that  the  steps  were  taken  at  once  on  Mr.  VuUiamy's 
death  to  appoint  a  new  architect ;  it  was  a  very  respon- 
sible and  difficult  matter. 

4935.  {Chairman.)  Mr.  Vulliamy  seems  to  have 
been  unfit  for  work  for  a  long  time  before  he  died. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  He  came  back  to  work,  and 
there  was  great  difficulty  in  finding  a  proper  superin- 
tending architect.  It  is  not  a  matter  on  which  I  can 
go  through  with  your  Lordship  all  the  minutes,  but  it 
was  anxiety  to  get  the  best  man  that  led  to  the  tem- 
porary appointment. 

4936.  {Chairman.)  Ultimately,  these  J^ops  have 
not  been  built,  all  of  them  fronting  into  Trent  Road» 
but  one  fronting  into  Brixton  Rise  ? — Two  front  into 
Brixton  Rise.  The  flank  wall  into  Trei>t  Road,  and  a 
stable  immediately  opposite  the  church. 

4937.  Two  have  been  substituted  for  3  ? — Yes. 

4938.  They  front  into  Brixton  Road  instead  of 
flank  ?-^Yes. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  The  original  proposition  was 
to  build  up  to  the  pavement,  and  one  shop  beiag  taken 
off  threw  it  back. 

4939.  {Chairman.)  I  do  not  think  it  threw  it 
back. 

{Mr.  Meadoios  White.)  This  plan  shows  the  three 
shops  as  originally  proposed. 

4940.  (Chairman.)  The  16  feet  did  not  allow  a 
third  shop  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  line  is  determined  by 
those  shops  ;  the  idea  being  that  that  old  house  which 
stands  back  between  Trent  Road  and  Lambert  Road 
wonld  soon  come  into  building,  and  that  that  would 
be  turned  into  shops  as  the  neighbouring  land  was. 
Of  course,  there  is  this  to  be  considered,  that  if  that 
is  so,  by  throwing  back  50  feet  and  destroying  almost 
the  whole  of  the  plot  of  land,  the  interests  of  every- 
body were  to  be  considered. 

4941.  (Chairman.)  That  is  true  of  the  whole  road  ? 
(Mr.  Meadows  White,)  It  was  cx)n8idered,  but  tiie 

houses  began  to  be  thrown  back  again  after  those 
bhops.     They  do  mean  that  that  line  of  shops  should 
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determine  the  builHlng  line.     I  am  not  arguing  for  or 
against  the  line^  bat  that  is  the  idea. 

4942.  ( Chairman.)  I  do  not  understand  it  at  all,  I 
confess.  I  do  not  understand  why  it  is  taken  from 
Cornwall  Eoad  to  Horsford  Road. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White,)  Your  Lordship  knows  that 
in  Spackman's  case  and  others,  the  question  might  be 
as  to  part  of  a  long  road. 

4943.  {Chairman.)  And  the  idea  there,  was  where 
you  have  a  row  of  houses  in  a  row,  you  may  have  a 
different  building  line  in  that  roW  of  houses  from  the 
general  building  line  of  the  road  ? 

{Mr,  Meadows  White,)  The  alternative  seems  to 
be  that  there  is  no  building  line  at  all  here,  because  it 
does  not  stand  in  any  row  at  all.  It  is  irregular  at 
that  point. 

4944.  (  Chairman,)  If  you  ask  me  what  the  general 
building  line  at  that  point  is,  I  should  certainly  say — 
not  deciding  it  in  the  least — that  it  was  not  nearear 
than  50  feet  to  the  pavement.  All  below  that  you 
have  them  100  feet  away — a  great  distance.  I  do  not 
see  any  reason  for  stopping  at  the  Horsford  Road  if 
yon.  once  go  as  far  as  the  Horsford  Road  at  all,  and 
then  if  you  take  between  the  Horsford  and  the  Lambert 
Road? 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  There  is  no  building  line. 

4945.  ( Chairman.)  Yes,  there  were  buildings  there 
on  each  of  those  plots  within  about  50  feet  of  the 
pavement.  There  was  the  church,  the  buildings  in 
the  Trent  Road,  and  the  buildings  on  that  plot  of 
land — the  Manor  House — some  of  which  came  within 
50  feet 

(  The  Witness.)  Only  one  storey  high. 
{Mr.  Meadows  White,)  Those  buildings  are  fronting 
on  the  Trent  Road. 

4946.  {Chmrman,)  It  does  not  matter  where  they 
front.  They  are  buildings  which  are  nearer  than  50 
feet.  {To  the  Witness,)  T'here  is  nothing  nearer 
than  50  feet  between  Horsford  Road  and  Lambert 
Road  ? — That  is  so. 

4947.  {Chairman.)  What  puzzles  me  is  why  you 
should  go  to  Horsford  Road,  or  when  you  go  to  Hors- 
furd  Road  it  strikes  one  as  odd  that  you  should  say  the 
building  line  should  be  within  16  feet  of  the  pavement ; 
and  not  even  Cornwall  Road  and  Lambert  Road,  because 
before  you  get  to  Cornwall  Road  it  has  gone  off  at  an 
angle,  so  as  to  bring  it  when  it  reaches  Lambert  Road  50 
feet,  and  not  16  feet.  JJecause  there  are  houses  which 
have  been  built  since,  16  feet ;  so  that  when  they  come  to 
Lambert  Road  it  goes  off  to  50  feet.  I  do  not  sec  why 
that  should  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  if  you  take  from 
Cornwall  Road  to  Horsford  Road,  something  between 
one-third  and  half  the  distance  does  not  come  within 
16  feet,  and  it  is  rather  difficult  to  see  why  he  should 
prescribe  it  as  16  feet  between  those  points. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  It  is  a  difficulty  in  these  sub- 
urban roads  where  the  distance  varies,  and  the  idea  is 
you  must  look  a  little  forward  and  see  the  character  of 
the  buildings  when  established. 

4948-9.  (  Chairman.)  I  do  not  thijik  that  is  the  func- 
tion to  look  forward  to  see  what  will  be  the  character. 
If  you  are  right  in  saying  you  have  no  general  line  for 
the  road,  then  it  strikes  me  you  must  look  at  the 
general  line  of  the  row  of  houses  of  which  it  will 
fonn  part.  The  statute  speaks  of  "  beyond  the  general 
•*  line  of  buildings  in  any  street,  place,  or  row  of 
**  houses,"  and  what  was  said  in  the  House  of  Lords 
was  that  you  might  have  no  general  building  line  in 
the  street,  but  then  you  must  look  to  see  a  building 
line  in  the  row  of  houses  of  which  this  is  to  form 
part. 

(Mr,  Meadows  White,)  Then  there  is  no  row,  and 
if  there  is  no  building  line  at  all  then  the  only  limit  is 
50  feet  from  the  centre  of  the  road.  Therefore,  the 
16  feet  really  is  because  there  is  no  building  line. 

4950.  {Chairman.)  No,  it  is  not,  if  you  take  the 
whole  road.     Having  gone  from  Cornwall  Road  to 


Horsford  Road,  you  go  on,  and  I  see  no  reason,  when 
you  get  to  Horsford  Road,  for  stopping  there.  If  you 
go  on,  the  general  building  line  is  100  feet  from  the 
ix)ad. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  That  is  beyond  the  building 
line. 

4951.  {Chairman,)  If  the  general  building  line  is 
100  feet,  it  does  not  alter  the  fact  that  that  is  the 
general  line  if  you  cannot  set  back  more  than  50 
feet. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White,)  It  is  not  for  me  to  argue, 
but  it  seems  to  mo  a  matter  of  difficulty  to  apply  in 
practice,  and  no  doubt  it  is  very  rarely  that  all  people 
are  satisfied,  because  on  the  one  hand  you  have  the 
person  who  has  building  land  to  build  on. 

4952.  {Chairman.)  I  can  quite  understand  the 
person  who  has  got  the  building  land  being  perfectly 
satisfied. 

{Witness,)  May  I  call  attention  to  this,  that  four 
streets  have  been  opened  out  of  Brixton  Rise  on  that 
side  of  the  road,  and  in  three  of  those  cases  the  full 
amenity  of  100  feet  has  been  observed.  It  is  only  in 
this  one  case  between  two  others  that  the  violation 
has  occurred.  I  do  not  know  whether  your  Lordship 
is  aware  that  the  Metropolitan  Board  has  passed  or  is 
passing  a  Bill  through  Parliament  this  session  which 
gives  a  power  of  appeal  in  this  case.  The  note  re- 
lating to  the  clause  is  this,  "  The  architect  of  the 
"  Metropolitan  Board  has  now  absolute  authority 
**  without  appeal  to  determine  the  right  of  frontage. 
**  It  is  proposed  to  give  a  right  to  go  to  the  appeal 
"  committee  of  the  Board,"  and  then,  in  parenthesis, 
is  put  "  Brixton  case,"  that  being  this  case. 

4953.  ( Chairman,)  Does  it  suggest  ho.v  the  appeal 
board  should  be  constituted  ? 

{Mr,  Meaaows  White.)  That  is  a  Bill  promoted  by 
the  Board  of  Works,  as  they  do  from  time  to  time,  to 
remove  various  difficulties  and  anomalies  in  the  action 
of  their  Act  of  Parliament,  and  your  Lordship  will  see 
also  the  De  Vere  Gardens  case  is  mentioned  in  that 
Bill.  There  is  a  clause  to  do  away  with  the  sui^posed 
effect  of  that  decision,  but  your  Lordship's  words 
have  been  somewhat  reassuring. 

4954.  {Chairman.)  The  De  Vere  Giirdens  case 
rested  entirely  upon  the  form  of  the  certificate.  The 
form  of  the  certificate  given  by  Mr.  Vuiliamy  appa- 
rently shirked  the  difficulty,  or  for  some  reasoii  or 
other  did  not  speak  of  it  as  situated  in  Do  Vere  Gardens 
at  al),  but  spoke  of  it  as  situated  in  Kensington  Road, 
at  the  comer  of  De  Vere  Gardens.  Then  it  deter- 
mined that  the  general  line  of  building  along  the 
eastern  side  of  De  Vere  Gardens  was  so  and  so,  but 
it  never  said  that  this  building  in  respect  of  which  the 
certificate  was  asked  for  was  in  that  row  of  houses  or 
formed  part  of  it,  or  was  in  De  Vere  Gardens,  but 
stated  that  it  was  at  the  corner :  and  between  that 
corner  house  and  the  houses  along  which  the  architect 
drew  the  line  there  was  a  blank  space  unbuilt  upon, 
and  the  red  line  which  the  superintending  architect 
drew  did  not  come  as  far  as  tlie  corner  house.  There- 
fore there  was  nothing  to  show  he  had  ever  come  to 
the  det^mination  that  the  corner  house  was  in  the 
row  of  houses  or  street  to  which  the  line  he  drew 
applied;  and  inasmuch  as  you  could  not  say  that 
anybody  had  offended  by  bringing  their  building 
beyond  the  general  line  until  the  superintending 
architexit  had  fixed  the  general  building  line  of  the 
street  or  row  of  houses  in  which  the  building  was 
situated  ;  and  inasmuch  as  he  had  never  done  anything 
of  the  sort,  therefore  no  offence  could  bo  proved  against 
the  owner  of  the  houses.  That  was  all  that  was 
decided  in  the  De  Vere  Gardens  case. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  The  first  minute  is  that  the 
clerk  presented  a  memorandum  as  to  the  superintend-^ 
ing  architect,  dated  the  3rd  of  March  1886. 

{Chairman.)  I  think  you  had  better  hand  in  a  copy 
of  those  minutes. 


Ninth  Day. 
I'l  Juno  1888. 


Mr.  W.  Stotr 


The  witness  withdrew. 
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METROPOLITAK  BOARD   OF  WORKS   INQUIRY    COMMISSION  : 


Mr.  Edward  Adams  sworn  and  examined. 


Ninth  Day. 
18  June  1888. 

E.Adams. 


4955.  (Chairman.)  Are  you  in  the  employ  of 
Messrs.  Combe  and  Co.  ? — I  am. 

4956.  On  the  20th  September  1886  did  you  draw  a 
cheque  on  Messrs.  Combe  and  Co.  for  523/.  Ss.  ? — I 
did.     This  is  the  cheque  (jn'oducing  same). 

4957.  Was  this  handed  to  Mr.  Robertson  ?— Not  by 
me.  Mr.  Bobertson  did  not  attend  at  the  '^  Swan.^* 
The  money  was  held  by  some  solicitor  until  Mr. 
Bobertson  could  be  seen  withdraw  his  security. 

4958.  On  what  account  did  Messrs.  Combe  pay 
this  ?— *It  was  part  of  an  advance  to  a  Mr.  Cox.  It  was 
one  of  three  cheques,  forming  together  6,000/.  lent  to 
Mr.  Cox. 

4959.  Upon  the  security  of  the  «  Old  Swan"?— 
Yes. 

4960.  Was  Mr.  Cox  the  tenant  of  the  "  Old  Swan  " 
at  that  time  ? — He  was  the  purchaser.  He  bought  it 
of  Mr.  Grey. 

4961.  Did  he  buy  it  at  this  time  ? — At  that  time  he 
bought  it  of  Mr.  Grey.  Mr.  Robertson  was  second 
mortgagee.  We  knew  nothing  of  Mr.  Robertson 
except  that  he  was  second  mortgagee. 

4962.  You  knew  that  Mr.  Cox  bought  it  for  6,000/. 
in  September  1886  ?— Mr.  Cox  bought  it  for  6,900/. 
and  there  was  a  further  valuation  of  890/.  for  the 
effects  on  the  place. 


4963.  But  6;900/.  was  for  the  building  with  its 
license  ? — That  was  the  premium,  the  goodwill  and 
premium  for  the  business. 

4964.  That  covered  the  freehold,  I  suppose  ? — No. 
It  was  a  lease  for  72  years  at  70/.  rent. 

4965.  And  in  1886,  6,900/.  premium  was  paid  for 
that  lease? — It  was.  It  was  paid  by  Mr.  Cox  to 
Mr.  Grey. 

4966.  Of  course  you  do  not  know  much  about  the 
public-house,  the  "  Old  Swan,"  prior  to  that  date  ? — 
Yes,  we  served  Mr.  Grey  there  and  made  an  advance 
of  money  to  Mr.  Grey  when  he  bought,  and  then  when 
Mr.  Grey  sold  to  Mr.  Cox  we  made  a  further  advance 
to  Mr.  Cox. 

4967.  When  was  your  advance  to  Mr.  Grey  ? — I 
am  afraid  I  have  not  the  date  with  me  now.  Possibly 
two  years  before  that,  but  I  am  speaking  quite  from 
memory.  Combe  and  Co.  lent  4,000/.,  18  July  1879, 
and  1,000/.,  11  August  1880,  to  Grey  Adams. 

4968.  Your  transactions  with  Mr.  Grey,  I  suppose, 
were  supplying  him  with  spirits  ?— With  beer.  We 
knew  Mr.  Robertson  as  second  mortgagee  and  only  in 
that  capacity.  He  lent  2,000/.  to  ]!£•.  Grey,  or  at  any 
rate  Mr.  Grey  gave  him  a  charge  for  2,000/. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Adjourned  to  Friday  next  at  11  o'clock. 


TENTH  DAY. 


Friday,  16th  June  1888. 


PBESENT  : 


Lord  Herschell. 


I 


Mb.  Gkenfell. 
Lord  HERSCHELL  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  Bosanquet,  Q.C. 


Mr.  James  Kent  sworn  and  examined. 


Tenth  Day. 
IS  Jane  1888. 
Mr.  J.  Kent 


4969.  {Chairman.)  What  are  you  ? — A  builder. 

4970.  Had  you  any  transactions  with  Mr.  Robert- 
son ? — Yes. 

4971.  What  was  their  nature? — In  the  first  trans- 
action I  had  I  took  some  land  of  the  Board  of  Works. 
I  see  the  contract  was  signed  on  February  10th,  1881. 
I  went  on  building  there  really  before  the  plans  were 
finished  or  the  contract  was  signed.  Directly  it  was 
approved  I  commenced  to  build.  During  that  time 
Mr.  Robertson  used  to  come  occassionolly.  I  gave 
him  one  morning  20/.,  a  cheque  for  it. 

4972.  What  did  Robertson  come  for  ? — I  do  not 
know.  He  used  to  come  as  architect  really  to  look 
over  the  buildings.  He  used  to  come  in  the  morning 
and  sometimes  in  the  evening. 

4973.  Had  your  plans  been  passed  at  that  time  by 
the  Board  ? — ^Yes,  at  that  time  they  had. 

4974.  What  had  he  to  do  with  it  ? — ^He  had  nothing 
to  do  with  the  plans  as  far  as  I  was  concerned.  I 
showed  him  what  I  was  doing  from  time  to  time. 

4975.  Did  you  employ  an  architect  ? — Yes. 

4976.  Who  was  that  ?— Mr.  Mark  King,  of  Fen- 
church  Avenue. 

4977.  What  did  you  give  him  the  cheque  for  20/. 
for? — ^Because  he  was  continually  to  and  fro,  and 
I  thought  it  was  wise  of  me  to  give  It  to  him. 

4978.  You  judged  that  he  expected  something 
of  the  sort? — Yes.  That  cheque  was  not  paid  in. 
Although  he  continually  came 'to  and  fro  there,  it  was 


not  paid  in  for  some  seven  or  eight  months.  One 
morning  he  came  between  9  and  10,  and  he  was 
rather  huff  about  the  cheque ;  he  said  "  what  did  you 
"  give  me  this  cheque  for ;  it  has  not  been  paid  in, 
^'  so  I  paid  it  in  and  it  has  not  been  honoured." 
I  said  **  I  do  not  know ;  the  money  is  there ;  I  do 
"  not  know  how  it  is.  I  will  see,  however,  that  there 
*'  is  20/.  for  it."  Whether  I  gave  him  another 
cheque  or  notes  I  could  not  tell,  but  I  went  to  the 
bank  and  they  said  :  "  Of  course,  Mr.  Kent,  we 
^  should  not  pay  this;  we  only  pay  it  for  six 
"  months."  That  was  the  first  time  I  knew  that. 
It  was  a  very  good  arrangement,  I  thought. 

4979.  He  had  not  presented  it  till  after  six  months, 
and  they  had  refused  ? — Yes. 

4980.  So  you  gave  him  cash  or  another  cheque 
for  it  ? — Yes,  there  and  then. 

4981.  What  was  the  next  transaction  ? — ^The  next 
transaction  was  this.  By  the  time  he  came  back 
to  me  I  had  finished  the  first  three  buildings  pretty 
well,  and  was  working  on  the  others. 

4982.  Still  on  the  same  plot  ?— Yes.  There  were 
seven  buildings  1  put  up.  When  I  was  nearly 
finished  he  said  to  me  one  day,  ^^  I  think  you  ought 
"  to  give  me  another  50/.  on  this."  I  said  <*  Oh  !" 
He  said,  "  Yes,  you  have  got  your  land  pretty  cheap, 
"  and  there  is  one  wall  that  you  have  not  had  to  pay 
*'  for  that  belonged  to  the  Board  of  Works.  I  think 
**  you  should  stand  another   SO/.**     I  said,   **  Very 
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<*  weU,  perhaps  I  will  later  on."  That  went  on, 
and  tlmt  is  a  part  of  this  cheque  that  you  inquire 
abont. 

4988.  The  cheque  for  150/.  ?— Yes.  So  that 
although  that  occurred  at  that  time,  I  did  not  give 
him  that  50/.  until  about  this  date,  but  during  that 
time  I  took  more  land  in  Great  Eastern  Street. 

4984.  Was  that  land  of  the  Boaid  ?— Of  the  Board 
of  Works.  I  gave  him  100/.  on  account  of  that  land 
after  I  had  finished  three  of  the  buildings,  so  tiiat 
I  gave  him  that  100/.  and  the  50/.  that  was  remaining 
on  Bethnal  Green  at  that  time. 

4985.  That  is  in  March  1883  ?— Yes,  on  the  17th 
March  1883. 

4986.  Was  that  100/.  given  in  the  same  way  ?  Just 
tell  us  what  led  to  the  100/.  being  given  ? — He  came 
to  me  and  offered  these  plots.  He  used  to  push  this 
land  a  good  deal  during  the  time  I  gave  him  the  50/., 
and  tried  every  way  to  get  me  to  take  the  land  at  the 
old  police  station  in  Church  Street,  but  I  could 
not  see  how  I  could  afford  the  price  to  make  a  profit 
out  of  it. 

4987.  Did  you  know  him  before  you  took  the  first 
plot  in  1881  ? — ^I  might  a  very  little  while. 

4988.  Did  he  speak  to  you  about  taking  that 
plot  before,  you  went  in  for  it  ? — Not  until  I  went 
in  for  it.  I  must  have  met  him  about  that  time. 
A  friend  of  mine,  Mr.  King,  took  some  land  at  the 
corner  of  Bethnal  Green  Koad,  at  Brick  Lane.  I 
should  think  I  met  Mr.  Robertson  through  being 
with  Mr.  King.    He  knew  we  were  friends. 

4989.  Did  I  he  know  you  were  going  in  for  this  plot 
in  1881  ? — Oh,  yes,  I  think  so.  I  spoke  to  him  about 
it,  as  to  what  he  thought  I  could  get  it  for.  He  was 
r^ly  the  only  one  I  did  speak  to  about  it. 

4990.  Therefore  you  had  si^oken  to  him  about  it 
before  you  sent  in  your  tender  ? — Yes. 

4991.  Did  you  learn  from  him  what  would  be 
expected  if  you  sent  it  in  ? — What  he  thought  would 
go  through. 

4992.  Now  about  the  other  land? — These  were 
three  plots  in  Great  Eastern  Street.  We  were  a 
long  while  with  that,  because  it  was  a  fiurish  price 
I  had  to  pay  for  it  altogether.  He  came  to  me  with 
these  plots  amongst  other  things.  He  said  I  should 
tender  for  them  and  I  did.  I  got  the  land,  and  after 
I  had  finished  three  of  the  buildings  then  I  gave  him 
this  100/.  and  the  other  50/. 

4993.  Did  he  speak  to  you  about  it,  or  did  you 
volunteer  that  ? — That  I  could  not  say.  Evidently  it 
was  an  agreed  thing  that  I  was  to  give  him  100/. ; 
there  is  no  question  about  that. 

4994.  Can  you  tell  us  about  when  that  would  be 
agreed  ? — I  should  think  at  the  time  I  took  the  land, 
certainly. 

4995.  Was  there  any  other  transaction  ?  —  Yes. 
On  November  1,  1882,  the  contract  was  signed. 
There  were  two  buildings  that  had  been  empty  a  long 
time  in  the  Clerkenwell  Road  belonging  to  the  Board 
of  Works.  They  had  been  in  their  hands  a  number 
of  years,  put  up  to  auction,  and  had  no  bids,  I  am 
told.  In  this  I  may  speak  for  myself  and  Mr.  King. 
It  was  really  offered  to  Mr.  Sang  first.  It  was  not 
told  to  me  at  that  time  even  where  the  property  was, 
only  we  were  to  pay  something  for  it  if  we  got  it. 
So  I  went  and  had  a  look  at  it,  together  with 
Robertson,  a  good  many  times.  At  last  we  told  him 
we  would  give  8,000/.  He  wanted  500/.  out  of  it. 
That  is  the  amount.  Well,  we  said  it  is  simply  a 
question  of  whether  we  can  see  our  way  to  do  it.  We 
looked  over  it  from  time  to  time  and  a^eed  to  do  it. 
Then  we  found  we  could  not  get  it  for  8,000/.  I  find 
I  have  a  note  in  the  letter  book  of  my  correspondence 
with  Mr.  Vulliamy  before  this,  and  he  said  you  will 
have  to  spring  another  500/.,  that  was  to  ffive  him 
the  500/.  as  well,  and  to  give  the  Board  of  Works 
8,500/. 

4996.  (Mr.  Grcnfell.)  Who  said  you  must  spring 
another,  Vulliamy  or  Robertson? — Robertson;  he 
came  after  that  to  me  .and  ho  saw  me,  and  he  said, 
"  You  will  be  able  to  get  that  for  8,250."     First  of 


all  he  said,  "  You  are  still  prepared  to  give  8,500/.  ?  "      Tenth  Day. 

I  said  ** Yes."     He  said  "Well,  you  will  be  able  to  

«  get  it  for  8,250/.    Now  I  ought  to  have  that  260/.    *^  ^^^  ^^^ 
"  You  do  not  lose  anything  by  it."    I  said  *<  No,  I     t^  "TT.    . 
*•  wiU  speak  to  Mr.  King" ;  so  I  did,  and  we  agreed         ''^'^'*^' 
on  it.     He  said  this  is  very  funny  ;  you  will  each  of 
you  give  250/. ;  you  250/.,  Mr.  King  250/.,  and  the 
Board  250/. ;  and  the  transaction  went  through  in 
that  way.     One  house  was  a  little  better  than  the 
other.     Mr.  King  gave  him  400/. ;  I  gave  him  350/. 

4997.  That  was  a  matter  between  you  and  Mr. 
King  ?— Yes. 

4998.  He  got  750/.  and  you  bought  the  land  for 
8,250/.  ?— Yes. 

4999.  {Mr.  Bosanquei.)  Where  do  you  say  this 
land  was  ? — 9  and  11  or  7  and  9,  Clerkenwell  Road. 
The  house  I  had  was  No.  9.  We  had  two  separate 
documents,  and  Mr.  King  took  his  over  at  once. 

5000.  {Chairman.)  Was  one  sent  in  in  your  name 
and  the  other  in  King's  ? — No,  it  was  sent  only  in  my 
name  Robertson  thought  it  had  better  go  in  in  my 
name,  which  was  not  so  well  known  at  the  Board  as 
Mr.  King. 

5001.  Had  he  had  other  transactions? — Yes. 

6002.  What  is  Mr.  King's  address  ?— He  is  in 
court  now. 

6003.  Was  there  anything  after  that?— I  have 
taken  land  of  the  Board  since,  but  I  have  had  no 
transactions  with  Robertson  since. 

5004.  With  any  other  officer  of  the  Board  ? — ^No, 
never.  I  have  never  seen  anyone  at  the  Board  to 
deal  with,  only  Robertson. 

5005.  Or  with  any  member  of  the  Board  ? — ^No ;  I 
do  not  know  one. 

5006.  Your  other  communications  have  been  in 
writing  ? — Yes.  I  have  my  letters  as  to  the  Clerken- 
well matter  to  Mr.  Vulliamy,  and  copies  of  them. 

5007.  Perhaps  you  will  hand  them  in  ? — {The 
witness  did  so.)  Those  are  my  letters  to  Mr. 
Vulliamy  in  connexion  with  this  matter. 

5008.  What  was  the  date  when  you  gave  the  350/. 
and  Mr.  King  the  400/.  ? — He  came  for  that  directly 
we  signed  the  contract,  and  I  gave  it  him  in  two  or 
three  amounts. 

5009.  At  what  date  ? — ^You  have  my  pass  book ; 
but  I  should  think  he  came  within  a  week. 

5010.  What  year  was  it  ?  —  The  contract  was 
signed  November  1,  1882 ;  he  would  have  had  that 
350/.  within  three  or  four  months  of  it. 

5011.  Early  in  1883?— Yes,  or  quite  the  end  of 
1882.  They  were  all  drawn  in  this  way  {producing 
cheque  book  and  explaining). 

5012.  The  transaction  in  the  Clerkenwell  Road,  on 
which  you  gave  him  the  350/.,  and  Mr.  King  400/.,  was 
in  November  1881  ?— November  1,  1881,  the  contract 
was  signed  by  the  Board.  That  is  according  to  my 
pass  book.  I  paid  543/.  7f.  8c/.  I  paid  the  total 
amount  for  two  contracts  on  November  1st,  That 
would  be  the  Board's  account ;  the  deposit  and 
costs. 

5013.  On  January  4th,  1882,  there  is  a  cheque  for 
150/.  ? — I  should  think  that  is  one  that  Mr.  Robertson 
had,  leaving  200/.  more  to  come. 

5014.  "V^at  is  "Metropolitan  Boaid  of  Works, 
315/."?  —  That  is  the  deposit  for  Great  Eastern 
Street,  when  that  contract  was  signed. 

5015.  Here  is  one  on  the  25th  March  1882, 
'« Kent,  100/."  Would  that  be  another  of  them  ?— I 
should  think  so.  I  kno-;?  I  gave  it  to  him  in  three  or 
four  amounts. 

5016.  That  would  be  250/.  Then  on  April  1st 
there  is  Kent,  100/.  ?— I  think  that  would  be  it. 

5017.  That  would  make  up  the  350/.  ?— Yes. 

5018.  You  did  not  pay  anything  to  any  official 
about  any  of  the  other  transactions  '^ — I  only  saw  Mr. 
Robertson. 

5019.  And  those  later  transactions  you  conducted 
entirely  by  correspondence  with  Mr.  Vulliamy? — 
Yes.  I  took  one  lot  by  auction  at  Stimson's  sales ;  I 
took  two  lots  adjoining  these  direct  from  the  office, 
privately,  later  on. 

X  2 


Digitized  by 


Google 


164 


METROPOLITAN   BOARD   OP  WORKS   INQUIRY  COMMISSION: 


Tentti  Day. 
15  Jane  1888. 
Mr,  J»  Kent, 


5020.  As  to  the  lot  that  you  gave  the  8,250/.  for 
jointly  with  Mr,  King ;  have  you  disposed  of  that  ? — 
Yes. 

5021.  What  did  you  get  for  it? — I  sold  my  share 
for  6y800/.  after  I  had  made  the  alterations,  and 
carried  out  the  works,  and  got  it  let. 

5022.  Did  you  and  Mr.  King  go  equal  shares  in  it  ? 
— ^Each  of  us  worked  on  our  own  building. 

5023.  (Mr.  Winch,)  You  told  us  Robertson  said  if 
you  sent  in  a  tender  for  8,000/.  you  would  get  it  ? — 
No ;  that  was  not  accepted. 

5024.  Did  you,  in  fact,  send  a  tender  in  for  8,500/.? 
—No. 

5025.  You  never  sent  one  in  for  8,500/.  ? — ^No. 
5026'.  {Chairman.)  It  was,  as  I  understand,  before 

you  sprung  the  500/.,  Uobertson  came  and  told  you  it 
could  be  got  for  8,250/.  ?— That  is  so. 

5027.  On  the  24th  March  1881  yon  write  to  Mr. 
Vulliamy  : — "  Dear  Sir, — I  have  been  over  your  two 
**  empty  warehouses  in  Clerkenwell  Road,  and  find 
**  that  considerable  alterations  will  be  necessary  before 
"  there  is  any  chance  of  letting  them.  I  should 
*<  prefer  to  take  them  on  lease,  but  as  I  am  told  the 
"  Board  of  Works  have  only  power  to  sell,  I  beg  to 
*<  make  the  following  proposal,  which  will,  I  think, 
**  meet  the  difficulty :  I  am  willing  to  make  you  an 
<«  offer  of  8,000/.  for  the  freehold  on  condition  that 
"  the  purchase  may  be  completed  at  any  time  up  to 
"  the  24th  June  1886.  I  should  be  prepared  to  pay 
"  interest  quarterly  at  4  per  cent.,  and  also  a  deposit 
"  of  400/.  down,  so  that  the  arrangement  would  not 
**  be  disadvantageous  to  the  Board  unless  they  have 
"  any  immediate  use  for  the  money."  Then  April 
4th,  1881 :  "  In  reply  to  youra  of  the  30th  March,  I 
"  beg  to  thank  you  for  your  reply  offering  me  the 
*•  above  buildings  for  10,000/.,  that  is  to  say,  5,000/. 
**  for  each  warehouse ;  but  I  cannot  entertain  giving 
"  the  above  amount  for  this  property."  On  April  12: 
"  In  reply  to  yours  of  the  6th  inst.,  I  beg  to  say  that 
"  after  lull  considerations  I  am  prepared  to  make  a 
"  further  advance  of  250/.,  making  4,125/.  for  each 


"  warehouse,  but  I  cannot  give  anything  beyond.** 
That  is  8,250/.  ?— Yes. 

5028-9.  That  apparently  was  agreed  to  because  on 
June  13th  you  wrote :  **  In  reply  to  yours  of  April 
''  26th  last,  I  shall  be  glad  to  have  the  agreements  as 
"  soon  as  possible,  being  very  anxious  to  commence 
"  the  alterations,  which  are  very  considerable"? — 
Yes.  I  did  not  get  this  agreement.  I  had  some 
difficulty  about  it. 

5030.  2()th  July :  "  Not  having  received  the  formal 
'^  contract  from  your  solicitor  as  promised,  I  shall 
"  feel  obliged  if  you  will  bring  the  matter  forward  in 
"  order  that  there  may  be  no  further  delay,  i  have 
^'  already  expended  a  large  sum  of  money  on  altera- 
'<  tion9,  and  I  cannot  understand  why  the  agreement 
"  has  not  been  sent  on  "  ? — They  had  been  in  my 
possession. 

5031 .  October  1st,  1881 :  '<  May  I  ask  you  to  give  me 
^  an  idea  when  the  agreement  is  likely  to  be  ready. 
"  Having  been  kept  waiting  ever  since  last  April, 
'*  I  really  must  express  my  surprise  at  the  delay 
"  which  has  involved  me  in  much  unnecessary  ex- 
"  pense,  as  my  works  have  been  entirely  stopped  in 
"  consequence  of  receiving  no  reply  to  my  last  letter. 
"  It  is  a  matter  of  importance  to  me  to  get  the  busi- 
"  ness  completed."  Do  you  know  why  there  was  all 
that  delay  ? — ^No. 

6032,  Did  you  inquire  of  Robertson  at  all  ? — Yes. 

5033.  What  explanation  did  he  give  ? — He  simply 
told  m?  to  write  these  letters.  He  said,  **  That  is  all 
"  you  can  do." 

5034.  October  I4th,  1881:  «  I  have  perused  the 
"  agreements."  Then  you  had  the  agreements? — 
Yes-  Tou  will  see  later  on,  when  I  told  him  I  had 
disposed  ot  mine  to  Mr.  King 

5035.  Then  there  was  a  complaint  about  your 
building  by  some  neighbour,  I  suppose  ? — Yes. 

5036.  On  the  2l8t  of  July  1382,  you  state  that  yon 
have  disposed  of  your  interest  in  No.  7  to  Mr.  Alfred 
King,  of  91,  Loughborough  Park,  S.W.  ?— Yes. 


Mr.  Alfred  King  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr.  A,  King. 


5037.  {Chairman,)  What  are  you  ? — A  builder. 

5038.  You  were  jointly  interested  with  Mr.  Kent 
in  this  application  for  7  and  9,  Clerkenwell  Road  ?-— 
Yes. 

5039.  Did  you,  as  he  has  stated,  pay  400/.  out  of  the 
750/.  which  Robertson  was  to  get  out  of  the  trans- 
action ? — Yes. 

5040.  Can  you  tell  me  what  date  you  made  that 
payment  ? — I  have  got  the  cheques  here. 

5041.  Will  you  hand  the  cheques  in  ? — I  see  they 
were  paid  in  three  amounts,  and  here  are  the  chequeo 
{handing  same), 

5042.  There  is  a  cheque  for  200/.  on  Noveml^er  the 
4th,  18S1 ;  for  100/.  on  December  tlie  24th,  1881 ;  and 
for  100/.  on  December  the  10th,  1881  ?— Yes,  that 
makes  the  400/. 

5043.  Had  you  any  other  transactions  in  Board 
sites  ? — Yes. 

5044.  Have  you  on  other  occasions  made  payments 
to  Mr.  Robertson  in  connexion  with  them  ? — Yes. 

5045.  Will  you  be  good  enough  to  tell  us  what  ?— 
About  t^e  land  in  Northumberland  Avenue.  Here  is 
the  cheque  for  it  {handing  same). 

5046.  What  plot  was  that? — ^A  plot  opposite  the 
Hotel  Metropole.    I  forget  the  number  of  the  plot. 

5047.  What  is  on  it  now  ? — A  house. 

5048.  What  is  the  house  called  ? — Wessex  House. 
.•5049.  Did  you  tender  for  that  plot  ? — No  ;  I  took 
from  the  Board  privately. 

5050.  Will  you  tell  us  how  and  what  led  to  your 
taking  it  ? — I  asked  Robertson  what  he  thought  the 
Board  would  l4ike.  He  told  me  the  amount  it  would 
be  wise  to  tender,  and  I  tendered  for  it  in  a  private 
manner.  It  was  not  a  public  tender  ;  they  accepted 
the  tender. 

5051.  What  was  the  amount  of  the  tender  ? — It  was 
240/.  something. 


5052.  A  rental  of  240/.  ?— Yes;  242/.  or  243/.,  or 
something  like  that.  I  forget  the  amount,  because  I 
have  bought  the  freehold  since,  and  it  has  gone  out  of 
my  mind. 

5053.  In  your  agreement  was  there  a  fixed  number 
of  years  purchase  at  which  you  would  be  entitled 
to  buy  ? — Yes. 

5054.  How  many  ?— 25. 

5055.  What  was  the  date? — It  would  be  about 
seven  years  ago,  or  not  quite  so  much.  The  cheque 
will  tell. 

5056.  The  cheque  is  February  1882  ?— That  would 
be  a  little  before,  or  a  kw  days  before  that.  That 
would  be  about  the  time. 

5057.  This  was  after  you  had  made  the  payments  of 
the  400/.  ? — Yes,  the  400/.  sent  in  November  and 
December  1881.    I  think  that  cheque  is  in  1882. 

5058.  It  is  February  1882. 
(Mr.  Freeman.)  It  is  plot  23. 

5059.  {Chairman.)  How  came  you  to  pay  the  100/. 
to  him  ?  Did  anything  pass  between  you  and  him 
about  it  ? — I  said  if  1  got  it  at  that  price,  I  would 
give  him  the  100/.  and  he  accepted  it. 

5060.  Did  you  build  on  it  .♦—Yes. 

5061.  And  then  afterwards  sold  it? — No,  I  am 
living  in  it. 

5062.  You  own  the  fi-eehold  ?— Yes. 

5063.  Was  there  any  other  transaction? — There 
was  a  small  amount  of  20/.,  but  I  could  not  find  that 
cheque  this  morning.  It  was  really  given  to  him  for 
some  land  in  Bethnal  Green  Road. 

5064.  What  land  was  that  ? — On  the  right-hand  side 
of  the  road. 

5C65.  One  of  the  Board's  plots  which  you  tendered 
for  ? — ^Yes. 

5066.  Can  you  tell  me  about  the  date  of  that  ?— It 
would  be  in  the  early  part  of  1881. 
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6067.  It  would  have  been  before  the  Cierkenwell 
IkOad.  That  was  the  first  transaction  ? — Yes,  it  was 
a  little  before  then. 

6068.  There  was  no  other  beyond  that  ? — No,  that 
is  all.     That  is  all  I  paid  him. 

5069.  That  is  five  cheques  altogether  with  the 
201.  ?— Yes. 

5070.  Had  you  pecuniary  transactions  with  any 
other  official  of  the  Board? — No. 

5071.  Not  with  Goddard  ? — No,  I  never  used  to 
see  Goddard  on  business. 

6072.  With  any  member  of  the  Board  ? — ^No. 

5073.  That  you  are  quite  sure  about  ?— Oh !  quite 
sure. 

5074.  {Mr,  BosanqueL)  How  did  you  first  come 
into  communication  with  Bobertson  in  1881  ? — ^I  had 
previously  been  a  tenant  of  the  Board,  and  knew  him. 

5075.  You  had  come  across  him  as  one  of  the 
officials  of  the  Board  ? — ^Yes. 

6076.  You  being  a  tenant  ? — Yes. 

5077.  Did  you  have  anything  to  do  with  Monks- 
field?— No. 

5078.  Did  you  arrange  your  previous  tenancy  with 
Mr.  Bobertson  ? — Yes,  I  arranged  them  all  through 
him. 

5079.  I  mean  the  tenancy  which  first  brought  you 
into  communication  with  him  ? — ^Yes. 

5080.  That  was  arranged  with  him  ? — Yes,  every 
one. 


5081.  You  told  us  you  had  been  the  tenant  of  the 
Board  before  you  took  the  land  in  Bethnal  Green  ? — 
In  the  way  of  taking  land. 

5082.  What  was  it  ?— The  first  land  I  took  of  the 
Board  was  in  Great  Eastern  Street. 

5083.  Did  you  take  that  by  contract  or  private 
tender  ? — Tender  in  the  ordinary  way. 

5084.  How  did  you  see  Robertson  about  it  ? — 
Because  I  had  to  see  him  when  I  called  at  the  Board 
of  Works  ;  there  was  no  one  else  to  see. 

5085.  You  saw  him  at  the  office  of  the  Board  ? — 


5086.  Then  you  found  out  he  was  the  man  who  had 
to  deal  with  such  things  ? — ^Yes. 

5087.  {Mr.  WinchT)  You  built  the  house  yourself 
upon  this  site  ? — Yes. 

5088.  Who  was  your  architect  ? — Mr.  Groom. 

5089.  Did  any  member  of  the  Board  assist  as 
architect  ? — ^No. 

5090.  Nothing  whatever  to  do  with  it  ? — ^No. 

5091.  How  did  you  get  on  with  your  plans,  did  you 
get  them  through  pretty  well  ? — I  was  given  to  under- 
stand there  would  be  a  difficulty  in  getting  the  plans 
through.  I  submitted  them  both  together.  I  sub- 
mitted the  offer  for  the  land,  and  at  the  same  time  the 
plans  with  it,  so  that  they  should  approve  of  them 
jointly. 

5092.  Take  them  both  or  leave  them  both  ? — 
Exactly. 

5093  With  Robertson's  100/.  they  took  them  both  ? 
—Yes,  well  they  did  take  them  both. 


Tenth  Day. 
15  Jsne  1888. 
Mr.  A,  King. 


Tho  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  WiLLiAK  Haiou  sworn  and  examined. 


{The  Witness.)  Will  you  permit  me,  my  Lord,  to 
make  an  observation.  I  have  eveiy  desire  to  further 
the  object  of  the  inquiry,  but  as  inasmuch  as  the  whole 
of  the  facts  within  my  knowled>^e  referring  to  the 
subject  of  the  inquiry  have  been  gained  by  me  as  the 
professional  adviser  of  Mr.  Robertson,  as  his  solicitor 
and  in  no  other  shape,  I  feel  that,  inasmuch  as  the 
privilege  is  not  mine,  I  ought  to  submit  to  your  Lord* 
ship  that  I  ought  not  to  be  called  to  answer  any  inquiry 
upon  those  matters. 

5094.  {Chairman.)  If  the  matter  upon  which  you 
were  consulted  or  upon  which  you  advised  was  in 
reality  part  of  the  fraud  that  was  being  perpetrated, 
you  are  aware  that  there  is  no  privilege,  and  a  solicitor 
cannot  claim  privilege  in  that  respect.  At  present 
I  shall  ask  you  about  certain  facts.  If  any  point 
presents  itself  on  which  you  think  any  question  of 
privilege  can  arise  we  can  discuss  it,  but  of  course 
no  question  can  arise  on  the  acts  that  you  did  or 
the  payments  that  you  made  ? — ^You  are  treating  the 
payments,  my  Lord,  as  attached  to  frauds  ? 

5095.  No,  not  necessarily.  I  do  not  know  anything 
about  it,  but  I  cannot  tell  whether  any  question  of 
privilege  arises  until  I  see  what  the  question  is.  You 
said  you  were  solicitor  to  Mr.  Robeitson,  when  did  you 
become  so  ? — I  should  think,  speaking  from  memory, 
10  years  ago.     Probably  a  little  before  that. 

5096.  Did  you  act  as  solicitor  also  for  Mr.  John 
Grey  ? — I  have  done  so. 

5097.  You  were  aware,  I  suppose,  that  he  was 
Robertson's  brother  ?  —  Not  until  comparatively 
recently. 

5098.  Were  you  aware  of  it  at  the  time  when  you 
were  acting  with  reference  to  the  purchase  of  the 
'*  Old  Swan  "  in  Bethnal  Green  ? — ^No,  I  was  not. 

5090.  Did  Robertson  introduce  John  Grey  to  you  ? 
— ^Yes. 

5100.  First,  with  regard  to  the  **01d  Swan."  In 
the  first  instance  in  1875,  a  Mr.  Robinson  was  put 
into  the  '*  Old  Swan  "  as  tenant,  the  old  building,  and 
Mr.  John  Grey,  I  believe,  came  into  his  place  ? — I 
am  not  aware  of  that.  I  have  no  knowledge  of 
that. 

6101.  What  was  your  first  connexion  with  the 
purchase  of  the  "Old  Swan"?— I  think  my  first 


connexion  with  the  "  Old  Swan  "  was  upon  the  con- 
tract from  the  Boai'd  to  John  Grey  of  a  lease  of  the 
"Old  Swan." 

5102.  The  first  letter  I  have  of  yours  is  the  20th 
February  1878  to  Mr.  Vulliamy.  "We  have,  no 
"  behalf  of  our  client  Mr.  John  Grey,  to  accept  the 
"  offer  contained  in  your  note  to  him  of  the  15th 
**  instant."  That  was  offering  a  lease  for  80  years, 
from  March  1878,  at  a  rent  of  lOL  per  annum,  with 
a  peppercorn  for  the  first  year,  and  1,000/.  to  be  paid 
if  a  license  was  granted  to  the  new  building? — 
Yes. 

5103.  Your  first  connexion  with  it  was  when  you 
wrote  on  his  behalf  to  accept  that  offer  ? — So  far  as 
the  **  Swan  "  wjis  concerned. 

5104.  I  am  speaking  of  the  "  Old  Swan  "  ?— Yes. 

5105.  Who  communicated  with  you  about  that, 
Mr.  Robertson  or  Mr.  Grey  ? — I  think  both. 

6106.  What  interest  was  Robertson  appearing  to 
have  in  it  at  that  time.  You  did  not  know  that  he 
was  Grey's  brother  ;  what  was  his  connexion  with 
it  ? — I  think  at  that  time  Grey  was  his  nominee. 

5107.  You  think  it  was  really  Robertson's  trans- 
action  ? — Yes,  I  think  at  that  time.  I  believe  that 
there  was  some  alteration  aftxirwards,  speaking  from 
memory,  but  I  believe  it  was  his  transaction. 

5108.  {Chairman.)  I  should  like  the  copy  or  draft 
of  the  letter  of  Mr.  Vulliamy  of  the  15th  February 
1878,  and  also  of  the  22nd  February  1878,.  and  the 
report  of  the  superintending  architect  in  the  minutes 
of  the  works  committee,  May  23rd,  1881.  {To  the 
witness^  I  see  on  the  22nd  of  Febniary  Mr.  Vulliamy 
repoiled  that  he  had  negotiated  with  Mr.  Grey  in 
accordance  with  the  instructions  of  the  committee, 
and  that  he  had  accepted  the  terms,  70/.  per  annum, 
and  1,000/.  for  licenses.  "  Resolved,  that  the  report 
"  be  approved,  and  that  the  solicitor  be  instructed 
"  accordingly."  On  the  25th  of  February,  "the 
"  architect  preseated  elevations  and  plans  of  build- 
"  ings  proposed  to  be  erected  by  tenants  of  the 
"  Board,"  amongst  them  Mr.  Grey  of  the  "  Swan " 
public-bouse.  "  Resolved,  that  they  be  approved  and 
"  signed,  and  they  were  signed  by  the  chairman 
"  accordingly."    Then  on  the   1st  of  March   1878 
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Tenth  Day.      y<^  applied  for  a  lease^  and  the  lease  was  ultimately 

— .  execated  ?— Yes. 

15  June  1888.        5109.  And  a  license  obtained,  and  the  1,000/.  paid  ? 
"~  —I  believe  so. 

WHttiah  5110.  Did  you  have  anything  to  do  with  the  pay- 

^  '      ment  of  that  ? — No. 

5111.  You  do  not  know  who  paid  that,  whether 
Grey  or  Robertson  ? — No,  I  do  not. 

5112.  In  May  1881  Mr.  Grey  apparently  offered 
to  purchase  at  28  years'  purchase  the  ground  rent  of 
70/.  ? — I  think  the  offer  came  through  me.  I  think 
I  made  the  offsr  on  his  behalf. 

5113.  Was  that  on  his  behalf ,  or  Robertson's? — 
Well,  they  were  both  seeing  me  at  the  time,  and 
although  my  impression  is  that  it  was  a  transaction 
with  Robertson,  still  I  cannot  say  it  was  definitely. 
I  &ncy  Grey  had  some  interest  in  it 

5114.  He  managed  the  public-house? — Oh,  yes, 
entirely. 

5115.  Is  the  "Nag's  Head  ** a  Board  public-house  ? 
(Mr.  Meadows  J^te).  It  was. 

51 16.  (  Chairman) .  I  do  not  know  whether  you  knew 
that  John  Grey  had  been  previously  to  this  **  Swan  " 
public-house  transaction  tenant  of  the  "  Nag's  Head," 
a  public-house  at  111,  John  Street? — I  have  an  im- 
pression of  something  of  the  kind.  The  name  is 
familiar,  but  I  do  not  know  whether  I  knew  that  he 
was  tenant  of  it. 

5117.  You  do  not  know  anything  substantially 
about  that? — Substantially  not.  I  should  like  of 
course  to  have  an  opportunity  of  referring. 

5118.  I  see  when  the  purchase  was  arranged  there 
was  an  application  made  tothe  committee  to  substitute 
the  name  of  W.  W.  Grey  for  John  Grey  in  the 
agreement  for  purchase  ? — ^Yes. 

5119.  How  (lid  that  come  about  ? — There  was  some 
question  of  title,  and  in  order  to  keep  it  clear,  W.  W. 
Grey  was  substituted  as  the  freeholder.  There  had 
been  some  dealing,  some  mortgaging  of  the  "  Swan," 
and  there  had  been  some  leasing  of  the  adjoining  plot 
forming  a  portion  of  the  same  plot,  I  believe.  There 
was  some  question  outstanding. 

5120.  That  was  merely  a  formal  matter  ? — Merely 
a  formal  matter. 

5121.  It  was  not  a  matter  of  any  substantial  interest 
of  W.  W.  Grey  ?-Notat  aU. 

5122.  On  the  6th  of  February  1882,  there  is  a 
letter  addressed  to  you  by  the  assistant  solicitor  to  the 
Board,  Mr.  Jackson.  "  I  shall  be  prepared  to  com- 
**  plete  the  sale  of  the  above  premises  to  Mr.  Grey  at 
**  the  time  named  in  your  letter  of  the  3rd  instant. 
"  Purchase  money  1,960/.,  less  deposit  196/.,  leaving 
"  1,764/.  Interest  at  5  per  cent,  from  the  29th  of 
"  September  1881  to  the  8th  February  1882,  on  the 
"  balance,  32/.  7s.  lOc/.,  making  a  totU  of  1,796/. 
**  7*.  lOJ.?— Yes." 

5123.  Was  that  paid  by  you  on  behalf  of  Mr. 
Robertson  or  Mr.  Grey  ? — Of  one  of  them. 

5124.  Did  you  pay  the  money  yourself  ? — ^Yes.  I 
am  under  the  impression  I  paid  that  money.  I  think 
it  arose  in  this  way  :  a  sub-sale  of  the  freehold  had 
been  arranged  to,  I  think,  a  Mr.  Pinchin,  and  if  I 
recollect  rightly,  Mr.  Piuchin's  solicitor  completed,  at 
the  same  time  as  we  completed  the  purchase  from  the 
Board,  and  the  moneys  that  came  from  Mr.  Pinchin 
supplied  the  Board's  purchase  money. 

5125.  Can  you  tell  me  what  Mr.  Pinchin  gave  for 
thi.-*  sub-sale  of  the  freehold? — I  think  it  was  some- 
thing less  than  that,  because  a  lease  was  still  left  in 
John  Grey.  I  think  it  was  perhaps  1,700/;  between 
1,700/.  and  1,800/.     It  was  something  less,  I  know. 

5126.  Substantially,  the  result  of  it  was  what  ? — 
The  adjoining  premises  were  let  with  Grey  or  Robert- 
son, as  the  case  may  be.  That  is  the  York  Street 
premises. 

5127.  Were  they  part  of  what  was  originally  in- 
cluded ? — Yes ;  it  was  one  site. 

5128.  On  that  was  built  the  new  «*Swan"?— 
Yes. 

5129.  And  some  other  buildings  ? — And  some  other 
buildings.     I  forget  for  the  moment  by  whom  the  new 


**  Swan  "  was  built,  but  the  adjoining  buildings  were 
built  by  a  Mr.  Pett.  If  I  recollect  rightly,  John 
Grey  granted  a  lease  to  Pett  of  the  adjoining  building, 
and  after  the  **  Swan "  was  disposed  of  there  still 
remained  the  adjoining  building. 

5130.  Do  you  remember  what  the  rental  was 'of  the 
adjoining  building  ? — No,  I  do  not. 

5131.  Now  about  the  *«  Swan."  I  am  not  sure  that 
I  quite  understand  you.  There  was  a  lease  of  70 
years.  Then  John  Grey  or  Robertson,  whichever  it 
was,  bought  the  freehold,  and  therefore  paid  the  28 
years'  purchase  for  the  ground  rent  ?— Yes. 

5132.  He  had  previously  sold  the  freehold  ? Yes, 

contemporaneously. 

5133.  Sold  it  subject  to  the  lease  ?— Yes,  the  lease 
to  John  Grey. 

5134.  Do  you  mean  that  the  70/.  a  year  became 
payable  to  Mr.  Pinchin  ? — Yes,  that  is  what  Mr.  Pin- 
chin bought. 

5185.  Of  coarse  the  1,700/.  covered  the  freehold  of 
the  York  Street  site,  as  well  as  the  **  Swan  "  ? — ^I  am 
under  the  impression  that  more  was  paid  to  the  Board 
than  that. 

5136.  No,  the  "  Swan,"  and  9  and  10,  York  Street, 
in  all  1,960/.  ?— Yes. 

5137.  The  balance  was  1,796/.  ?— Yes,  that 
covered  the  freehold  of  the  whde  site. 

5138.  And  then  the  freehold  of  part  of  it,  namely, 
the  **  Swan,"  had  been  sold  to  Mr.  Pinchin  ? — ^That 
is  so. 

5139.  Grey  remaining  tenant  at  70/.  a  year  for 
the  remainder  of  the  term? — Yes.  Of  course  the 
buildings  had  been  ei'ected. 

5140.  A  new  "  Swan"  had  been  built  in  the  place 
of  the  old  one  ? — It  had  been  built. 

5141.  Mr.  Pinchin  did  not  get  any  immediate 
interest  in  the  house  ? — Only  the  70/.  a  year. 

5142.  The  license  did  not  pass  to  him  ? — No. 

5143.  The  license  remained  in  John  Grey  ? — Yes. 
Referring  to  a  question  your  Lordship  asked  me  just 
now  as  to  whether  Grey  was  interested,  I  recollect 
that  I  was  concerned  for  John  Grey  on  the  assessment 
of  the  house.  There  was  some  question  as  to  the 
assessment  being  high.  I  was  concerned  for  him  on 
the  appeal,  and  I  think  succeeded. 

5144.  What  came  of  the  old  "Swan";  was  it 
mortgaged  ? — The  **  Swan  "  was  mortgaged,  I  think, 
to  Messrs.  Combe,  the  brewers. 

5145.  By  whom  was  that? — That  was  by  John 
Grey. 

5146.  Did  you  carry  out  that  transaction  ? — I 
think  not.  I  am  satisfied  that  I  did  not.  I  became 
aware  of  it  subsequently. 

5147.  Do  you  know  what  it  was  mortgaged  for  ? — 
No,  I  do  not. 

5148.  It  was  sold  ultimately  to  a  Mr.  Cox.  Were 
you  concerned  in  the  carrying  out  of  that? — I  was 
certainly  concerned  in  the  carrying  out  of  the  sale.  I 
do  not  recollect  the  name  for  the  moment.  The 
name  does  not  seem  familiar  to  me,  but  whoever 
bought  it  I  was  concerned  in  the  purchase. 

5149.  What  was  given  for  it,  6,900/.  ?— I  beg  your 
pardon.  I  thought  you  were  referring  to  the  adjoining 
piot.     You  are  referring  to  the  "  Swan  "  ? 

5150.  Yes  ? — No,  I  was  not  concerned.  I  have  no 
Knowledge  of  what  was  given. 

5151.  You  did  not  cany  out  that  transaction  in 
1886  ?— No,  I  did  not. 

5152.  Did  you  carry  out  the  transaction  of  the  sale 
of  the  adjoining  part,  9  and  10,  York  Street  ? — ^Yes. 

5153.  A\rho  bought  that  ?— -Mr.  Pett,  I  think. 

5154.  When  was  that? — I  think  about  the  saa 
time  as  the  sale  to  Pinchin. 

5155.  About  the  same  time  as  he  sold  the  grouna 
rent  ? — I  think  so. 

5156.  What  did  Pett  give  ?— I  think  something  like 
600/.  I  will  not  be  positive,  either  600/.  or  800/. 
I  cannot  test  my  memory. 

5157.  On  March  the  15th,  1884,  you  paid  a  con- 
siderable sum  of  money  to  Robertson,  1,453/.  11*.  8d. 
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Can  jou  tell  me  what  that  was  for  ? — ^I  do  not  recognise 
the  sum  at  the  moment.    Is  there  any  other  sum. 

5158.  Three  days  afterwards  there  is  1,000/.  which 
makes  in  all  2,453/.  1  Is,  Sd.  ? — Speaking  from  memory, 
I  think  that  will  refer  to  some  land  bought  in  Tite 
Street. 

5159.  What  transaction  was  it  which  resulted  in 
that  payment  ? — There  was  a  lease,  I  think,  or  two 
leases.  I  think  there  were  two  leases  granted  by  the 
Board  of  some  plots  of  land  in  Tite  Street  of  which 
the  freehold  was  subsequently  purchased. 

5160.  Who  were  the  leases  to  ? — The  leases  were  to 
a  Mr.  Larkin.  I  speak  subject  to  correction,  that  is 
my  impression. 

5161.  Well  then  the  freehold  was  purchased  ? — ^The 
freehold  was  purchased  and  sold,  and  that  will  represent 
the  difference  between  the  price  paid  to  the  Board  and 
the  piice  paid  to  Mr.  Robertson,  of  whom  Mr.  Larkin 
was  the  nominee. 

5162.  {Chairman^  to  Mr.  Meadows  White,)  If  it 
were  a  payment  for  the  freehold  to  the  Board  about 
March  1884,  you  would  be  able  to  tell  what  site  that 
referred  to. 

(Mr,  Meadows  White.)  Yes. 

5163.  (Chairman,)  Where  is  Tite  Street?— Near 
the  embankment  at  Chelsea. 

5164.  You  were  engaged,  as  I  understand,  as 
solicitor  in  the  selling  of  this  ? — Yes. 

5165.  The  freehold  was  sold  to  some  person  or 
other  ? — ^Yes. 

5166.  And  the  freehold  had  been  bought  of  the 
Board?— Yes. 

5167.  And  this  represents  the  sum  for  which  it  was 
sold  beyond  the  sum  which  had  to  be  paid  to  the 
Board? — Speaking  from  memory,  I  believe  it  does. 
I  am  not  quite  sure  whether  there  was  not  some 
mortgage  money  paid  out  of  it,  but  I  think  not.  I 
think  that  represents  the  difference. 

5168.  You  received,  I  suppose,  the  instnictions  to 
sell  it  from  Robertson  ? — ^Yes.  I  think  he  brought 
me  the  contract.  There  was  a  contract.  I  am  under 
the  impression  that  I  prepared  the  contract  for  sale. 

5169.  Do  you  remember  who  it  was  sold  to  ? — The 
Prudential  Assurance  Company,  I  think,  bought  it. 
They  would  buy  the  ground  rent.  There  were 
buildings  erected  upon  it,  and  leases  granted,  and 
then  the  ground  rent  reserved  was  bought  first  of  all 
from  the  Board,  and  then  re-sold  to  the  Prudential, 
the  transaction  being  completed  practically  at  the 
same  time. 

5170.  This  was  merely  the  profit  on  the  re-sale  of 
the  ground  rent? — ^On  the  re-sale  of  the  ground 
rent. 

5171.  Can  you  tell  me  the  date  when  the  ground 
rent  was  bought  from  the  Board? — ^No,  I  cannot. 
That  payment  there  will  show  it. 

5172.  It  would  be  about  the  same  date  that  this  is 
credited  to  Robertson  that  the  payment  would  be 
made  to  th^.  Board  and  received  from  the  person  who 
purchased  it,  the  ^Prudential? — Yes.  I  believe  that 
transaction  was  arranged  in  this  way :  The  Prudential 
bought  the  freehold  from  the  Board,  pajdng  the  Board 
a  certain  sum,  and  bought  from  Mr.  Larkin  the  lease- 
hold, paying  him  about  that  sum.  I  think  it  would 
be  arranged  in  that  way.  I  do  not  think,  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  Mr.  Larkin  bought  the  freehold  from  the 
Board.  I  think  it  was  arranged  for  the  Prudential 
to  buy  the  freehold  from  the  Board,  and  the  Prudential 
to  pay  Mr.  Larkin  for  the  leasehold  interest.  That, 
I  think,  would  represent  the  purchase  of  the  leasehold 
interest. 

5173.  (Mr.  Winch,)  Has  your  Lordship  got  the 
initials  of  Larkin  ? 

(^The  Witness.)  R.  J.  Larkin. 
(Mr,  Winch,)  It  is  the  same  name  as  the  subscriber 
to  the  Piccadilly  Restaurant. 

5174.  (Chairman.)  We  have  been  told  that  Robert- 
son was  interested  under  the  will  of  a  Mr.  Monksfield  ? 
— Yes  I  believe  he  was. 

5175.  Did  you  act  for  him  ? — No,  I  did  not. 


5176.  Do  you  know  whether  he  was  executor  ? — 
Yes,  I  heard  so. 

5177.  But  you  did  not  act  for  him  ? — No. 

5178.  Do  you  know  who  his  co-executor  was,  or 
whether  he  had  any  ? — ^Yes,  he  had  a  Mr.  Studd  or  a 
Mr.  Sturt,  a  Mr.  Stuck,  I  think. 

5179.  They  were  executors  under  Monksfield's  will, 
were  they  ? — ^Yes. 

5180.  Richard  J.  Larkin,  is  that  the  name  ? — That 
is  the  one  I  refer  to. 

5181.  On  October  1st  of  the  same  year  there  is  a 
payment  of  400/.  from  your  firm  to  Mr.  Robertson's 
account.  Can  you  tell  me  what  that  was  ? — I  am 
under  the  impression  that  that  was  an  exchange  che<{ue 
only.  Does  your  Lordship  find  one  on  Uie  other 
side? 

5182.  Yes,  there  is  one  on  the  other  side.  What 
was  that  ? — I  cannot  give  any  reason  for  it.  He  gave 
me  a  cheque  for  400/.,  aod  I  gave  him  one,  but  I  have 
no  idea  what  it  was  for  at  this  date  or  for  what 
purpose. 

5183.  Did  you  ask  him  what  he  wanted  to  change 
cheques  for  ? — I  have  no  recollection  of  the  trans- 
action beyond  that  there  was  an  exchange  of  cheques 
for  some  amount  about  that  date,  but  I  really  have 
no  recollection  of  the  object  of  the  exchange. 

5184.  Then  November  20th,  1885,  there  is  a  cheque 
by  you  for  280/.  Can  you  tell  me  what  that  transaction 
was?  There  is  on  the  same  day,  **  Bank  notes, 
2,545/."  ? — ^I  cannot  without  reference. 

5185.  Had  you  any  connexion  with  the  sale  of  this 
warehouse  in  the  Curtain  Road  ? — Oh,  yes ;  that  I 
believe  was  the  deposit.  I  think  I  received  280/.  as 
the  deposit  for  the  sale  of  that  warehouse,  and  that 
would  represent  that  amount. 

5186.  And  2,545/.  would  represent  the  balance, 
would  it  ?  Do  you  remember  what  it  was  sold  for  ? 
— ^No,  I  do  not.  That  2,500/.,  if  I  recollect  right,  is 
in  connexion  with  Tite  Street,  is  it  not  ? 

5187.  No.  This  is  another  transaction  in  a  diffe- 
rent year.  This  is  1885.  This  is  in  bank  notes.  On 
the  20th  of  November  there  is  a  cheque  from  you  for 
280/.,  and  on  the-  same  day,  '^  Paid  in  bank  notes, 
2,545/."  ?— What,  from  me? 

5188.  No,  pot  from  you  that  I  know  of.  You  do 
not  know  anything  of  that  ? — No,  I  do  not. 

5189.  Do  you  know  to  whom  he  sold  that  ware- 
house?— I  cojuld  get  you  the  information.  I  have 
already  supplied  the  information  to  the  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works.  I  forget  at  the  moment,  I  think  it 
was  to  a  Mr.  Cox,  but  I  will  not  be  sure.  It  was 
some  relative  of  Mr.  Worley. 

5190.  It  was  his  brother-in-law  ? — Yes. 

5191.  On  February  12th,  1886,  there  is  a  cheque 
drawn  by  you  and  paid  into  his  account  for  50/.  ? — 
That  I  believe  was  an  exchange  of  cheques.  I  think 
it  was  an  exchange  transaction.  I  have  no  recollec- 
tion of  any  business  connected  with  that. 

5192.  I  do  not  see  any  cheque  for  a  similar  amount 
in  your  favour  ? — Speaking  from  memory,  I  believe 
he  paid  me  cash  for  that  50/.,  and  I  gave  him  a 
cheque. 

5193.  Then,  on  the  15th  of  April  1887— that  is 
last  year — ^there  is  a  cheque  of  yours  on  the  London 
and  County  Bank  for  50/.  ? — He  paid  me  a  bank  note 
of  100/.,  of  which  50/.  was  to  be  credited  to  him  on 
account  of  costs,  and  I  gave  him  the  cheque  for  the 
difference  of  50/. 

5194.  That  was  on  your  general  account,  was  it,  or 
was  that  some  particular  transaction? — ^I  think  on 
general  account ;  jes^  it  would  be  on  general  account. 

5195.  Had  you  considerable  transactions  for  him 
then  ? — ^Yes,  for  him  and  for  his  brothers.  I  had  a 
good  deal  of  litigation  and  business. 

5196.  I  observe  in  1883  there  are  a  number  of  pay 
ments,  the  first  100/.  on  February  6th,  1883,  by  you 
to  him,  and  then  a  number  of  small  payments,  what 
were  those  ?  20/.  6*.,  21/.  1*.,  20/.  1*.  5^/.,  and  so  on  ? 
— I  cannot  say  at  this  moment  what  the  100/.  was 
for,  but  I  should  think  the  smaller  payments  were  in 
respect  of  rents  received  from  Tite  Street. 

X  4 


Tenth  Day. 
15  June  1S88. 

W.  Haigh. 
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5197.  You  collected  the  renls  for  him  ?— Yes,  from 
the  le88ees,  and  I  am  under  the  impression  I  pay  tha 

15  June  1988.    Board  the  ground  rent. 

5198.  Have  you  got  the  documents  relating  to  the 
Tite  Street  matter  in  your  possession  ? — I  shall  have 
probahly  some  drafts. 

5199.  I  will  trouble  you  to  look  those  up.  Then 
there  are  a  number  of  small  payments  by  him  to  you  ? 
— That  would  be  in  the  same  way  probably.  Pay- 
ments for  ground  rent  which  I  should  pay  the  Board, 
the  ground  rent  due  to  the  Board  in  respect  of  Tite 
Street  which  I  should  pay  over  to  the  Board. 

5200.  Then  you  appeared  to  the  Board  to  be  acting 
for  Larkin  ?— Yes. 

5201.  But  you  received  the  money  to  pay  from 
Eobertson  ?  —  Either  from  Robertson  or  from  the 
lessees.  Well,  no,  I  think  I  am  mistaken  there. 
Those  payments  that  I  have  received  from  Mr.  Robert- 
son would  be  in  respect  of  interest  upon  certain 
mortgages  I  effected  for  him.  I  believe  the  ground 
rents  payable  to  the  Boai'd  in  respect  of  Tite  Street 
were  got  from  the  lessees,  but  that  these  other  smaller 
cheques  you  are  now  referring  to  were  in  respect  of 
interest  due  from  Robertson  upon  certain  mortgages. 

5202.  Was  the  land  in  Tite  Street  built  upon  at 
the  time  the  Board  made  the  leases  ? — Oh,  yes. 

5203.  It  was  not  a  site  merely  ?— No,  I  do  not 
think  the  Board  would  grant  a  lease  until  they  had 
approved  of  the  building. 

5204.  Did  Larkin  grant  a  sublease  ? — Yes. 

5205.  At  the  same  or  at  higher  rents  ?— Speaking 
from  memory  I  should  say  at  a  higher  rent. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  That  is  the  report  recom- 
mending the  purchase  of  the  ground  rent  at  28  years' 
purchase,  which  your  Ix)rdship  asked  for  (handing 
the  same  to  his  Lordship), 

{Chairman.)  I  should  like  the  Tite  Street  papers 
as  soon  as  p<^ible.  In  whose  handwriting  is  the 
body  of  that? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Robertson's  handwriting. 
There  are  three  lessees  who  tendered  for  the  purchase 
of  their  freeholds  at  28  years'  purchase,  and  among 
them  is  Grey,  for  the  70/.  ground  rent  of  the  "  Swan." 
This  is  the  letter  with  reference  to  the  letting  of  the 
"Swan  "at  70/. 

f^Chainnan.)  The  body  of  this  is  in  Robertson's 
handAvriting,  and  there  is  **  VuUiamy  "  signed  acrosn 
the  margin.     It  is  not  signed  by  Robertaon  at  all. 

{Mr.  Meadows  Wliite.)  That  is  so.  The  letter 
which  I  have  handed  is  a  press  copy  of  the  letter  as 
to  the  letting  of  the  «*  Swan  "  at  70/.  That  is  in  the 
handwriting  of  a  clerk  named  Denham,  it  is  believed. 
It  is  not  in  Robertson's  writing. 

{Chairman.)  Is  the  clerk  still  in  the  employ  of  the 
Board? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  No.  He  was  a  temporary 
clerk.     Mr.  Jackson  tells   me  he  is  not  certain  in 


whose  handwriting  it  is,  but  he  believes  it  is  in  that 
of  the  clerk. 

5206.  {Chairman,  to  the  Witness.)  What  other  sites 
have  you  either  collected  the  rents  of  or  made  pay- 
ments in  i*espect  of,  or  dealt  with  for  Mr.  Robertson  ? 
— Speaking  from  memory  I  cannot  recollect  any  other 
at  this  moment. 

5207.  Do  you  believe  Tite  Street  and  the  '<01d 
Swan  "  to  have  been  the  only  sites  in  respect  to  which 
you  have  done  business  for  him  ? — Your  Lordship  has 
mentioned  the  "  Nag's  Head,"  and  the  name  strikes  mc 
as  being  familiar. 

5208.  I  suppose  your  books  will  show  your  account 
against  Robertson  ?— Yes.  If  your  Lordship  will  give 
me  the  particular  items,  I  will  have  those  books 
locked  up. 

5209.  You  have  a  ledger  account  against  Robert- 
son ? — I  have. 

5210.  There  would  be  no  difficulty  in  producing 
that  ? — ^None  at  all. 

5211.  I  think  I  must  ask  you  to  fetch  that? — Very 
well.    You  mean  now  ? 

5212.  Yes.  That,  of  course,  would  show  what 
transactions  you  were  concerned  in  ? — Well,  I  do  not 
know  that  it  would.  For  instance,  with  regard  to  the 
"  Nag's  Head,"  it  may  be  only  a  matter  of  costs,  and 
the  costs  would  not  find  their  way  into  the  ledger. 

5213.  Would  not  you  have  a  book  in  which  you 
make  out  your  costs  against  each  client  ? — Yes,  but  it 
Avould  not  find  its  way  into  the  ledger ;  as  a  matter  of 
course  it  would  probably  go  into  the  costs  account.  I 
should  hardly  be  able  from  the  ledger  to  give  any 
information  about  that. 

5214.  I  suppose  you  have  a  book  in  which  you  keep 
the  costs  account  ? — Yes. 

5215.  You  note  it  up,  I  suppose,  to  enter  it  up 
against  each  client,  do  not  you  ?•— Not  always — some- 
times from  the  cost  book  they  go  direct  (when  it  is  a 
small  transaciion  and  paid^  into  the  costs  account 
under  that  heading.  But  of  course  1  will  do  the  best 
I  can.    I  am  desirous  of  rendering  every  assictauce. 

5216.  I  think  I  must  trouble  you  to  go  and  bring 
us  as  soon  as  you  can  such  books  as  you  can.  If  you 
cannot  bring  all  at  once  bringwhatever  will  enable  us 
to  go  on  with  the  inquiry  ?— -Very  well,  my  Lord. 

5217.  Do  you  happen  to  know  who  acted  for  him 
in  the  executorship? — I  think  Mr.  Edell,  of  King 
Street,  Chcapside. 

5218.  I  do  not  know  whether  you  can  tell  me  when 
Mr.  Monksfield  died  ? — I  should  think  about  three 
years  ago. 

5219.  You  cannot  tell  me  the  exact  date  ? — No,  I 
cannot. 

{Mr.  Freeman.)  I  think  we  can  tell  your  Lordship 
that  date  ;  it  was  the  13th  of  August  1883. 

5220.  {Chairman.)  Can  you  bring  us  your  cheque 
of  the  Ist  of  October  1884— the  400/.  exchange 
cheque  ? — Yes. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr. 

R.  E.  Vaiiers 


(Mr.  Waddy.)  Will  your  Lordship  forgive  me  in- 
terposing. Mr.  Villiers,  for  whom,  as  your  Lordship 
may  remember,  I  have  the  honour  to  appear,  has 
received  a  summons  to  attend  here  again  to-day,  and  I 
have  come  again.  A  copy  has  been  sent  to  Mr.  Villiers 
of  the  evidence  which  he  gave,  or  is  supposed  to  have 
given,  and  there  are  one  or  two  alterations  in  it  which 
it  appears  to  me  are  more  matters  of  clerical  alteration 
than  anything  else,  which  I  will  hand  up, 

{Chairman.)  Clerical  alterations,  of  course,  we 
allow,  nothing  else.  If  a  witness  desires  to  make  any 
alteration  of  substance  he  must  come  and  make  it. 


(Mr.  Waddy.)  Exactly.  There  is  one  matter 
which  Mr.  Villiers  thinks  is  not  full.  He  has  no 
correction  to  make — nothing  in  the  way  of  alteration ; 
but  there  is  one  thing  that  he  wants  to  add  that  he 
thinks  he  has  not  made  as  clear  as  he  ought  to  have 
done  to  your  Lordship.  Pei'haps  I  had  better  hand 
to  yoyr  Lordship  the  pencil  memorandum  I  have 
made.  I  do  not  think  there  is  much  importance,  if 
any,  to  be  attached  to  it,  but  still  he  wishes  to  say  it 
{handing  document  to  his  Lordship). 


Mr.  Robert  Edwin  Villiers  re -called  and  further  examined. 


5221.  (Chairman.)  This  is  with  reference  to  my 
question  as  to  whether  there  had  been  any  con- 
versation between  you  and  Mr.  Goddard,  or  any 
promise  which  led  to  his  giving  him  the  5,000/.  in 
debentures.     It  is  question  3895.     You  wish  to  make 


some  correction  ? — That  does  not  convey  it  exactly. 
The  questions  that  your  Lordship  put  to  me  were 
correct,  and  my  answers  were,  but  it  appears  to  me  on 
reading  that  over  that  it  does  not  thoroughly  convey 
the  whole  truth  of  the  matter.    The  questions  your 
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Lordship  asked  me  referring  to  the  sale  are  quite 
correct,  but  Mr.  Goddard  was  not  absolutely  interested 
in  the  restaurant.  It  was  entirely  Gray  and  Robert- 
son. I  had  no  means  of  paying  Mr.  Goddard  any- 
thing of  the  original  sum  agreed  to  of  10,000/.,  which 
was  put  up  as  an  imaginary  sum.  Had  the  company 
been  a  great  success,  Goddard  would  have  expected 
Robertson  to  have  paid  him  some  cash,  although  I 
had  previously  relieved  Robertson  when  he  made  a 
statement  to  me  that  the  building  had  cost  so  much 
and  that  he  could  not  do  anything  for  Goddard.  I 
had  taken  that  responsibility  upon  myself,  and  the 
way  the  responsibility  was  taken  upon  myself  was 
unknown  to  Robertson,  because  Robertson  did  not 
know  that  I  gave  Goddard  200/.  a  year.  Had  I  gone 
on  and  not  turned  it  into  a  company,  Mr.  Goddard 
would  never  have  had  any  cash  or  debentures  paid 
him.  I  would  have  gone  on  paying  the  200/.  a  yeai*. 
I  hope,  my  Lord,  you  see  the  difference.  Your  Lord- 
ship's questions  are  quite  correct  and  my  answers,  but 
they  failed  to  convey  the  exact  ti'uth. 

5222.  Then  as  to  the  length  of  time  given  when 
Mr.  Thiers  bought  the  estate  at  Roquebrun,  it  is  less 
than  two  years  ? 

(Jfr.  fraddj/,)  Yes,  nine  months.     I  mis-stated  it. 

5223.  {Chairman.)  It  is  question  3933.  {To  the 
witness.)  Then  you  wish  to  take  out  the  statement 
that  Mr.  Phillips  was  one  of  your  trustees  ? — I  was 
quite  right ;  he  was  one  of  the  committee  of  inspection. 
I  do  not  wish  to  alter  that. 

5224.  At  3986  you  are  asked,  '*You  saw  Mr. 
"  Yulliamy  afterwards  along  with  Mr.  Goddard  and 
"  Robertson."  You  said  "  I  saw  them  frequently." 
You  wish  to  explain  that  you  did  not  mean  you  saw 
them  frequently  together  ? — The  answer  was,  1  saw 
them  frequently,  but  I  did  not  see  them  frequently 
together. 

5225.  If  you  put  in  **  though  not  together "  after 
**  frequently  "  that  will  do  ?— Yes. 

5226.  Can  you  tell  the  numbers  of  the  debentures 
you  gave  to  Mr.  Goddard  ? — No,  but  I  can  ascertain. 

5227.  Will  you  let  us  have  that  information.  Since 
you  were  last  here  you  have  had  forwarded  to  you 
from  Roquebrun  two  other  letters  of  Mr.  GU)ddard's  ? — 
Yes. 

5228.  Which  you  have  handed  to  the  Commis- 
sioners ? — Yes ;  one  I  have  not  opened. 

5229.  The  first  of  them  is  of  the  29th  of  May 
enclosing  a  document  for  you  to  sign.  ^*  1  hereby  for 
**  myself,  my  heirs  and  executors,  promise  and  engage 
**  to  pay  over  to  Mr.  Augustus  Goddard  the  sum  of 
^'  4,000/.  in  exchange  for  40  debenture  shares  of  the 
'^  Royal  Pavilion,  such  payment  to  be  made  on  or 
«*  before  the  29th  of  September  1888."  He  says  in  his 
letter^  "  Your  letter  is  all  right  in  its  way,  but  I  would 
**  much  rather  have  things  fixed  than  in  dubiety. 
**  The  d's  are  practically  unsaleable,  and  I  have  sacri- 
**  ficed  my  all  for  practically  nothing.  There  can  be 
**  no  objection  to  your  entering  into  the  written 
^^  acknowledgment  I  enclose^  which  will  leave  things 
*^  as  they  are,  but  will  bind  you  to  some  extent.  You 
'^  broke  fiaith  once  and  I  am  naturally  anxious  for  my 
'^  child.  Do  not  hesitate.  If  you  knew  the  pains  of 
^'  the  damned  they  would  be  something  like  mine. 
'^  How  I  wish  I  could  recall  the  last  four  years  of 
<<  my  life,  and  how  I  pray  to  God  to  release  me.  Do 
**  not  deceive  me,  let  me  think  my  own  dear  girl  is  at 
'^  least  provided  for.  The  Commission  will  not  be  over 
^  b^ore  the  recess,  so  I  have  fixed  the  payment  In 
^  September.  You  will  have  most  likely  to  resume 
*^  possession  of  the  Pavilion.  You  can  restore  it. 
^  The  present  management  is  —  and  the  ultimate 
"  result  must  be  for  your  benefit  over  again. 
«  Yours  faithfully,  F.  W.  Goddard.  Had  I  not  better 
^  send  you  the  midsummer  coupons,  you  giving  a 
**  cheque  to  Dunch  for  them."  There  have  been 
forwarded  to  the  Commission  these  letters  from  you 
to  Goddard.  Will  you  look  and  see  if  those  are  your 
letters  (handing  letters  to  the  witness)  ? — Yes. 

5230.  Had  you  any  dealings  with  Mr.  Phillips 
before  you  became  tenant  of  the  Pavilion  ? — Yes,  for 

{    54143. 


many  years;  I  knew  him  at  the  Canterbury.  He 
lost  a  sum  of  money  by  me,  and  acted  on  the  com- 
mittee of  inspection.  They  were  in  the  habit  of 
meeting  some  time  before  they  put  my  petition  on  the 
file,  and  Mr.  Phillips  was  on  that  committee.  I  had  j 
known  him  some  time  before,  and  dealt  with  him. 

5231.  You  say  those  letters  are  in  your  hand- 
writing ? — Yes. 

5232.  I  had  better  read  them,  as  there  may  be 
some  questions  I  shall  have  to  ask  about  them.  As  I 
gather,  they  do  not  seem  to  be  the  whole  of  Mr. 
Goddard's  letters.  There  must  have  been  some 
others.  The  first  is  the  4th  of  March  1888,  "  Dear 
**  Mr.  Goddard, — Things  will  not  go  badly  with  you," 
That  is  a  quotation  apparently  from  one  of  his  letters  ? 
— ^I  presume  so. 

5233.  "  So  do  not  be  over  anxious ;  at  present  I 
"  do  not  want  to  promise  anything,  but  must  be  in  a 
"  position  to  swear  I  have  not  given  or  promised  any- 
*^  thing.  I  can  see  the  way  out  of  it  all,  and  we 
**  must  work  to  that  end.  Upon  my  return  all  can 
"  be  placed  clearly  before  you ;  at  present  rest  con- 
"  tented,  all  will  be  well.  I  do  not  see  it  is  a 
"  certainty,  beyond  the  recommendation  you  made  to 
'*  the  fioard  to  let  the  Old  Pavilion  to  me,  the  Com- 
^*  mission  will  connect  your  name  with  the  new 
**  letting.  I  most  distinctly  remember  the  cry  of 
**  *  jobbery '  was  raised  at  the  sum  of  109,000/.  being 
**  paid  to  Loibl,  and  also  the  suggestion  about  the 
'*  license  I  mentioned  in  my  last,  it  is  a  pity  they 
"  cannot  be  found.  Do  not  distress  yourself  about 
''  the  future,  let  us  attend  to  the  present.  I  cannot 
"  believe  you  will  suffer  through  helping  a  poor 
''  fellow  into  the  means  of  making  a  position,  afVer  the 
"  years  of  poverty  and  bitter  struggles  he  had  (both 
'^  as  actor  and  ^  music  hall  manager')  gone  through. 
"  My  recollections  of  the  service  you  rendered  me 
<'  can  never  be  forgotten,  altho'  in  so  doing  you  acted 
'^  in  the  best  interests  of  the  Board  and  the  public, 
*'  and  most  assuredly  there  was  no  promises  made  for 
**  your  good  offices  then.  I  agree  with  you  it  would 
**  have  been  better  (as  things  have  turned  out)  for 
''  me  to  have  retained  the  Pavilion  ;  but  who  can 
"  look  into  the  future?  At  that  time  everybody 
'^  thought  it  the  best  thing  to  do.  My  mind  will  be 
*<  much  easier  when  II.  has  left,"  that  is  Robertson  I 
suppose  ? — Eobeitson. 

5234.  '^  He  is  a  man  one  never  knows  what  his 
**  next  move  may  be.  Think  it  well  out,  whether 
"  I  am  to  give  my  evidence  early  or  late  in  the  case. 
^'  I  believe  it  will  be  best  at  the  end,  as  I  have  the 
"  advantage  of  knowing  what  has  gone  before,  and 
"  the  opposition  cannot  make  a  case  out  of  my 
**  evidence."  Then  there  is  a  telegram.  "  No  means 
"  in  London  ;  must  I  return  ?  Can  you  not  arrange 
"  for  one  month  when  I  return?"  That  was,  I 
suppose,  a  suggestion  that  you  should  send  him  some 
money  ? — It  was  a  suggestion  that  I  should  send  him 
the  400/. ;  he  was  to  draw  it  in  sovereigns,  it  was 
that,  or  some  other  suggestion  as  to  money. 

5235.  On  the  12th  of  March  you  write;  "I  am 
"  powerless  until  my  return,  can  you  not  make 
'*  arrangements  for  a  month?  It  is  better  to  pay 
"  any  price  for  the  accommodation  than  my  applying 
"  for  a  loan  to  Eansom  just  now.  In  a  month  my 
**  rents  and  interest  are  due.  Mr.  Foster,  the  cashier 
^^  at  Ransom'sy  has  kept  all  my  accounts  since  my 
"  leaving  London.  He  knows  the  purpose  for  which 
"  I  take  every  shilling.  To  make  any  draw  just  now 
"  would  be  most  imprudent.  I  must  give  some 
•*  explanation  to  him  of  the  purpose  for  which  the 
"  loan  would  be  required."  That  means  that  you 
did  not  want  to  be  seen  giving  money  to  Goddard  ?— 
I  did  not  want  to  be  seen  giving  money  to  Goddard, 
and  I  made  that  an  excuse. 

6236.  "Can  you  not  hit  upon  some  other  mode 
"  other  than  borrowing  from  me  ?  Anything  is 
**  better  than  that  just  now.  Up  to  the  present  I 
"  see  nothing  that  cannot  be  explained  away,  but  a 
**  loan  now  might  bitch  everything.  Think  this  most 
**  seriously  over,  and  believe  me  most  sincerely  when 
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a 

15  June  1888.    « 


kfr, 
,  E.  ViUiers, 


of  May:  **Your 
Why  should  you 
Why  can  you  not 
Why  not  wait  till 
It  is  not  certain 


I  state  it  is  entirely  in  your  own  interest  that  I 
take  this  view  now.  K,  however,  after  this  letter 
you  still  desire  the  loan,  I  will  arrange  with^my 
**  nephew."  Then  on  the  25th 
"  letter  of  22nd  has  reassured  me. 
**  have  given  me  such  a  shock  ? 
**  helieve  I  will  do  all  you  ask  ? 
"  this  miserable  business  is  over  ? 
**  yet  whether  I  cannot  be  forced  to  give  evidence, 
"  yet  *  Graham*  is  not  sure.  At  present  my  bank 
*•  book  is  thoroughly  clear,  and  all  I  ask  you  to  do  is 
**  to  let  me  keep  it  so.  I  mean  to  carry  out  the 
"  transaction  with  the  bankers  when  all  is  settled. 
"  Pray  be  easy,  and  let  me  have  my  own  way  of 
**  doing  what  you  desire."  What  was  that? — ^It  was 
to  take  up  his  debentures,  to  turn  them  into  cash. 

5237.  *^  Your  first  letter  upon  the  subject  was  the 
"  correct  one ;  then  came  the  idea  (for  want  of  con- 
"  fidence  in  me)  they  must  be  converted  into  cash. 
"  I  have  no  intention,  if  matters  go  right,  that  your 
**  old  days  shall  be  spent  in  poverty  while  I  have  the 
**  means  to  prevent  it,  but  Heaven  knows  how  events 
**  may  turn.  I  can  fully  understand  your  state  of 
^*  mind.  The  'Pike*  offer  was  only  made  to  extort 
"  money  out  of  me.  *Doyley  Carte,'  who  was  at  Afonte 
"  Carlo  yesterday,  stated  in  presence  of  his  wife  that 
"  Pike  asked  him  to  call  on  me  (which  he  did)  for 
*<  the  purpose  of  asking  me  to  go  in  with  him  (Pike) 
"  to  get  the  land  cheaper  from  Board.  If  it  were  not 
"  for  the  D's  I  should"  certainly  have  given  evidence." 
That  seems  to  have  been  all  the  letters.  A  witness 
who  has  been  called  before  the  Commission,  a  member 
of  the  Board,  told  us  that  another  member  of  the 
Board  had  stated  that  you  had  made  use  of  thb 
language,  that  you  were  given  to  understand  that  if 
you  wanted  that  particular  site  you  would  have  to 
give  one  of  the  members  1,000/.  and  employ  another 
member  as  architect.  Did  you  make  that  statement  ? 
— I  have  no  recollection  of  having  made  such  a  state- 
ment.   I  think  there  is  a  confusion  about  that. 


5238.  The  member  of  the  Board  who  made  that 
statement  was  Mr.  Phillips,  we  are  told  ? — I  was  told 
so.  Mr.  Phillips  has  repeated  that.  I  can  only  say 
he  was  in  the  habit  frequently  of  coming^  what  is 
called,  collecting  money  for  goods  supplied  monthly, 
and  in  cursory  conversations^  I  may  have  said  that  I 
might  have  to  give  one  member  of  the  Board  the 
architectship  ;  to  appoint  him  as  architect,  but  I  have 
no  recollection  of  dividing  the  two ;  that  is  to  say,  I 
never  thought,  nor  do  I  think  now — I  am  almost  sure 
I  did  not  say — ^that  the  two  arrangements  were  to  be 
made.  My  impression  was,  judging  from  my  previous 
buildings  at  the  South  London,  and  at  the  Canterbury, 
that  it  would  be  about  1,000/.  I  had  no  idea  of  the 
terrific  expense  of  the  stone  elevation. 

5239.  You  mean  the  architect's  fee  would  be  about 
that  ? — ^Yes,  I  thought  it  would  be  about  that.  I  have 
no  recollection  of  having  divided  it 

5240.  I  understand  you  to  say  you  did  not  say  you 
would  have  to  give  one  member  1,000/.,  and  employ 
another  as  ardiitect,  but  that  you  would  have  to 
give  one  member  of  the  Board,  an  architect,  1,000/.  ? 
-~-l,000/.,  it  passed  through  my  mind. 

(Mr.  Meadows  WkUeT)  This  is  an  extract  from 
what  (Mr.  Villiers  said  before  the  works  committee 
(handing  same  to  his  Lordship), 

5241.  (Chairman,)  Before  the  works  committee 
when  you  were  examined,  you  did  not  make  a  dis- 
closure of  the  facts  of  the  case  ? — ^No. 

5242.  You  there  denied  that  you  had  paid  any  sum 
to  any  member  or  officer  ? — Yes. 

5243.  That  was  not  true  ? — It  was  not  true.  I  did 
it  to  screen  the  officers  ;  it  was  not  in  public.  If  it  is 
possible  to  excuse  a  man  who  is  guilty  of  a  falsehood, 
you  can  understand  it  was  not  a  public  examination 
before  the  public  in  the  hall.  I  was  not  on  my  oath. 
I  was  invited  to  attend  a  committee  of  the  works  in 
their  own  room,  and  upon  that  occasion,  I  must  confess 
I  was  guilty  of  an  untruth.  I  did  not  wish  to 
denounce  their  servants. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


(Chairman.)  This  paper  which  has  been  handed 
to  me,  shows  that  on  the  15th  of  March  1880, 
2,003/.  7s.  6d.  was  received  from  the  Prudential 
Insurance  Company  for  the  Chelsea  Embankment 
site,  Tite  Street,  plots  39-40,  and  part  of  41,  and 
plots  43,  44,  and  45  sale  to  the  Prudential  Insurance 


Company  by  the  direction  of  Mr.  Larkin,  balance  of 
purchase  money,  1,966/.  I  should  gather  there  had 
been  a  deposit  paid.  Two  quarters  rent  less  tax 
37/.  6s.  6</.— making  2,376/.  That  shows  the  ultimate 
transaction. 


Mr.  Thomas  Whoblow  Lbqgb  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr. 

T.  W.  Legge, 


5244.  (Chairman.)  What  are  you  ?-^I  am  an  agent 
in  the  wine  trade. 

5245.  Had  you  any  transactions  with  reference  to  a 
site  or  building  belonging  to  the  Metropolitan  Board 
of  Works?— Yes. 

5246.  What  was  that  ?— The  first  site  I  had  from 
the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  was  the  "  Yorkshire 
Grey." 

5247.  Was  that  a  public-house  ? — Yes.  I  was  their 
tenant  previous  to  purchasing  the  site  from  them. 

5248.  When  did  you  become  their  tenant  ?  —  I 
think  it  was  at  the  end  of  1874,  or  as  near  that  time 
as  possible. 

5249.  How  came  you  to  become  their  tenant  ? — ^I 
Imd  known  Robertson  for  some  years  prior  to  that.  I 
had  always  been  in  the  wine  trade,  and  I  told  him  I 
should  like  a  retail  house,  and  he  said,  *^  Well,  perhaps 
'^  I  shall  be  able  to  manage  to  get  you  one."  I  did 
not  know  how  he  was  going  to  do  it  at  the  time. 
They  were  about  the  improvements  in  Theobalds 
Koad,  and  this  came  into  their  hands.  I  was  intro- 
duced to  Mr.  Goddard,  and  I  was  appointed  as  their 
tenant. 

5250.  Goddard  or  Robertson  ?— By  Robertson  to 
Goddard. 

5251.  Was  that  at  a  weekly  or  a  monthly  meeting  ? 
— A  monthly. 

5252.  How  much  a  month  ?— I  think  it  was  6/.  a 
month. 


5253.  Did  you  make  any  pa3rment  to  Robertson  r — 
I  have  given  Robertson  some  few  amounts. 

5254.  Did  you  give  him  anything  ut  that  time  r — 
Which  time? 

5255.  When  you  took  the  «  Yorkshire  Grey"  ?-^No, 
not  when  I  first  took  it  I  did  not.  I  made  him  one 
or  two  presents  afterwards. 

5256.  What  of  ?— 10/.,  15/.,  that  is  during  the  time 
I  was  a  tenant. 

5257.  During  the  time  you  were  tenant  at  the 
"  Yorkshire  Grey  "? — Yes,  a  tenant  of  the  Board,  work- 
ing the  house  for  them. 

5258.  What  did  you  give  Robertson  those  presents 
for  ? — For  his  introduction. 

5259.  Canyon  tell  me  how  much  you  gave  him 
altogether  ? — Up  to  the  time  of  buying  the  site,  I  do 
not  think  I  gave  him  more  than  40/. 

5260.  When  did  you  buy  the  site  ? — ^At  the  end  of 
1877, 1  think. 

5261.  Did  you  tender  for  it  ? — ^Yes,  I  made  applica- 
tion for  it. 

5262.  Did  Robertson  suggest  you  should  make 
application? — I  asked  Robertson,  and  he  said  I 
could. 

5263.  Did  he  suggest  to  you  how  much  you  should 
offer  ? — ^No,  he  did  note 

5264.  Had  you  any  conversation  with  him  about 
what  you  were  likely  to  get  it  for  ?— *I  do  not  remem- 
ber that  I  had  any  particular  conversation.    I  said 
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that  I  should  be  prepared  to  give  a  fair  sum  for  it,  and 
he  said  :  '^  If  jou  like  to  submit  jour  sum  it  shall  be 
«  put  before  the  Board." 

5265.  Was  your  sum  accepted,  the  first  sum  you 
offered  ? — It  was. 

5266.  How  much  was  it  ?— 2,500/. 

5267.  Did  you  give  Eobertson  any  money  in  con< 
nexion  with  that? — I  did  not  actually  give  it  to 
Eobertson,  but  I  did  give  an  amount  which  I  think 
Mr.  Goddard  had. 

5268.  How  much  did  you  give  ?— 2,000/.  That  was 
on  getting  the  license ;  because  the  license  was  taken, 
or  rather  the  old  license  was  at  the  corner,  and  that 
part  was  removed  away  altogether,  so  we  could  not  get 
a  license  for  the  other  place.  There  was  a  risk 
attached  to  that. 

5269.  Ultimately  the  license  was  granted?— The 
license  was  granted. 

5270.  Did  Goddard  assist  yon  in  getting  the 
license  ? — ^Not  that  I  am  aware  of,  very  much. 

5271.  You  gave  him  2,000/.  ?— Yes. 

5272.  For  himseH  ?— Yes. 

5273.  What  did  you  give  him  that  for,  if  he  had 
not  assisted  you  ? — ^It  was  through  him  that  I  got  into 
the  house ;  that  is  the  only  thing.  I  have  often  given 
men  money  for  introducing  matters  to  me. 

5274.  Still,  2,000/.  you  know  is  a  sum  neither  given 
nor  got  every  day  ? — It  is  a  big  amount ;  I  quite  agree 
with  you. 

5275.  When  did  you  give  Goddard  that  2,000/.  ?— 
Not  until  after  the  Hcense  was  granted. 

5276.  Did  you  promise  him  that  you  would  give  him 
either  that  or  something  ?— -Exactly.     I  did  promise. 

5277.  Did  yon  see  him  at  the  Board  office  ? — Upon 
my  word  I  cannot  tell  you  where  I  saw  him. 

5278.  Did  you  ever  see  him  elsewhere  ? — ^No,  only 
meeting  him  when  he  had  to  call  at  my  house; 
nothing  more ;  I  never  met  him  elsewhere. 

5279.  Used  Goddard  to  come  to  your  house  some- 
times ? — Only  when  he  was  in  the  neighbourhood  ; 
very  seldom  ;  I  do  not  think  I  saw  him  four  or  five 
times. 

5280.  Tell  us  as  near  as  you  can  how  this  con- 
versation arose  about  your  promising  to  give  him 
something? — ^When  I  applied,  Robertson  said  the 
amount  would  have  to  be  given  to  somebody,  and  I 
said.  Very  well. 

5281.  When  you  applied  for  the  «ite? — ^Yes.  I 
said, ''  If  I  can  get  the  license  for  the  new  site,  I  can 
^*  afford  to  give  it.  If  I  do  not  get  the  license,  then 
**  1  shall  not  be  able  to  give  anything,  and  I  may 
**  lose  something  myself." 

5282.  Then  you  did  not  know  at  that  time  who  the 
somebody  was  that  you  had  to  give  it  to  ? — ^I  did  not 
know ;  it  was  a  nominee. 

5283.  You  afterwards  got  the  license  ? — Yes'. 

5284.  How  came  you  to  paj  the  money.  Who 
told  you  who  to  pay  it  to.  How  did  that  arise  ? — 
Robertson  told  me  who  to  pay  it  to.  Really  I  forget 
the  name  now  of  the  person  that  I  did  pay  it  to.  I 
know  I  paid  it. 

5285.  I  thought  you  said  you  paid  it  to  Goddard  ? 
—No ;  I  paid  it  to  a  nominee. 

5286.  A  nominee  of  Goddard's  ?— Yes. 

5287.  Did  you  pay  it  by  cheque  ? — That  I  cannot 
tell  you  at  the  moment. 

5288.  Whom  do  you  bank  with? — ^I  have  not  a 
banking  account  now. 

5289.  Whom  did  you  bank  with  then  ?— With  the 
London  and  County.  I  think  it  was  the  London  and 
County  or  the  Central  Bank,  I  forget  which.  I 
banked  with  both  of  them. 

5290.  Have  you  got  your  pass  books? — I  have 
not ;  they  are  in  the  hands  of  my  trustees. 

5291.  Who  are  your  trustees? — Stanley  Brown, 
or  Brown  Stanley  rather. 

5292.  An  accountant  ?— Yes. 

5293.  Where  is  his  office?— They  are  not  in 
London  now.  Their  offices  were  in  Queen  Street, 
Cheapside. 


5294.  It  was  either  the  Central  Bank,  or  what 
other  ? — Or  the  London  and  County. 

5295.  Which  branch  of  the  London  and  County  ?«- 
The  chief  office. 

5296.  The  chief  head  office  ?— Yes. 

5297.  It  was  drawn  by  a  cheque,  was  it  ? — ^I  cannot 
remember  now.  It  is  a  long  time  ago.  I  know  it 
was  given,  but  how  it  was  given  I  cannot  tell. 

5298.  You  say  it  was  given  to  a  nominee.  Did 
you  give  it  in  person  to  the  nominee  ? — ^I  did  not. 

5299.  Whatever  you  paid  it  in  to  whom  did  you 
hand  it  ?— I  fancy  it  was  given  over  when  I  borrowed 
an  amount  of  money  on  the  house.  I  think  that 
2,000/.  was  paid  then  to  the  best  of  my  belief. 

5300.  By  whom  ?  —  It  may  have  been  by  the 
brewer. 

5301.  By  your  directions?  —  By  my  directions, 
certainly. 

5302.  You  had  been  told  to  whom  he  was  to  make 
the  payment.  Do  you  mean  you  cannot  remember  ? 
— I  cannot,  really. 

5303.  It  was  not  Robertson  or  Goddard  ?— No,  I 
did  not  pay  it  to  either  of  them. 

5304.  Of  whom  did  you  borrow  the  money? — I 
think  it  was  a  brewer  that  paid  it. 

5305.  But  you  must  know  of  whom  you  borrowed 
it.  We  will  see  presently  how  the  payment  was  made. 
You  say  you  think  it  was  made  at  the  time  you 
borrowed  some  money  on  mortgage  out  of  the  mortgage 
money  ? — Yes. 

5306.  From  whom  did  you  borrow  the  money  ? — T 
did  not  borrow  the  money  at  first.  I  went  on  for  a 
little  time  before  I  did  borrow  any. 

5307.  From  whom  did  you  borrow  the  money  ?— 
Hoare's,  eventually. 

5308.  The  bankers  ? — No,  the  brewers. 

5309.  Your  belief  is  that  out  of  the  money  you 
borrowed  from  them  you  directed  them  to  pay  this 
2,000/.  ?— That  was  my  beUef . 

5310.  What  was  about  the  date  when  you  borrowed 
it  from  them  ? — ^It  would  be  in  1878. 

5311.  You  say  there  was  a  nominee.  How  came 
you  to  introduce  Goddard's  name.  I  understood  you 
at  first  that  it  was  Goddard  it  was  to  go  to  ? — ^I  was 
told  it  was  to  go  to  Goddard. 

5312.  Who  told  you  that?— Robertson 

5318.  He  told  you  it  was  to  go  to  Goddard,  but 
that  you  were  to  pay  not  to  Goddard  but  to  a 
nominee  ? — ^Exactly. 

5314.  Was  that  bv  letter?— No. 

5315.  By  word  of  mouth  ? — ^Exactly. 

5316.  You  do  not  remember  at  all  who  that  nominee 
was  ? — I  do  not,  really.  I  have  been  trying  to  think, 
but  it  is  a  long  time  ago. 

5317.  Had  you  any  other  transaction  in  reference 
to  a  board  site  besides  the  "  Yorkshire  Grey "  ?— 
Yes. 

5318.  Did  you  make  any  payment  in  reference  to 
the  "  Yorkshire  Grey  "  except  those  you  have  told  us 
of?— No. 

5319.  Not  to  anybody  else  ? — No,  certainly  not. 

5320.  What  other  sites  have  you  had  to  do  with  ?~ 
I  think  the  next  sites  I  had  firom  them  were  two  sites 
in  Tite  Street. 

5321.  On  the  Chelsea  Embankment  ? — ^Exactly. 

5322.  When  was  that  ?— In  1878. 

5323.  Did  you  send  an  application  for  them? — ^I 
did. 

5324.  Was  that  in  consequence  of  conversations 
with  Robertson  ? — Yes. 

5325.  Was  your  application  accepted  ? — ^Yes. 

5326.  Was  that  to  take  them  at  a  rental  ? — ^Yes,  at 
a  rental,  certainly. 

5327.  Did  you  purchase  the  site  ? — ^Yes.  I  did  no 
purchase  the  freehold.  I  took  it  on  an  80  years'  lease, 
at  a  ground  rent. 

5328.  Did  you  make  any  payment  to  Robertson  or 
any  one  else  in  connexion  with  that  ?-^No,  not  at  the 
time. 

5329.  But  at  any  time  ? — I  kept  the  land  for  about 
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want  you  to  get  rid  of  it,  and  Robertson  said,  if  you 
want  to  get  rid  of  it  I  will  give  you  250/.  for  it,  and 
I  accept^  it,  and  transferred  it  to  Robertson. 

5330.  You  had  nothing  more  to  do  with  it  ? — I  had 
nothing  more  to  do  with  it. 

5331.  Did  you  transfer  it  to  him  in  his  name,  or 
did  he  give  you  a  nominee? — It  was  not  in  his 
name. 

5332.  Do  you  remember  the  name  ? — I  do  not 
remember  the  particuliir  name  now. 

5333.  Can  you  identify  the  site  in  Tite  Street,  what 
plot  it  was  ? — ^The  Board  would  have  that. 

5334.  Was  it  done  in  your  name  ? — Oh,  yes. 

5335.  1  shall  want  to  see  that,  and  to  see  who  it  was 
transferred  to,  from  whom  you  received  the  rents 
afterwards. 

5336.  {Mr,  Meadows  White.)  Can  the  witness 
remember  what  sites  they  were,  whether  they  were  in 
his  name  ? — They  were  in  my  name. 

5337.  (Chairman.)  That  was  about  1877?— 1877 
or  1 878,  just  about  that  time. 

5338.  What  other  sites  were  there? — There  was 
one  site  I  had  before  that,  that  was  next  to  the 
"  Yorkshire  Grey,*'  I  built  there  ;  I  built  the  Dart- 
mouth Chambers.  That  I  gave  nothing  at  all  out  of. 
I  made  no  present  to  anybody  out  of  that. 

5339.  Is  there  any  other? — ^No,  I  have  had  no 
other  sites  from  the  Board.  I  have  been  their  tenant 
in  two  or  three  houses  since  then. 

5340.  Public-houses  ? — ^Public-houses. 

5341.  What  are  those?— There  wate  the  "Stag" 
or  the  "Nag's  Head" — I  forget  which  it  was — at 
Clerkenwell,  and  the  other  was  the  "  Artichoke  "  at 
Camberwell. 

5342.  When  were  you  tenant  of  those  ? — I  think 
that  was  about  1876;  the  "Nag's  Head."  The 
"  Artichoke  "  I  took,  I  think,  in  1881. 

5343.  How  long  did  you  remain  there  ? — I  was  at 
the  "  Artichoke  "  over  four  years. 

5344.  Down  to  1885  or  1886  ?— Exactly. 

5345.  Did  you  make  any  payment  to  Bobei*tson  or 
Goddard,  or  anybody  else,  in  connexion  Avith  those 
houses  ? — Yes.  I  gave  Robertson  one  cheque  for  25/. 
That  is  the  only  thing  I  gave. 

6346.  Nothing  to  Goddard  ?— No. 

5347.  Have  you  had  any  other  transactions  with 
Robertson  or  Goddard  ? — I  do  not  remember  any. 

5348.  Are  you  prepared  to  say  there  were  no  other  ? 
— To  the  best  of  my  belief  not  any  others. 

5349.  From  whom  did  you  get  your  wine  and 
spirits  at  the  "  Artichoke  "  ?-— I  used  to  supply  myself 
to  a  great  extent. 

5350.  Did  you  get  any  from  any  member  of  the 
Board  ? — ^No,  I  am  in  the  wine  trade  myself,  so  that 
I  should  not  go  to  them. 

5351.  At  none  of  your  houses  ? — At  none  of  them. 

5352.  (Mr.  Winch.)  With  reference  to  this  2,000/., 
you  told  his  Lordship  that  you  cannot  recollect  the 
name  of  the  person  to  whom  you  gave  or  transferred 
that  ? — No,  I  cannot. 

5353.  Do  you  often  have  transactions  of  this  kind  ? 
— Yee. 

5354.  Big  transactions,  giving  peoplo  2,000/.  ? — 
No,  I  cannot  say  that  I  always  give  them  2,000/. ;  I 
give  them  the  equivalent  to  what  I  get  myself.  Tf  it 
is  a  very  large  affair,  I  should  give  more ;  and  for  a 
small  affair,  less. 

5355.  Do  you  recollect  when  Robertson  was 
married  ? — Yes. 

5356.  When  was  that— in  1877  or  1878  ?— That  I 
cannot  remember. 

5357.  About  that  ?— About. 

5358.  Did  you  give  Robertson  anything  on  his 
marriage  ? — No. 

5359.  Did  anything  reach  him  through  you  on  his 
marriage  ? — ^No. 

5360.  Do  you  swear  that?— Yee. 
6361.  1,000/.  ?— Oh,  it  is  absurd. 

5362.  Goddard  got  2,000/?— Yes,  b^t  there  was 
something  in  that. 

5363.  That  was  not  absurd  ?— No. 


(  Chairman,)  It  is  a  different  thing  getting  married 
and  getting  a  site. 

5364.  (Mr.  Winch.)  When  Robertson  was  married 
was  just  about  the  time  when  you  borrowed  this 
2,000/.  of  Hoare's,  was  not  it  ? — That  would  not  be 
any  interest  of  Robertson's  or  anybody  else's;  my 
connexion  with  Hoare  had  nothing  to  do  with*  it. 

5365.  With  reference  to  the  2,000/.  that  you 
borrowed  at  the  bankers 

5366.  (Chairman.)  He  has  not  said  it  was  2,000/.  ; 
it  was  more  than  that  ? — Tt  was  a  much  larger  sum. 

5367.  (Mr.  Winch.)  Did  Robertson  ever  give 
your  wife  a  gold  necklace  ? — ^Yes. 

5368.  What  was  that  for? — ^As  a  present.  He 
was  an  old  personal  friend  of  mine.  He  used  to 
visit  me  when  I  was  first  married. 

5369.  Do  you  represent  that  the  only  sums  that 
you  gave  Robertson  are  those  small  amounts  of  20/. 
and  25/.  you  have  been  mentioning  ? — Exactly. 

5370.  (Chairman,)  Do  you  know  whether  he  had 
any  interest  in  the  2,000/.  ? — ^I  cannot  say. 

5371.  (Mr.  Winch.)  Have  not  you  a  suspicion 
about  it  ? — I  may  have  a  suspicion,  but  I  do  not 
know. 

5372.  W&3  not  the  gold  necklace  connected  in  some 
way  or  other  with  that  2,000/.  which  Goddard  had  r 
— Not  at  all.  You  are  quoting  a  gold  necklace,  an 
ordinary  gold  necklace  which  a  man  mi^t  give  to 
any  friend.  It  was  not  an  elaborate  thing,  but  quite 
an  ordinary  gold  necklace.  I  once  gave  his  wife  a 
ring,  and  he  gave  my  wife  a  necklace,  and  those 
are  the  only  two  presents  that  ever  passed  be- 
tween us. 

5373.  Do  I  understand  you  to  pledge  your  word 
that  as  far  as  you  know  no  part  of  that  2,000/.  which 
went  to  Goddard  afterwards  found  its  way  to  Robert- 
son. 

(Chairman.)  I  do  not  think  it  is  material. 

5374.  (Mr.  Winch.)  With  regard  to  the  rent  you 
paid  for  this  house  ;  you  paid  6/.  a  month  ? — I  think 
it  was  6/. 

(Chairman.)  For  the  "  Yorkshire  Grey." 

5375.  (Mr.  Winch.)  Yes.  That  is  considerably 
below  its  value,  is  it  not  ? — No,  I  do  not  know  that 
it  was.  They  commenced  pulling  down  all  round  it 
and  left  it  almost  by  itself. 

5376.  Do  you  know  what  the  Board  gave  for  it  ? — 
No ;  I  believe  they  gave  3,000/.  odd  for  it. 

5377.  Had  you  anything  to  do  \rith  it  at  all  at  the 
time  of  the  sale  to  the  Board  ? — No. 

5378.  You  had  nothing  to  do  with  it  before  that? 
—No. 

5379.  With  regard  to  the  "Stag,"  what  did  you 
pay  for  the  "Stag"?— The  "Stag"  was  doing  no 
trade  at  all.  I  simply  kept  it  open  for  the  Board  to 
keep  their  license  going. 

5380.  You  gave  nothing  for  that  ? — ^I  do  not  think 
I  did,  there  was  no  trade,  there  was  not  5«.  a  day. 

5381.  Do  you  know  what  the  Board  gave  for  the 
"Stag"?— No,  I  do  not. 

5382.  What  did  you  pay  for  the  "  Artichoke  "  ?— 
A  friend  of  mine  bought  the  "  Stag"  and  lost  some 
money  over  it. 

5383.  I  am  not  interested  in  that.  What  did  you 
pay  for  the  "Artichoke"? — I  think  I  paid  6/.  a 
month  there. 

5384.  Was  that  a  low  rent?— It  was  quite  enough 
for  it. 

5385.  From  your  point  of  view  ? — ^Yes. 

5386.  What  did  they  give  for  the  "Artichoke," 
do  you  know  ?— No,  I  do  not. 

5387.  You  do  not  know  at  all  ?— No. 

5388.  Who  introduced  you  as  tenant — Robertson  ? 
—Exactly. 

5389.  When  the  Board  had  got  public-houses  he 
let  you  know  about  it  ? 

(Chairman.)  I  think  he  told  us  that  Robertson- 
did  do  so. 

5390.  (Mr.  Bosanqttet.)  Did  you  have  to  apply  for 
a  new  license  for  this  <*  Yorkshire  Grey,"  after  you 
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got  ifc  ? — We  had  to  apply  under  the  14th  section,  it 
was  off  the  old  licensed  ground. 

5391.  Was  there  any  opposition  before  the  magis- 
trates ? — Welly  there  was  not  exactly  opposition  there, 
only  from  the  vestry;  they  had  to  say  that  they 
would  not  ask  for  a  license  for  the  town  hall. 

5392.  Tou  had  to  attend  before  the  magistrates  ? — 
Exactly. 

5393.  Did  Mr.  Goddard  go  before  the  magistrates, 
was  ho  present  ? — He  was  present,  but  not  on  my 
behalf.  I  employed  Mr.  Childs,  he  made  the  applica- 
tion for  me. 

'     5394.    {Chairman.)    Who-  is   Mr.   Childs  ?  — A 
solicitor. 

5395.  {Mr.  Bosanquet,)  Mr.  Qoddai-d  attended 
the  hearing  before  the  magistrates  when  you  were 
applying  for  a  license  ? — Only  as  a  representative  of 
the  Board. 

5396.  {Chairman,)  To  support  your  application? 
— ^Exactly ;  they  always  do  that. 

5397.  {Mr,  Bosanquet,)  He  attended  as  a  member 
of  the  Board,  either  to  support  it  or  oppose  it  offici- 
ally ? — I  do  not  see  that  he  would  oppose  it. 

5398.  What  was  he  there  for  ?— To  support  it. 
They  always  support  it;  after  these  sites  are  sold, 
they  attend  to  siipport  the  man  who  buys  them. 

5399.  {Mr,  Meadows  White,)  You  had  bought  the 
site  ? — ^Yes. 

5400.  With  the  chance  of  the  license  being  given 
to  the  new  site  ? — ^Yes. 

5401.  As  to  this  land  for  which  2,000/.  was  to  be 
paid  to  a  nominee  as  you  suggest  of  Mr.  Goddard, 


was  there  any  solicitor  employed  by  you  ?— Not  by 
me. 

5402.  Who  paid  the  money  over  ? — ^That  is  what  I 
cannot  remember  at  the  moment.     It  was  a  brewer. 

5403.  {Chairman,)  Supposing  that  the  money  was 
not  paid  out  of  what  was  borrowed  from  Messrs. 
Hoare,  at  that  time  would  it  appear  in  the  bank  book 
of  whoever  was  your  banker  at  that  time  ? — I  am 
certain  I  did  not  give  a  cheque  for  it.  I  feel  certain 
that  I  did  not. 

5404.  You  may  have  drawn  a  cheque  and  got  it 
cashed  ? — No,  I  did  not;  nothing  of  the  kind. 

5405.  If  it  were  not  paid  by  the  brewers,  can  you 
suggest  any  other  way  in  which  it  was  paid  ? — I  can- 
not explain. 

5406.  {Mr,  Bosanquet.)  Was  somebody  attending 
on  behalf  of  Goddard  on  the  premises  when  the  money 
was  lent  ? — I  do  not  quite  understand  the  question. 

5407.  We  all  know  what  a  change  of  public-houses 
is? — It  was  not  paid  on  the  day  of  the  change. 
Besides,  there  was  no  change  of  the  house  then.  The 
money  would  be  paid  to  the  Board. 

5408.  I  quite  understand  it  was  not  changed,  but 
was  the  transaction  carried  out  on  the  premises  ? — 
No. 

5409.  Where  was  it  carried  out  ? — That  I  cannot 
tell  at  the  moment,  othei*wise  I  should  be  able  to  tell 
who  paid  the  money. 

5410.  {Chairman.)  We  shall  probably  or  possibly 
require  your  attendance  again.  If  you  remember 
anything  more  you  must  come  and  tell  us? — Cer- 
tainly. 


Tenth  T>ay. 
15  Jane  1888. 

T.  W,  Legge. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


{Mr,  Meadows  White)  I  have  here  an  attested 
copy  of  Canterbury  lease.  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works  and  Larkin,  dated  22nd  February  1881. 
Then  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  to  Mr.  Larkin, 
agreement  for  sale  and  purchase,  dated  18th  February 
1884,  and  sale  by  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works 
to  the  Prudential  Insurance  Company,  Limited,  con- 
veyance of  the  freehold  plots  39,  40,  and  41,  dated 
15th  March  1884 ;  duplicate  conveyance  of  freehold. 
Those  are  the  oiher  three  plots. 

{Chairman,)  What  was  the  salary  of  Robertson  in 
1875? 

{Mr. Meadows  White)  I  am  about  to  tender  to 
your  Lordship  information  on  that  subject.  This 
contains  the  whole  history  taken  from  the  minutes  of 
Mr.  Bobertson  from  his  first  appointment.  It  com- 
mences on  the  23rd  July  1866.  Perhaps  your  Lord- 
ship will  state  what  is  material. 

{Chairman,^  On  the  23rd  July  1866,  Mr.  Robert- 
son applied,  in  answer  to  an  advertisement,  for  the 
appointment  of  assistant  clerk  in  the  accountant's 
department.  On  the  6th  August  there  is  a  statement 
showing  the  result  of  the  competitive  examination  to 
which  the  candidates  selected  in  accordance  with  the 
resolution  of  the  committee  had  been  submitted.  Was 
that  an  examination  conducted  by  the  Board  ? 

(Mr,  Meadows  White.)  1  suppose  so — ^by  some- 
body appointed  to  conduct  it  in  the  architect's  de- 
partment, or  in  the  clerks'  department. 

{Chairman,)  Recommended  that  Mr.  Robertson  be 
appointed  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Your  Lordship  sees  the 
number  of  candidates.    He  was  then  16  years  of  a^. 

{Chairman.)  He  was  appointed  a  fourth-class 
assistant  derk  in  the  accountant's  department,  with  a 
commencing  salary  of  60/.  per  annum.  On  the  19th 
August  his  appointment  was  made.  The  same  time 
Mr.  John  2Samuel  Driver  was  appointed  to  a  similar  post 
at  the  same  salary.  On  the  8th  June  1868  ''  the 
*'  chairman  informed  the  committee  that  he  had  con- 
'*  ferred  with  the  architect  as  to  the  steps  to  be  taken 
^*  for  filling  up  the  vacancy  in  that  department  caused 
V  by  the  death  of  Mr.  Hyde ;  and  it  appeared  to  him 
"  that  as  Mr.  Robertson,  one  of  the  junior  clerks  in 
*^  the  accountant's  department,  had  had    some  ex- 


"  perience  of  the  work  i"e<|uired  it  was  desirable  that 
"  he  should  be  transferred  to  the  architect's  depart- 
**  ment.  Resolved,  that  the  fact  of  Mr.  Hyde's 
**  death  be  reported  to  the  Board,  with  a  recommen- 
'^  dation  that  Mr.  T.  J.  Robertson,  at  present  in  the 
"  4th  class  of  officers  in  the  accountant's  department, 
*^  and  receiving  a  salary  of  68/.  per  annum,  be  trans- 
'^  ferred  to  the  superintending  architect's  department 
"  in  the  room  of  Mr.  Hyde,  at  a  salary  of  90/.  per 
^'  annum ;  and  that  he  be  placed  next  year  in  the  3rd 
'*  class  of  officers  at  the  commencing  salary  of  that 
"  class,  viz.,  100/."  That  was  resolved  on  the  12th 
June  1868.  On  the  2nd  February  1874  "  the  com- 
"  mittee  proceeded  further  upon  the  resolution  of  the 
"  Board  of  the  3rd  January  1873,  No.  8,  referring  it 
"  to  them  to  consider  the  subject  of  the  salaries  and 
^'  classification  of  the  subordinate  officers  of  the  Board 
"  with  a  view  of  ascertaining  whether  any  and  what 
'^  alteration  should  be  made  in  the  position  aud  salary 
"  of  any  of  the  officers.  Read  a  report  as  follows  : 
"  Superintending  architect's  department  .... 
"  Mr.  Robertson  was  appointed  to  my  department 
"  from  the  accountant's  in  June  1868,  in  the  place  of 
**  Mr.  Hyde,  deceased.  The  duties  then  devolving 
*'  upon  him  were  comparatively  light,  but  I  have  from 
**  time  to  time  entrusted  him  Avith  work  of  a  much 
'^  more  responsible  nature,  and  he  has  always 
**  acquitted  himself  to  my  entire  satisfaction.  Thepas- 
**  sing  of  the  Street  Improvements  Act,  1872,  brought 
*'  a  large  addition  of  new  business  into  the  valuation 
"  branch  of  ray  department,  and  I  consequently 
**  applied  for  an  additional  clerk  who  could  under- 
**  take  the  general  office  work,  and  thus  enable  Mr. 
*^  Robertson  to  devote  himself  entirely  to  the  business 
**  connected  with  the  carrying  out  of  these  several 
"  improvements.  His  aptitude  for  figures  has  been 
**  very  useful  to  me  in  dealing  with  the  numerous 
**  claims,  and  it  is  part  of  his  duty  to  supervise  the 
**  different  properties  in  the  Board's  possession  or 
<*  about  to  be  acquired,  and  to  suggest  and  report  to 
'^  me  as  to  necessary  arrangements  connected  with 
**  them.  I  have  left  the  preparation  of  the  rent  roll 
"  still  in  his  handH.  This  is  a  most  important  duty, 
"  as  a  thoi-ough  knowledge  of  the  Board's  proceedings 
<*  and  great  care  i^re  required  for  the  protection  of 
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Tenth  Day.     ^  thd  Board's  interests^  and  thi«  is  a  doty  which  will 

'<  much  increase  as  the  improvements  progress  and 

15  Jiine  1888.  <<  ^}^q  Board  acquires  the  several  properties.  I  there- 
'^'  **  fore  suggest  to  the  Committee  to  recognise  his  ser- 
<<  vices  in  a  substantial  manner,  having  much  pleasure 
"  in  testifying  to  Mr.  Robertson's  zeal,  care,  and 
"  ability,  and  I  may  here  mention  that  he  is  very 
<<  regular  in  his  attendances  and  devotes  much  over- 
«*  tive  to  his  duties.  His  present  salary  is  160/.  per 
''  annum,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  assistance  he 
<<  renders  is  such  as  I  should  only  expect  from  a  clerk 
"  in  the  first  division  of  the  Board's  classified  ofiScers. 
"  Looking  to  tiie  facts  that  great  efforts  will  for  a 
**  very  considerable  time  be  expected  from  the 
"  Board's  officers  in  the  valuation  department,  I  feel 
"  justified  in  recommending  Mr.  Eobertson's  position 
'<  and  salary  to  the  special  notice  of  the  committee." 
That  is  on  the  2nd  February  1874 ;  he  is  at  that  time 
24  years  of  age.  **  It  was  moved  by  Mr.  Eoche  and 
"  seconded  by  Mr.  Legg  that  the  Board  be  recom- 
''  mended  to  place  Mr.  Eobertson  in  the  second  clsAi 
**  of  officers  at  the  commencing  salary,  viz.,  150/.  per 
"  annum.  After  discussion  the  motion  was,  by  leave, 
"  withdrawn.  It  was  then  moved  by  Mr.  Savage 
"  and  seconded  by  Mr.  Runtz  that  the  Board  be 
*^  recommended  to  place  Mr.  Robertson  in  the  second 
^  class  of  officers  at  a  commencing  salary  of  162/.  I0«. 
"  per  annum.  Mr.  Elt  moved  and  Mr.  Beven 
^<  seconded  as  an  amendment  that  175/.  be  substituted 
**  for  162/.  10*.  in  the  recommendation.  The  amend- 
**  ment,  having  been  put  to  the  vote,  was  lost.  The 
"  original  motion  was  then  put  and  carried,  and  it 
"  was  resolved  accordingly."  On  the  27th  February 
1874  the  Works  Committee  resolved  that  he  be 
appointed  second-class  assistant  clerk,  at  the  salary 
of  162/.  I0«.  per  annum.  On  the  3rd  February  1875 
there  was  read  a  report  of  the  superintending  archi- 
tect of  the  25th  January  1875.  "  Mr.  Eobertson 
**  was  appointed  to  my  department  in  June  1868, 
*<  and  his  present  position  is  in  the  second  class,  with 
^<  a  salary  of  175/.  per  annum."  I  suppose  it  had 
gone  up  in  the  year  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Yes. 

(Chairman,)  'He  has  always  shown  great  aptitude 
'*  and  attention  to  businessi,  and  takes  a  very  responsible 
*^  and  prominent  part  in  the  compensation  office;  he 
<*  particularly  distinguished  himself  in  getting  up  and 
^'  perfecting  the  referencing  the  sites  for  the  proposed 
<<  gasworks,  which  was  carried  out  against  time  by 
<^  working  day  and  night  for  more  than  a  week,  which 
<<  has  since  passed  the  Standing  Orders  of  the  House,  his 
''  duties  are  very  important,  and,  in  my  opinion,  of  a 
^^  first  class  character,  requiring  much  overtime,  which 
*^  he  readily  accords.  I  therefore  suggest  to  the  com- 
'^  mittee  that  he  be  now*  placed  in  that  dass.  .  .  • 
*'  It  was  moved  by  Mr.  Richardson,  seconded  by  Mr. 
"  Newton,  and  resolved.  That  it  be  recommended  to 
<'  the  Board  that  Mr.  Robertson  be  placed  in  the  first 
''  class  of  officers  at  the  minimum  salary  of  that  class^ 
'^  viz.,  200/.,  being  an  increase  of  25/.  on  the  amount 
"  which  he  is  now  receiving."  On  the  12th  February 
the  Works  Committee  considered  that,  and  it  was 
resolved  that  he  be  placed  in  the  first  class  of  officers 
at  the  minimum  salary  of  200/. 

(Mr,  Meadows  White.)  That  refers  to  the  Works 
Committee.  It  is  not  only  applying  to  Robertson,  but 
periodically  to  various  officials. 

(Chairman.)  On  the  22nd  November  1875,  "  the 
'<  chairman  laid  before  the  committee  the  following 
'^  correspondence,  which  had  been  handed  to  him  bj 
'<  Mr.  T.  J.  Robertson,  assistant  clerk  in  the  archi* 
'<  tect's  department.  25,  Bucklersbury,  London, 
'*  B.C.,  19th  November  1875.  Sir,— I  have  been 
'^  recently  informed  that  you  are  running  about  the 
'^  streets  and  speaking  of  this  firm  in  a  very  unhand- 
^<  some  way,  and  un^ss  you  retract  the  scandalous 
**  statement  and  desist  from  this  repetition  I  shall  at 
'^  once  commence  legal  proceedings  against  you,  and 
'<  also  inform  the  Board  it  was  you  ilmt  supplied  our 
**  firm  with  the  reference  book  for  a  consideration, 
'<  and  not  Mr.  Bloomfield,  who  has  been  di^harged 


*'  for  the  siqiposed  offience.  You  are  aware  how  Mr. 
'^  Hwwkins  has  attadked  my  nephew  on  this  point, 
'^  but  up  to  the  present  time  no  disclosure  has  been 
'^  made.  I  now  leave  the  matter  for  your  oonsidera- 
*'  tion  and  explanation,  unless  you  prefer  a  copy  of 
"  this  being  sent  to  Mr.  Ward.  Yours  obediently 
"  (signed)  Greo.  Fuller.  T.  J.  Robertson,  Esq., 
"  Board  of  Works,  Spring  Gardens.  Spring 
"  Gardens,  20th  Nov.  1875.  Sir, — I  have  placed  your 
''  letter  received  this  morning  before  the  diairman  of 
'<  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  and  I  shall  take 
''  such  further  steps  in  the  matter  as  I  may  be  advised. 
^<  Yours,  &c.,  T.  J.  Robertson.  G.  Fuller,  Esq., 
'^  25,  Bucklersbury.  After  discussion  it  was  resolved, 
*^  on  the  motion  of  Mr.  Richardson,  that  the  solicitor 
^'  do  communicate  with  Mr.  Fuller  and  require  him 
''  to  inform  him  what  grounds  he  has  for  the  stato- 
'<  ment  made  in  his  letter  as  to  his  having  been 
*'  furnished  witli  a  copy  of  the  reference  book  by  Mr. 
'<  Robertson  for  a  consideration."  On  the  29th 
November  1875,  **The  solicitor  presented  a  report 
'*  with  reference  to  the  correspondence  between  Mr. 
'*  George  Fuller  and  Mr.  Robertson,  assistant  clerk 
^'  in  the  architect's  department,  whidi  was  laid 
**  before  the  committee  on  the  22nd  inst.  (No.  ), 
^*  resolved,  on  the  motion  of  Mr.  Carr,  seconded 
"  by  Mr.  Rooke,  that  the  subject  be  referred 
^^  to  a  sub-committee  for  investigation  and  report. 
''  Resolved,  on  the  motion  of  Mr.  Richardson, 
**  that  the  sub-committee  be  constituted  as  follows :" — 
and  then  the  names  are  given.  On  the  20th  December 
1875  there  is  the  report  of  the  sub-committee  on  the 
correspondence  between  Mr.  George  Fuller  and  Mr. 
Robertson  of  the  architect's  department.  '^  Your  sub- 
''  committee  have  proceeded  in  the  reference  made  to 
^'  them  on  the  29th  ulto.  to  investigate  the  charge 
**  made  by  Mr.  George  Fuller  of  No.  26y  Bucklers- 
'^  bury,  against  Mr.  T.  J.  Robertson,  a  cJerk  in  the 
^  architect's  department.  The  charge  was  that  in 
'<  the  month  of  June  1872  Mr.  Robertson  had^  in 
<^  accordance  with  an  arrangement  previously  made, 
''  attended  at  Messrs.  Fuller's  office  and  handed  to 
^'  them  one  of  the  books  of  reference  connected  with 
"  the  Metropolitan  Street  Improvement  Act,  1872, 
''  receiving  for  the  same  the  sum  of  2/.  2«.  Itaf^eared 
^'  to  your  sub-committee  that  this  charge  should  be 
'^  thoroughly  investigated,  and  as  the  first  step  they 
"  instructed  the  solicitor  to  write  to  Mr.  G^eorg^ 
^'  Fuller  and  inform  him  that  they  were  prepared  to 
"  hear  and  receive  any  evidence  that  he  might  have 
^'  to  produce  in  support  of  the  charge.  Mr.  Fuller 
<'  replied  that  his  firm  having  produced  their  books 
^'  to  the  Board's  solicitor  they  thought  they  had  done 
''  all  that  could  possibly  be  required  of  them,  and 
**  that  they  had  neither  time  nor  intention  to  involve 
<<  themselves  unnecessarily  in  disputes  between  the 
<^  Board  and  its  officers.  Mr.  Fuller  having  tibus 
"  declined  to  come  before  your  sub-committee  and 
"  produce  evidence  the  only  course  open  to  them  was 
''  to  endeavour  to  ascertain  the  truth  by  examining 
<'  Mr.  Robertson  himself.  This  they  acoordii^ly 
<'  did,  and  in  r^ly  to  the  questions  put  to  him  Mr. 
^'  Robertson  denied  emphatically  that  he  had  ever 
"  given  to  Mr.  Fuller,  or  any  other  person  nxA  con«» 
*'  nected  with  the  Board,  one  of  the  Board's  books 
<*  of  reference.  He  said,  moreover,  that  he  had  never 
"  received  any  money  from  Mr.  Fuller,  and  that  he 
''  had  never  been  inside  Messrs.  Fuller's  offices.  In 
'^  view  of  this  emphatic  denial,  and  in  the  absence  of 
"  Mr.  Robertson's  accuser,  who  declined  to  come 
"  forward  with  his  evidence,  your  sub-committee, 
'^  after  fully  considering  such  facts  as  were  before 
**  them,  and  ascertaining  fi-om  the  chaurman  of  the 
''  Board  and  from  the  architect  that  Mr.  Robertson 
^'  had  always  discharged  his  duties  satisfactorily,  and 
^^  that  he  had  so  conducted  himself  as  not  to  give 
<<  them  the  slightest  reason  to  think  that  he  would  be 
*'  guilty  of  such  conduct  as  was  imputed  to  him, 
M  arrived  at  the  following  resolution:  *  That  Mr. 
"  '  George  Fuller  having  refused  to  attend  before  the 
'^  '  sub-committee  to  support  the  charge  made  by  him 
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**  *  against  Mr.  Kobertson,  and  that  gentleman  having 
"  'positively  denied  its  truthfdlness,  it  be  recom- 
"  *  mended  to  the  committee  to  express  an  opinion 
**  *  that  Mr.  Robertson  is  exonerated  from  the  charge 
"  *  made  against  him.'    This  your  committee  beg  to 
"  submit.      (Signed)  J.  M,  Hogg,  John  Euntz,  J.  0. 
**  Hall,  Charles  Carr,  Geo.  Hooke.     It  was  moved  by 
*•'  Mr.  Runtz,  and  seconded  by  Mr.  Hall,  that  the 
**  report  of  the  sub-committee  be  approved*    The 
"  motion  was  put  to  the  vote,  when  there  were  for 
"  it  11,  against  it  1,  and  it  was  carried  and  resolved 
•*  accordingly,     Mr.  Robertson  having  been  called  in 
"  the  resolution  of  the  committee  was  communicated 
"  to  him."     On  the  1st  March  1880,  "The  committee 
"  proceeded  further  upon  the  resolution  of  the  Board 
"  of  2nd  January  last  (No.  3),  referring  to  them  to 
"  consider  the  subject  of  the  salaries  and  classification 
"  of  the  subordinate  officers  of  the  Board,  Ac.    Bead 
**  a  report  as  follows :  Superintending  Architect's  De- 
*'  partment  .  ,  ,  Next  to  Mr.  Groddard  the  great  acces- 
**  sion  of  work  incident  upon  the  Improvements  Act, 
**  1877,  and  the  numerous  Artizans  Acts  have  fallen 
"  most  heavily  upon  Mr.  Robertson,  who  is  one  of  my 
'<  most  valued  officers.     I  consider  he  is  entitled  to 
"  rank  as  an  unclassified  assistant,  and  I  cordially  re- 
"  commend  him  for  a  substantial  increase  of  salary  .  .  • 
"  (Signed)  George  Vulliamy.     It  was  moved  by  Mr. 
"  Dresser  Rogers  and  seconded  by  Mr.  Treeman  that 
"  it  be  recommended  to  the  Board  that  Mr.  T.  J. 
"  Robertson  be  removed  from  the  list  of  classified 
"  officers,  and  that  his  salary  be  increased  from  300/. 
"  to  400/.  per  annum  by  an  immediate  addition  of  25/. 
**  and  further  additions  of  25L  at  Christmas  1880, 
^  1881,  and  1882  respectively.    The  motion  having 
"  been  put  to  the  vote  was  carried,  and  it  was  resolved 
"  accordingly."     Then  that  was  resolved  on  the  5th 
March  1880.    On  the  2l8t  March  1881  there  is  a 
report  of  the  sub-committee,  "  Your  sub-committee 
"  have  to  report  that  in  pursuance  of  the  reference 
"  made  to  them  they  have  considered  the  reports  of 
'*  the  chief  officers  on  the   salaries  of  the   various 
**  officers  in  their  departments.    Architect's  depart- 
"  ment :  Tliat  a  gratuity  of  10/.  10*.  be  paid  to  Mr. 
"  T.  J.  Robertson  for  additional  work  in  connexion 
"  with  the  preparation  of  the  Book  of  Reference  for 
*<  the  Metropolitan    Bridges    Bill     ....    The 
*^  several  paragraphs  and  recommendations  in   the 
**  report  having  been  considered   separately  by  the 
*'  Committee  were  put  to  the  vote  seriatim  and  car- 
**  ried,  and  it  was  resolved  that  the  report  of  the  sub- 
**  committee    be    approved    and    adopted,  and  that 
'*  reports  and  recommendations  be  made  to  the  Board 
"  accordingly."     On  the  25th  March  that  was  car- 
ried.   On  the  8th  May  1882,  extract  from  the  report 
of  the  sub-committee  of  officers     ..."  That  Mr. 
**  T.  J.  Robertson  be  in  future  designated  ^  Assistant 
"  Surveyor.'     .    .     .    The  committee  proceeded  to 
*^  consider  each  case  separately,  and  the  several  recom- 
**  mendations  having  been  put  to  the  vote  seriatim  were 
"  all  carried,  and  it  was  resolved  that  recommendations 
**  be  made  to  the  Board  accordingly."     On  the  12th 
May  1882  that  was  confirmed  by  the  Board.     On 
the  4th  February  1884  :  "  The  Committee  proceeded 
"  further  upon  the  resolution  of  the  Board  of  the 
"  4th  ultimo  (No.  5)  referring  to  the  committee  for 
"  consideration  and  report  the  subject  of  the  salaries 
"  and  classification  of  the  subordinate  officers  of  the 
"  Board,  &c. . . .  The  architect  read  his  report  recom- 
^  mending  that  the  salaries  of  .  . .  Mr.  T.  J.  Robertson, 
**  Assistant  Surveyor,  should  be  increased.    It  was 
"  moved  by  Mr.  Selway  and  seconded  by  Mr.  Dresser 
*^  Rogers  that  the  committee  do  recommend  that  the 
"  salary  of  Mr.  J,  T.  Robertson,  Assistant  Surveyor, 
"  be  increased  from  400/.  to  425/.  a    year.      An 
**  amendment  was  moved  by  Mr.  Runtz  and  seconded 
**  by  Mr.  Phillips,  That  in  the  opinion  of  the  com- 
**  mittee  Mr.  Robertson's  salary  should  be  increased 
<*  to  450/.  by  two  annual  additions  of  25/.  each.    The 
**  amendment  having  been  put  to  the  vote  there 
*'  were  for  it  14,  against  it  18,  and  it  was  lost.    The 
**  original  motion  was  then  put,  when  there  were  for 


*^  it  21,  against  it  11.    It  was  therefore  carried  and  Tenth  Day. 

**  resolved  according."  

(Mr.  Meadows  Wnite.)  Your  Lordship  also  asked  ^*  ^^^  1^^^- 

for  the  Board   minutes  as  to  the  appointment  of  

Mr.  Hebb  bs\  interim  superintending  architect.      I 
have  these  {handing  same  to  his  Lordship). 

(Adjourned  for  a  short  time.) 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  In  accordance  with  your 
Lordship's  request  on  the  last  occasion  we  have  had 
extracted  Board  minutes  as  to  the  appointmient  of 
Mr.  Hebb  as  superintending  architect  during 
Mr.  YuUiamy's  illness  and  pen£ng  the  appointment 
of  Mr.  Blashill.  With  regard  to  certain  matters, 
your  Lordship  was  desirous  of  knowing  what 
Mr.  Hebb's  position  was,  so  we  have  to  refer  your 
Lordship  to  the  minute  of  the  12th  January  1877, 
which  relates  to  the  advertisement  for  filling  up  the 
position  in  the  architect's  department  which 
Mr.  Hebb  was  chosen  to  fill  That  will  give  your 
Lordship  an  idea  of  the  position  of  the  gentleman 
who  was  to  fill  that  appointment,  and  the  election 
is  also  found  on  the  16th  February  1877,  where  we 
have  put  in  the  marks.  There  is  a  report  of  the 
committee  as  to  the  qualifications  required  for  the 
appointment,  and  in  the  other  place  marked  your 
lordship  will  find  the  election  of  Mr.  Hebb. 

( Chairman.)  It  may  be  well  to  get  on  the  notes 
with  regard  to  these  sites  in  Tite  Street,  Chelsea, 
that  by  a  deed  of  the  22nd  February  1881  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  leased  to  Richard 
James  Larkin  plots  39,  40,  and  part  of  41  for  80 
years  iVom  1878,  at  a  rental  of  50/.  a  year,  and  on  the 
same  day  they  leased  the  plots  43,  44,  and  45  to 
Mr.  Larkin  for  80  years  from  |the  same  date,  at  a 
yearly  rent  of  28/.  per  year,  making  in  all  78/.  I 
observe  we  now  know  that  Larkin  was  the  nominee 
for  Robertson.  The  plans  on  these  are  drawn  and 
initialled,  I  see,  by^Robertson.  Then,  on  the  18th  Feb- 
ruary 1884,  there  is  an  i^reement  between  the 
MetropoHtan  Board  and  Larkin  reciting  the  leases, 
and  witnessing  that  the  Board  will  sell  to  Larkin,  and 
Larkin  will  purchase  for  the  sum  of  2,184/.,  the  fee 
simple.  That  is  carried  out  by  two  deeds,  both 
dat^  the  15th  March  1884,  by  ike  one  of  which  it 
is  witnessed  that  the  land  is  conveyed  in  considera- 
tion of  784/.  paid  by  the  Prudential  Assurance  Com- 
pany to  the  Board  of  Works  at  the  request  of  Larkin ; 
and  the  other  in  consideration  of  1,400/.  paid  by  the 
Company  to  the  Board  of  Works  at  the  request  of 
Larkin  directly  as  beneficial  owner,  so  that  2,184/. 
are  paid  by  the  Prudential  Assurance  Company  to  the 
Board  at  the  request  of  Larkin.  And  then  it  appears 
that  on  that  same  15th  March  1,453/.  lis.  8d,;  and 
on  the  18th  1,000/.  more,  making  in  all  2,453/.  Us.  8c/., 
profit  on  the  transaction,  was  paid  into  Robertson's 
hand. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White,)  It  took  this  form,  the 
vyritness  said  that  the  Board  according  to  their  agree- 
ment sold  the  fi'eehold  or  reversion  of  the  ground  rent 
for  the  agreed  number  of  years  purchase  to  Larkin, 
and  by  his  directions  the  deeds  were  made  out  to  the 
Life  Assurance  Compatty,  and  that  the  so-called  value 
of  the  leasehold  was  paid  to  Larkin  and  found  its  way 
into  Robertson's  account  in  that  way. 

(Chairman.)  That  may  be  so. 

{Mn  Meadows  White)  That  is  how  the  witness 
explained  it,  so  that  the  profit  really  was  the  sum  paid 
for  the  leasehoM  interest. 

{Chairman.)  No,  I  should  think  it  extremely  un- 
likely that  the  2,400/.  was  paid  as  the  value  of  the 
leasehold  interest  alone.  I  should  think  probably 
the  Prudentaai  bought  for  a  lump  sum,  and  the  pur- 
chase money  of  the  freehold  ground  rents  agreed  to 
be  paid  to  the  Board  was  pidd  to  the  Board,  and  all 
the  rest  was  paid  to  Robertson. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White)  Very  likely,  it  was  only 
what  the  witness  said. 

'  {Chairman.)  Well,  he  was  not  very  definite  about 
It,  but  you  are  l^iving  ^the  minutes  looked  out  wi^h 
i*rferett!ce«a-tiiiB.  '  i        : 
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(Mr.  Meadows  fVhite.)  Yes,  my  Lord,  they  have 
been  found,  and  your  Lordship  will  have  them  at  once 
if  you  like. 

{Chairman.)  Then  I  think  if  they  were  brought  in 
here  it  would  be  convenient  {sanie  were  produced). 
There  appear  to  have  been  sites  that  Legge  originally 
tendered  for,  and  which  he  said  he  transferred  to 
Robertson  for  250/.,  because  I  see  in  April  1878,  "  the 
*<  architect  presenteda  tender,  dated  2nd  instant,  by  Mr. 
<*  J.  W.  Legge,  9,  Water  Lane,  of  80/.  per  annum  for 
*-  plots  39  to  44."  That  is  these  plots,  excluding  45," 
apparently,  "  and  reported  that  his  valuation  of  the 
"  plots  in  question  was  84/.  per  annum.  Resolved  that 
"  the  plots  be  offered  to  Mr.  Legge  at  the  architect's 
•*  valuation."  Then,  on  the  6th  May  187 1 ,  '*  The  Com- 
"  mittee,  on  the  8th  April  last,  directed  me  to  offer 
"  these  plots  to  Mr.  Legge  at  84/.  per  annum,  being 
"  a  slight  advance  on  the  amount  of  his  tender.  1 
"  present  letter  from  Mr.  L^ge  accepting  the  Board's 
"  terms;  and  the  committee  will  please,  therefore, 
"  instruct  the  solicitor  to  prepare  the  agreement  in  the 
"  usual  way. — Gkorge  VuUiamy."  I  should  like  to 
see  the  original  of  that  letter  of  George  VuUiamy's, 
dated  May  6th,  1878.  **  Resolved  that  this  be  ap- 
"  proved,  and  the  solicitor  be  instructed  accordingly." 
That  is  offering  him  39  to  44  at  84/.  per  year. 

Then  on  l^e  3rd  June  1878  there  is,  "  Report  of 
**  the  architect  that  Mr.  L^ge,  the  tenant  of  plots  39 
«  to  44  in  Tite  Street,  has  agreed  to  take  the  remain- 
«<  ing  plot  on  the  east  side  of  the  street  (45)  at  the 
"  same  rental  as  is  to  be  paid  for  each  of  the  other 
"  plots,  viz.,  14/.  per  annum.  The  Committee  will 
"  please,  therefore,  instruct  the  solicitor  to  include 
<*  plot  45  in  the  agreement  with  Mr.  Legge,  under 
*«  which  the  total  rental  payable  will  be  98/.  per 
"  annum."  That  is  39  to  45,  and  part  of  that,  ap- 
parently, was  afterwards  transferred  to  somebody  else 
at  a  reduced  rent. 

Then  the  9th  August  1880,  "  I  beg  to  present  a 
**  letter  from  Messrs.  Haigh  and  Agar  stating  that 
"  their  client  is  prepared  to  acquire  ihe  freehold  of 
"  plot  42  and  part  41,  at  the  price  fixed  by  the 
"  Board,  viz.,  28  years'  purchase,  and  enclosing  a 
'*  letter  from  the  Board's  tenant,  Mr.  Legge,  autho- 
**  rising  the  sale  to  Mr.  R.  J.  Larkin.  The  ground 
<<  rent  is  20/.  per  annum,  so  that  the  purchase  money 
«  will  be  560/."  Well,  but  before  this  date  they 
must  have  been  transferred,  I  should  gather  from 
I^gge  to  Larkin. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  This  is  the  letter  of  Le^e 
of  the  30th  May  1878  with  regard  to  plot  35,  Tite 
Street. 

{Chairman,)  That  I  readout  just  now;  that  does 
not  carry  it  any  further. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  This  is  the  report  {handing 
in  the  same), 

{Chairman.)  This  is  only  a  copy  of  the  architect's 
report.     I  want  the  originid. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  That  has  been  sent  for. 

{Chairman.)  That  is  August  9th,  1880,  plot  42 
and  part  41.  There  is  a  minute  of  the  22nd  Novem- 
ber 1880 :    **  In  this  case  the  Board  in  1878  agreed 


**  to  lease  these  plots  with  others  for  80  years  to  M  e 
*'  J.  W.  Legge,  and  there  was  a  stipulation  in  th« 
'^  agi-eement  that  the  lease  when  granted  should  con 
"  tain  a  covenant  by  the  lessee  that  no  trade  or  busi- 
"  ness  should  at  any  time  be  carried  on  on  the  pre- 
'<  mises,  and  that  they  should  not  be  used  or  occupied 
*^  otherwise  than  as  a  private  dwelling-houee,  and 
^*  that  nothing  should  be  done  on  the  premises  to  the 
'^  annoyance  or  damage  of  the  Board,  their  successors 
'^  or  assigns,  or  any  person  claiming  through  them, 
**  or  which  might  become  a  nuisance  to  the  neigh- 
<<  bourhood.  A  dwelling-house,  an  artist's  studio, 
**  has  been  built  on  the  plots.  At  the  request  of  Mr, 
<*  Legge  the  Board  has  agreed  to  grant  a  lease  to  Mr. 
'^  R.  J.  Larkin  at  20/.  per  annum  ground  rent,  but 
'<  the  lease  has  not  yet  been  granted."  Is  that  what 
reduces  the  98/.  to  78/. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  That  is  so  probably — that 
would  be  a  profit  rental  of  20/. 

{Chairman.)  **  The  Board  have 'since  accepted  an 
'^  offer  of  Mr.  Larkin  to  purchase  the  ground  rent 
"  and  reversion  in  these  plots  for  560/." 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  That  would  be  a  profit 
rent  to  Legge  of  6/. 

{Chairman,)  No;  because  this  is  not  one  plot,  it  is 
plot  42  and  part  of  41.  98/.  was  the  total;  and  when 
these  two  leases  were  granted  they  were  held  together 
at  78/.  These  were  43,  44,  and  45,  39  and  40;  and 
part  of  41,  so  that  42  and  part  of  41  had  been  sepa- 
rately dealt  with,  and  they  had  been  leased  sepai-ately 
to  Larkin  for  20/. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  Yes,  my  Lord  that  must 
be  so. 

(Chairman.)  That  is  in  November  1880.  Then  on 
the  6th  December  1880  the  Superintendent  of  the 
Architect's  Department  reports  that,  "  Mr.  Larkin  is 
"  entitled  to  the  following  leases  of  property  in  Tite 
"  Street,  Chelsea  Embankment.  Block  of  artist's 
"  studios  erected  on  plots  39,  40,  and  41,  apportioned 
**  rent  50/.  per  annum.  House  and  artist's  studio 
"  plots  43,  44,  and  45,  apportioned  rent  28/.  per 
'*  annum.  Resolved  that  the  leases  be  granted  to 
''  Mr.  Larkin  as  recommended,  and  that  the  solicitor 
"  be  instructed  accordingly."  These  and  the  others 
for  which  560/.  was  paid  are  the  plots  originally  let 
to  Grey  for  which  Robertson  took  a  profit  of  250/. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  In  connexion  with  this 
matter  I  should  like  to  mention  this  :  Your  Lordship 
read  that  certain  plans  were  initialled  by  Robertson. 
Of  course,  if  they  had  come  into  the  soHcitor's  office 
without  that  signature,  the  thing  would  have  been 
irregular.    Robertson  signed  all  plans. 

(Chairman.)  Oh,  yes,  I  quite  undei*stand  that. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Then  there  are  the  minutes 
as  to  the  sale  of  the  reversion.  Your  Lordship  has 
only  got  as  far  as  the  leaseholds. 

(Chairman.)  We  will  see  as  to  the  sAle  of  the 
reversion  presently.  Now  let  us  take  the  other  case. 
I  shall  want  the  minutes  relating  to  the  Clerkenweli 
Road. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Your  Loixlship  means  the 
minutes  as  to  the  two  warehouses  ? 

(Chairman,)  Yes. 


Mr.  William  Haigh  recalled  and  further  examined. 


yr.  (The    Witness.)  You   asked  me,  my   Lord,  for  a 

W.  Haigh.      cheque  of  400/.,  and  I  find  that  that  was  as  I  stated, 
"^""^■^      for  a  cheque  of  Mr.  Robertson's  for  the  same  amount, 
I  am  not  able  to  give  any  explanation  of  it. 
(Mr.  (xrenfelL)  We  have  that  in  his  Ijook  too. 

5411.  (Chairman.)  I  observe  that  his  cheque  to 
you  was  cashed  apparently  on  the  29th  September 
1884.  Yours  to  him  is  given  October  1st,  two  days 
afterwards  ? — I  do  not  understand  it,  my  Lord,  do  you 
say  the  29itk  September  ? 

5412.  Yes,  two  days  before,  debited  to  him  on  the 
29th  September,  and  yours  is  drawn  on  the  1st 
October? — Yes,  I  really  do  not  understand  it.  I 
have  an  entry  here  of  his  cheque  being  paid  into  my 
bank.     I  cannot  associate  it  at  the  present  moment 


with  anything,   but  I  will  do   my  best   to  find  an 
explanation. 

5413.  Now  have  you  got  any  of  your  books  that 
will  show  the  transaction  ? — ^Yes ;  I  have  got  all  the 
old  ledgers  down  to  the  present  time. 

5414.  Before  you  go  into  the  books,  Mr.  Haigh,  you 
told  us  about  the  sale  of  some  plots  on  the  Chekoa 
Embankment  to  the  Prudential  ? — ^Yes. 

5415.  I  observe  that  plot  and  a  portion  of  another 
plot  also  in  the  name  of  Mr.  Larkin  immediately 
adjoining— part,  in  fact,  of  these  same  plots — that 
the  freehold  of  these  was  sold  to  Larkin  ^by  the 
Board  for  560/.  two  years  previously.  Had  you 
anything  to  do  vrith  that  transaction  ?— Undoubtedly, 
my  Ix)rd,  I  should. 
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5416.  Will  you  tell  us  what  profit  he  made  there  ? 
— No,  my  Lord,  I  cannot  tell  you.  There  is  an  entry 
here  paid  to  the  Board  the  24th  February  1881, 
balance  of  purchase  money  and  interest^  plot  42  and 
part  of  plot  41,  510i. 

5417.  But  that  would  be  560/.  Probably  66/.  or 
somethiiig  would  have  been  paid  before  ? — Yes,  56/. 
was  paid.     Now  you  want  to  know 

5418.  {Chairman,)  What  he  got  on  the  sale  of 
that? — ^I  am  not  quite  sure  whether  that  was  not 
included  in  the  sale  to  the  Prudential. 

{Chairman^  No,  I  think  not;  the  sale  to  the 
Prudential  was  39,  40,  and  part  of  41,  and  43,  44, 
and  45.     It  did  not  include  42  and  pari  of  41. 

5419.  {Mr,  Meadows  White,)  As  that  is  divided 
by  the  leases,  there  might  have  been  nnoti.er  docu- 
ment?— There  were  two  conveyancen  to  the  Pru- 
dential. 

{Chairman.)  The  conveyances  to  the  Prudential 
were  not  arranged  for  until  1882  or  1884.  This  con- 
veyance is  dated  9th  August  1880. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  Here  is  the  rough  draft  of 
the  agreement  of  sale  {handing  in  the  document)  ;  but 
it  is  a  sale  and  purchase  to  Larkin,  not  to  the  Pru- 
dential. 

(Chairman,)  What  is  the  date  of  that  ? 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  Here  is  the  draft  of  the 
conveyance  dated  3Q^h  December  1880,  by  the  ^!e• 
tropolitan  Board  of  Works  to  Larkin. 

5420.  {Chairman,)  With  respect  to  that,  i^QOl. 
was  paid  to  the  Board? — Yes,  my  Lord.  I  am 
trying  to  find  the  result  of  that,  but  I  have  nothing 
to  guide  me  at  present;  I  will  make  a  point  of 
ascertaining. 

5421.  Now,  will  you  show  me  your  account  against 
Mr.  Robertson  ? — 1  find  in  the  ledger  that  in  March 
1878  there  were  some  costs  against  him  evidently  in 
connexion  with  the  *'  Swan,"  for  I  have  "  S.  P.  H." 
(*•■  Swan "  public-house)  against  it,  and  1  have  some 
costs  against  him  in  reference  to  his  own  settlements. 

5422.  {Chairman.)  His  marriage  settlement? — A 
settlement  made  upon  his  wife  at  that  date.  I  think 
it  was  made  subsequent  to  marriage ;  I  do  not  think 
it  was  upon  the  marriage.  He  made  some  settlement 
upon  his  wife  and  I  believe  there  was  a  covenant  that 
she  would  settle  her  property  upon  him.  Then  I 
have  got  an  item  of  costs  here  which  has  evidently  to 
do  with  the  "  Swan  "  sale.  **  Grey  and  Monkstield.*' 
Monksfield  was  the  mortgagee.  That  had  reference  to 
a  mortgage  on  the  **  Swan."  The  amount  is  7  guineas. 
Then  I  have  costs  in  the  assessment  of  the  "  Swan  " 
public-house.  Then  I  have  an  item  of  **  100,  Theo- 
Iwild's  Koad,  5/.  15*.  8</."  I  assume  for  the  moment 
that  that  is  Board's  land,  although  I  do  not  know 
it,  and  I  refer  back  to  the  costs  account,  and  I  find 
that  there  is  the  preparation  of  an  agreement  there, 
but  beyond  that  it  does  not  give  me  any  informa- 
tion. 

5423.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  May  I  ask  is  that 
100,  Theobald's  Road,  the  number  of  the  plot  or  the 
number  of  the  street  ? — I  do  not  know,  it  is  simply 
100,  Theobald's  Road. 

5424.  Who  is  the  agreement  with  ? — I  cannot  tell 
you,  but  I  can  identify  it  by  the  name  of  Kingwell. 

5425.  Then  that  is  plot  100  ?— There  are  certain 
costs  in  reference  to  that,  and  there  are  further  costs 
in  Grey's  matter.  Then  come  some  costs  on  account  of 
Clerke'nwell,  10/.  1*.  6rf.  I  do  not  find  the  particulars 
of  that  for  the  moment,  but  if  your  Lordship  will 
allow  me  I  will  make  out  a  statement  of  these 
matters. 

5426.  {Chairman.)  What  is  that  in  connexion 
with  ? — Clerkenwell.  I  have  no  doubt  it  has  some- 
thing to  do  with  the  land  of  the  Boaid  though  I  am 
not  quite  sure  at  this  moment.  Then  on  the  credit 
side  of  his  account  are  the  receipts  for  rentals  that  I 
referred  to  in  Tite  Street,  and  one  or  two  other 
matters  besides  not  connected  with  this  inquiry. 
There  is  a  mortgage  of  800/.  upon  Tite  Street,  and  I 
find  on  February  24th,  1881,  I  handed  him  a  cheque 
for  the  balance,  after  deducting  various    coetSi  of 

i    54142. 


302/.  18«.  Ad,      I  have  no  doubt  that  the  mortgage  of     Tenth  Day. 

800/.  was  paid  out  of  the  purchase  money  of  Tite  

Street.  15  June  1888« 

5427.  Will  you  just  let  me  look  at  that  {the  ledger  rr~ 
was  handed) .                                                                         ^  miak 

5428.  {Chairman.)  In  1878  it  begins  March  16th  ^ 
**  Board  of  Works,  80/.  7«.  lOd.''    What  is  that?— 

That  will  be  in  connexion  with  the  "  Swan."  1 
think  it  was  the  deposit  in  connexion  with  the 
'<  Swan."  I  have  ascertained  that  that  mortgage  with 
Messrs.  Coombe  was  transacted  through  me. 

5429.  The  80/.  7s.  lOd.  will  be  perhaps  the  year's 
rent  in  advance  ? — Yes,  most  likely. 

5430.  Then  what  are  the  **  codts  S.P.H. ;  Decem- 
l»er  30th  "  ? — That  is  my  firm's  costs.  I  have  ex- 
plained that. 

5431.  What  are  "costs  K.  M.  H.  "  ?— Is  that  the 
costs  or  the  settlement  ? 

5432.  Yes,  that  is  so.  The  settlement  is  at  the 
same  time — in  1878  ? — I  should  think  so,  my  Lord. 

5433.  What  are  the  items  "on  account  of  costs, 
Gray  to  Pctt "  ;  was  that  the  building  of  the  "  Swan  "  ? 
— Yes,  no  doubt.  I  expect  it  would  be  the  lease  from 
Gray  to  Pett. 

5434.  What  is  "Legge,  13/.  5*.  10c?."?— That  I  am 
not  able  to  tmce  just  for  the  moment. 

5435.  What  was  the  amount  of  the  settlement  ? — 
Well,  I  can  hardly  tell  you  ;  it  was  the  settlement  of 
the  household  furniture,  and  a  settlement  of  life 
policies  and  some  covenant  on  behalf  of  the  wife,  but 
at  this  date  I  cannot  tell  you. 

5436.  Would  not  it  appear  from  your  books  what 
stamp  duty  was  paid  on  it  ? — ^Yes,  probably  {after 
referring)  41. 

5437.  Then  going  on  to  1880,  there  is  **  cheque 
45/.  KV."  and  «*  cheque  90/."  Do  you  know  what 
those  were? — If  yom*  Lordship  will  allow  me  a 
moment  I  might  be  able  to  associate  them  with  some- 
thing. 

5438.  I  will  return  to  those  in  a  moment.  Ou  the 
other  side  there  are  payments  to  you  by  Wortley's 
45/.,  Watson  6/.,  Larkin,  and  Graham  84/.  ?— Yes, 
that  is  Tite  Street. 

5439.  "September  3rd,  cheque  Ingle  &  Co., 
1,012/.  ?" — That  is  upon  the  purchase  of  his  private 
house. 

5440.  In  Hackney  ?— Yes. 

5441.  Nothing  to  do  with  any  Board  matter  ? — 
No. 

5442.  "  November  20th,  cheque  to  Board, 
**  23/.  17*.  9d,  ?" — That  is  probably  the  ground  rent 
of  Tite  Street. 

5443.  And  on  the  same  date  56/.  ? — You  referred 
to  that  yourself  just  now. 

5444.  Yes,  that  is  the  deposit  on  560/.,  perhaps? — 
Yes. 

5445.  Yes,  it  is,  because  there  comes  then  **  Board 
"  of  Works  purchase  of  property,  571/.  19*.  2d,  ?" — 
Yes. 

5446.  Then  there  is  **  Tite  Street,  cost  of  lease, 
interest,"  and  so  on  ;  then  "  Scott,  800/.?"— That  is 
a  morigSLge,  speaking  from  memory,  upon  the  street. 

5447.  Out  of  which  the  money  came  to  pay  the 
Board  the  560/.  ? — In  all  probability. 

5448.  It  was  not  the  sale  ? — No,  my  Lord.  I  can- 
not follow  that  plot  just  for  the  moment. 

5449.  Where  does  his  account  go  on  ?— What  date 
have  you  got  there  ? 

-  5450.  1881  is  the  last  ? — Will  your  Lordship  allow 
me  the  ledger  for  a  moment.  {It  is  handed  to  the 
witness.)     It  goes  on  at  page  381. 

5151.  Then  "  xMetropolitan  Board,  Tite  Street.'* 
That  is  the  same  matter,  I  suppose  ? — Yes.  I  should 
say  that  is  the  rent  of  Tite  Street. 

5452.  Then  on  September  17th,  "  Deposit  purchasa 
of  the  fittings  of*  Swan,'  196/.  ?"— Yes. 

5453.  1,960/.  we  were  told  was  the  full  sum?— 
Yes. 

5*454.  Then  in  1881,  "  September  I7th,  Gray  and 
Pinchin,  185/." — That,  I  should  think,  would  be  the 
deposit  from  Pinchin  in  connexion  with  the  "Swan.** 
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5456.  Then  *«  purchase  money  of  11,  Tite  Street; 
X.ViOir  ?— That  probably  is  the  plot  you  are  inquir- 
iu^""  for. 

6456.  11,  Tite  Street,  would  be  the  whole  or  some 
portion  of  these  plots  named  ? — I  think  so. 

5457.  Can  you  tell  me  what  1 1,  Tite  Street  is — 
how  much  the  plot  is  ? — Are  there  two  items  besides 
those  of  1,000/.  and  1,453/.  underneath  that.  {After 
referring.)  Ton  may  take  it  that  that  is  the  pur- 
chase of  that  plot. 

5458.  Then  out  of  that  Scott  is  repaid  on  Decem- 
ber the  8th  the  same  day  his  mortgage  of  800/. 

{Mr.  Meadows  WhUe.)  Yes. 

5459.  {CJiairman.)  Then  in  1882  there  is,  "to 
Board's  balance,"  1,764/.  paid  on  the  8th  of  February, 
and  on  the  same  date  Pinchin  pays  his  balance  of 
1,665/.  18*.  Id.  ?— Yes. 

5460.  So  that  altogether  Pmchin  pays  1,850/.? — 1 
know  the  Board  was  paid  something  more. 

5461.  Pinchin  paid  1,850/.,  the  Board  being  paid 
1,960/.  ?— That  will  be  it. 

5462.  "Cheque  to  you  for  rents.  Jackson  and 
Graham  " ;  what  is  that  ?— Tite  Street. 


6463.  That  is  the  part  of  Tite  Street  still  i-emain- 
ing  unsold,  I  suppose  ? — ^At  that  date. 

5464.  Then  it  goes  to  a  new  ledger? — Yes,  my 
Lord  {handing  same  to  his  Lordship), 

5465.  These  two  payments,  "  Metropolitan  Board 
of  Works,  July  5th  and  October  16th,  19/.  Is.  lie/., 
1  suppose  were  ground  rent  ? — I  should  think  so. 

5466.  Yes  ;  I  see  the  receipts  on  the  other  side 
show  it  ?—  Yes  ;  that  would  be  so. 

6467.  Then,  December  the  2nd,  1882,  « Paid 
Monksfield  100/.";  do  you  know  what  that  was  ? — 
Not  at  the  moment. 

5468.  "Paid  Mr.  H.  Clarke  519/.  17*.  Ad.  "  ;  what 
is  that  ? — That  would  be  a  payment  out  of  some  land 
at  Somerset  Street,  I  fancy. 

5469.  Yes,  I  see,  "  Somerset  Street,  600/. " ;  what 
is  that  ? — ^I  cannot  tell  at  this  moment. 

5470.  Was  that  a  Board  site  ? — I  have  an  impres- 
sion that  it  was. 

5471.  Do  you  know  what  it  was? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  No,  my  Lord,  I  do  not  find 
that  that  name  is  recognised. 

{Chairman.)  Mr.  Clarke  is  here,  I  see. 


Mr.  Henby  Clabkb  recalled  and  further  examined. 


5472.  {Chairman.)  Was  that  a  site  that  belonged 
to  the  Board  of  Works  ? — Yes,  my  Lord.  I  believe 
my  name  was  made  use  of. 

5473.  Where  is  this  Somerset  Street  ? — It  is  some- 
where on  the  Embankment,  I  believe,  my  Lord. 

6474.  Had  you  anything  to  do  with  this  plot  ? — I 
had  nothing  to  do  with  it  in  any  way  whatever.  I 
heard  afterwards,  in  fact  I  believe  Robertson  told 
me,  that  he  had  used  my  name.  I  know  nothing 
about  it,  and  had  nothing  to  do  with  it  in  any  way 
whatever. 

5475.  You  got  nothing  out  of  it  ? — ^Nothing  at  all ; 
I  had  nothing  to  do  with  it  in  any  way,  my  Lord. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Will  your  Lor^hip  look  at 
that  document  ? 

5476.  {Chairman.)  There  appears  to  have  been  a 
conveyance  to  you.  Did  you  execute  that  convey- 
ance (handing  a  docutnent  to  the  witness)  ? — I  have 
no  recollection  of  anything  of  the  kind. 

{Mr.'  Haigh.)  My  impression  is  that  there  was  a 
conveyance  to  Mr.  Clarke  and  that  there  was  a  sale, 
I  cannot  say  to  whom  at  the  moment. 

5477.  {Chairman  to  the  Witness.)  You  will  see 
see  that  it  is  signed  by  you  {handing  conveyance 
to  the  witness)  ? — Yes,  my  Lord,  that  is  signed  by 
me.  I  have  no  recollection  of  anything  of  that 
kind.     I  am  not  interested  in  it  any  way. 

5478.  However,  you  appear  to  have  signed  the 
agreement  of  the  10th  November  1880? — It  appears 
to  have  been  signed  by  me  there,  but  I  had  nothing 
to  do  with  it  in  any  way.  My  name  was  made  use  of 
before  I  knew  anything  about  it  in  any  way  what* 
ever. 

5479.  It  is  a  conveyance  by  which  the  Board  will 
sell  and  the  purchaser  will  purchase  for  the  sum  of 
400/.  the  fee  simple  of  a  piece  of  land  in  Somerset 
Street  ? — Yes ;  I  do  not  think  I  ever  saw  the  piece  of 
ground  but  once  in  my  life.  I  was  not  interested  in 
it  in  any  way  whatever,  and  I  was  not  aware  that  I 
had  signed  that  document  in  any  way  whatever. 

6480.  On  the  8th  February  1881  a  conveyance 
seems  to  have  been  executed  to  Mr.  Clarke.  Then  here 
there  is  another  entry  on  one  side :  "By  receipt  of 
"  you  (that  is  Kobertson),  Somerset  Street,  600/." ; 
and  26/.  before.  Was  that  from  somebody  to  whom 
it  was  sold  ? 

{Mr.  Haigh.)  No ;  my  belief  is  that  that  600/. 
came  from  Robertson  to  enable  me  to  pay  Clarke. 

{The  Witness.)  1  have  no  recollection  of  it  what- 
ever. 

5481.  {Chairman.)  On  the  other  side  it  is  enterfed, 
"Paid Clarke.  519/.  17*.  4c/."  ?— That  is  the  cheque  I 
mentioned  to  your  Lordship  the  other  day,  the  500/.  I 
had  lent  Robertson.  If  you  remember,  I  said  it  was  paid 
by  Mr.  Robertson's  solicitor.    That  b  the  cheque  that 


was  paid  back  to  me  for  the  600/.  that  was  lent  to 
Robertson. 

6482.  And  the  19/.  represents  interest  ?— That  is 
quite  so. 

5483.  **  By  receipt  of  you,  Somerset  Street"  ? 
{Mr.  Haigh.)  That  would  be  Mr.  Robertson. 
{Chairman.)  Where  that  600/.  came  from  you    do 

not  know  ? 

{Witness.)  From  Mr.  Robertson. 

{Chairman.)  <* February  5th,  1883:  To  paid  you, 
Somerset  Street,  100/."    What  does  that  mean  ? 

{Mr.  Haigh.)  I  may  say  that,  as  far  as  Mr.  Clarke 
was  concerned,  he  actually  came  to  me  the  other  day 
with  reference  to  that  payment.  It  evidently  had 
gone  clearly  from  his  mind.  I  did  not  recognise  that 
100/.  for  the  moment. 

5484.  {Chairman  to  the  Witness.)  «  February  5th  : 
"  Paid  you,  Somerset  Street,  100/."  What  became 
of  the  Somerset  Street  site? — I  do  not  recollect. 
The  Board  could  not  assist  me  as  to  the  present 
owner  of  Somerset  Street,  it  being  a  freehold  and  no 
ground  rent  being  payable. 

{Chairman.)  -^Bv  receipt  of  W.  H.  Smith,  Esq." 
(on  the  other  side  of  the  account).  '<  Monksfield  and 
Martin,  100/."  Then,  July  3rd,  1883:  *<  Paid  L. 
Walker,  Esq.,  costs  re  Stainton." 

( Witness)  That  was  the  lease  of  these  premises 
you  have  already  referred  to  in  the  Curtain  Rood. 

6486.  Where  he  built  his  warehouse  ? — Yes. 

5486.  "August  31st,  1883:  Costs  re  Monksfield.'' 
Was  that  after  Monksfield's  death? — What  is  the 
amount. 

5487.  32/.  195.  6c?.  ?— Yes,  I  think  it  was,  because 
I  see  it  was  carried  on  the  other  side  of  the  account, 
32/.  195.  6c/.,  to  folio  135,  where  I  find  "  the  execu- 
"  tors  of  Mr.  Monksfield  received  costs."  Then,  in 
1884,  '*  paid  Thurgood  and  Martin  fees,  re  90,  Wor- 
sliip  Street  "  ? — ^Yes,  that  was  in  respect  of  properties 
mortgaged  which  fell  through. 

5488.  What  was  that?  Did  he  own  90,  Worship 
Street  ?— That  was  the  site  referred  to  in  the  evidence 
of  Mr.  Pett  the  other  day  ? — You  will  recollect  Pett 
bought  the  "  equity "  from  him,  or  rather  bought 
some  intei*est  that  he  had  in  it. 

6489.  Then  on  the  18th  of  January  1884,  "Paid 
deposit,  218/."  What  is  that  ?  There  is  a  reference 
to  179.  I  do  not  know  whether  that  is  the  folio  of 
this  book  ? — ^No ;  that  would  be  the  folio  of  the  rough 
cash  journal,  which  I  have  not  been  able  to  get. 

5490.  Do  you  remember  what  that  is,  the  218/.  ? — 
No,  I  do  not  recollect. 

5491.  Oh,  that  will  be  for  the  deposit  paid  on  the 
purchase  of  the  remaining  plots  ;  the  plots  purchased 
in  1884,  2,180/.,  what  was  sold  to  the  Prudential  ?— 
Yes,  very  likely. 
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5492.  Then  I  find  you  paid  him  1,000/.  of  the 
1,463/.  already  spoken  of.  Then  on  the  other  side 
there  is,  **By  received  from  Larkin,  311/.;"  ^' Bj 
**  received  of  the  Prudential,  2,453."  Then  there  is 
a  number  of  small  costs  amounting  in  all  to  36/. 
«  160,  Old  Street,"  what  is  that?— I  think  that  must 
he  the  same  premises  as  the  Curtain  Road,  I  will  not 
be  sure. 

5493.  Then  there  comes  ^*  155,  Curtain  Road : 
3/.  3*.,"  what  is  that? — I  cannot  tell  you  at  this 
moment,  I  will  look  that  up. 

5494.  That  is  in  1884.  Then  where  does  this  go 
on? — I  think  you  will  find  it  is  continued  there 
(handing  another  ledger  to  his  Lordship). 

5495.  Yes.  There  are  the  entries  of  the  two 
cheques  ?— Yes,  my  Lord.  I  have  just  had  those 
cheques  looked  up. 

5i96.  I  see  they  are  both  put  here  under  the  date 
of  the  27th  of  September  ? — Yes,  the  same  date. 

5497.  There  must  have  bet^n  some  reason  for  it  ? — 
Yes,  there  must  have  been ;  but  I  do  not  recollect.  I 
vnll  endeavour  to  find  out ;  but  at  the  present  moment 
my  mind  is  a  perfect  blank. 

5498.  Then  in  1885  there  is:  *« Purchase  of  155, 
Curtain  Road  " ;  where  does  that  go  on  ? — There  is 
only  a  small  amount  for  insurance  on  Amherst  Road. 
I  skould  like  to  say  that  in  reference  to  Tite  Street  I 
believe  Mr.  Robertson  originally  purchased  that  from 
Mr.  Legge,  in  the  name  of  Larkin;  and  all  these 
transactions  were  upon  the  assurance  that  he  had  no 
control  whatever  over  the  price  that  was  given ;  that 
anybody  outside  could  have  got  the  same  price ;  that 
it  was  a  matter  of  judgment  only. 

5499.  You  mean  his  assurance  to  you  ? — Yes;  that 
it  was  a  matter  of  judgment  only;  that  in  his  opinion 
the  land  would  sooner  or  later  come  into  value ;  that 
it  was  open  to  anybody  to  purchase  for  that  price ; 
and  that  in  several  instances  larger  prices  had  been 
given  than  were  actually  tendered  by  others. 

5600.  Are  all  the  transactions  that  you  know  of  with 
regard  to  his  dealings  in  land  shown  by  those  books  ? 
— Your  Lordship  asked  me  a  question  about  the 
"  Nags  Head,"  I  believe  it  was  the  first  transaction. 
I  take  it  that  it  is  the  Board's  land,  because  your 
liordship  asked  me  the  question.  I  have  some  costs 
here  ngain&t  him  in  respt.'ct  of  that,  but  it  does  not 
enable  me  to  give  your  Lordship  any  information 
about  it,  I  see  I  prepared  an  agreement  for  the  sale 
of  the  "Nag's  Head."  That  was  in  March  1878. 
**  Instructions  for  preparing  agreement  for  sale, 
"  engrossing  same  and  duplicate,  attending  you  here- 
"  with,  letters,  &c."  That  is  all  costs  connected 
with  the  preparation  of  an  agreement  re  "Nag's 
Head." 

5501.  You  have  the  draft  of  the  agreement  in  your 
possession  ? — WeU,  I  am  a  little  uncertain. 

5502.  Have  you  any  box  of  Robertson's  papers  ? 
—No ;  we  had  a  general  collection  of  papers,  and 
some  seven  years  ago  we  had  a  large  sale  of  papers, 
and  they  may  have  gone  with  them,  but  I  will  have 
a  search  made. 

5503.  Have  you  any  separate  account  against  the 
Greys  ?  — ^Yes. 


5504.  Will  you  let  me  see  your  account  against 
John  Grey  ? — No,  I  have  not  against  John  Grey  ;  1 
do  not  think  I  have  any  account  against  him. 

5505.  Against  William  Grey? — Your  Lordship 
will  recollect  John  Grey  paid  me  that  cheque  for  the 
assessment. 

5506.  Yes,  I  understand,  and   that  is  credited  to 
Robertson  ? — Yes,   credited  to  Robertson's  account.* 
Then  I  think  your  Lordship  will  have  to  go  back  to 
the  former  ledger,  page  260.     The  balance  of  the  old 
ledger  was  93/.  I4s.  Id. 

5507.  Were  they  connected  with  the  building  of 
the  Piccadilly  Restaurant? — No,  that  is  Fowler 
there ;  I  beg  your  pardon,  yes,  they  would  refer  to 
some  costs  of  litigation  between  himself  and  Messrs. 
Peto.  Messrs.  Peto  were  building  the  restaurant, 
and,  speaking  fit>m  memory,  I  think  we  either  brought 
or  threatened  some  proceedings  against  them  for  not 
completing  within  the  time. 

5508.  But  there  is  here  :  "  By  transfer  from  John 
Grey's  account,  350/. " ;  so  that  you  must  have  had 
some  account  against  him?— rWell,  perhaps  there 
might  be ;  but  I  was  under  the  impression  that  I  had 
not  any  account  with  John  Grey.  It  would  be  in 
that  ledger  probably,  if  there  is  one,  "  By  cheque  re 
W.  Grey's  compositiop,  350/."  That  is  transferred  to 
W.  Grey's  account. 

5509.  Who  is  Cannon  ? — One  of  the  creditors. 

5510.  This  seems  to  be  the  payment  of  a  composi- 
tion ? — Yes,  ray  Lord.  I  should  correct  myself  with 
regard  to  Jchn  Grey.  I  see  there  is  an  account  here 
in  this  other  ledger.  It  is  a  transaction  I  cannot 
explain  for  the  moment,  **  1880,  July  26th,  cheque 
16/.  14*.  2rf.,"  and  the  same  date:  **By  cheque, 
16/.  14*.  2c/."  ;  but  I  cannot  give  any  explanation  of  it. 

5511.  That  is  very  like  the  400/.  ?— Yes  ;  just  the 
same.  I  may  have  made  some  payment,  my  Lord, 
you  know. 

5512.  That  is  curious ;  that  would  be  some  cheque 
given  by  him  to  you  perhaps  ? — Yes,  it  may  be  that. 

5513.  But  in  the  other  case  your  cheque  was  paid 
into  his  nccount  i' — Yes  ;  I  really  cannot  imagine  for 
a  moment  how  that  came. 

5514.  (Mr,  Bosanquet,)  Had  you  any  payment  to 
make  near  Charing  Ooss  of  400/.  on  that  day,  do  you 
think,  the  29th  September  1884.  You  received  400/. 
at  Charing  Cross  for  which  you  gave  a  cheque.  K 
you  wanted  400/.  in  cash  to  make  a  purchase  on  the 
spot,  you  might  have  wanted  the  money  at  hand  ? — I 
do  not  recollect. 

5615.  (Chairman.)  I  see  amongst  the  creditors  of 
W.  Grey  there  is  Goddard  ? — That  is  a  different 
Goddard. 

5516.  Will  you  give  me  folio  133?  (The  same  is 
handed  to  his  Lordship.)  You  have  now  given  us, 
as  far  as  you  can,  all  the  transactions  that  you  were 
concerned  in,  or  were  aware  of,  of  Robertson,  and 
any  dealings  of  the  Board  or  its  officers  ? — As  far  as 
I  can  recollect  at  this  moment.  Yon  have  already 
dealt  with  Worship  Street,  I  think,  and  with  the 
"  Swan,"  and  with  the  restaurant,  as  far  as  these 
payments  are  concerned. 

5517.  Yes? — No,  I  do  not  recollect  any  others  at 
this  moment.  Of  course,  I  will  investigate  the 
matter  and  see. 


Tenth  D^y. 

15  June  1888. 

Mr, 
H,  Clarke, 


Mr.  Geoboe  Cox  sworn  and  examined. 


5518.  (Chairman.)  Did  you  purchase  the  "  Swan  " 
public-house  ? — Y^b^  my  Lord. 

5519.  Was  that  the  freehold  or  the  leasehold? — 
Only  the  leasehold. 

5520.  What  did  you  give  for  the  leasehold? — 
6,900/.  This  statement  shows  the  thing  right  through 
(handing  a  document  to  his  Lordship) — all  the  valua- 
tion and  everything. 

5521.  The  lease  was  6,900/.;  valuation,  890/.; 
license,  2/.  4^.  ;  insurance,  8/.  4*.  Sd.  ;  travelling 
expenses,  21.  2s.  ;  total,  7,802/.  ?—Then  on  the 
other  side  it  shows  how  the  money  was  paid. 


5522.  Yes:  Coombe  &  Co.,  6,000/.;  Tanqueray 
&  Co.,  1,500/.? — That  is  simply  money  that  they 
brought ;  the  loan  on  it  is  Coombe's. 

5523.  What  is  **  B.  269,  19*.*'  ?— Bank  notes ;  it  is 
the  remainder  of  the  money  in  cash. 

5524.  So  that  6,900/.  was  what  you  paid  for  the 
lease  ? — Yes,  my  Lord. 

5525.  Your  taking  over  the  lease  with  the  obliga- 
tion to  pay  70/.  a  year  for  it  ? — Yes,  my  Lord ;  and 
also  I  lease  the  cellar  of  the  adjoining  property,  making 
the  rent  100/. 

Z  2 


Mr,  O.  Cox. 
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5526.  You  took  a  lease  o£  it  ? — Yes,  at  the  same 
time. 

5527.  Who  was  that  from  ? — A  40  years*  lease  from 
Mr.  Pett. 

5528.  At  a  rent  of  30/.  ?— Yes. 

5529.  What  rental  did  you  pay  in  respect  of  the 
**  Swan  "  ?— 70/.  Grey  had  already  got  this  lease  of 
the  cellar.  It  was  simply  transferred  to  me  in  the 
ordinary  way.  It  was  not  a  new  thing  that  I  took 
up  when  I  took  the  **  Swan.'* 

(Mr.  Baigh.)  Originally  a  lease  at  70/.  covered 
both  properties. 

(Chairman,)  Then  yours  was  a  sub-lease. 

(The  TVitness.)  Mine  was  a  transfer  of  the  original 
lease. 

(Mr.  ffcUah.)  Yes,  that  would  be  so. 

5530.  (Chairtnan.)  No,  because  you  did  not  take 
this  York  Street  house  ? — No,  it  was  let  to  me  at  the 
same  time  that  I  took  the  *^  Swan." 

(M^,  Haigh.)  The  rent  was  apportioned  between 
the  '*  Swan "  and  the  adjoining  building.  A  penny 
was  apportioned  to  the  adjoining  building,  whilst 
practicidly  the  original  rent  remained  apportioned  to 
the  ^*  Swan,'*  so  that  Mr.  Cox  has  taken  over  the  lease 
at  70/.  practically. 

(Chairman.)  You  have  only  a  lease  of  the  '*  Swan." 
(  Witness.)  And  the  basement  adjoining. 

5531.  For  that  you  pay  30/.  a  year  ? — Yes. 

5532.  And  you  have  not  the  York  Street  house, 
which  was  originally  included  in  the  lease,  for  70/.  a 
year  ? — ^No,  that  belongs  to  a  soap  factory. 


5533.  What  did  the  building  of  the  "  Swan  "  cost  ? 
— ^It  is  a  very  well  built  house  and  a  large  corner.  I 
should  think  the  real  valuation  as  it  stands  would  be 
about  3,800/.  or  3,900/. 

5534.  You  mean  to  build  ?— The  "  Swan  *'  alone  to 
build  and  fit  it. 

5535.  Your  valuation  includes  the  valuation  of  the 
stock,  I  suppose  ? — Not  the  stock,  only  the  building. 

5536.  Therefore  you  gave  6,900/.  and  890/.  ?— Yes, 
that  is  7,800/.  nearly. 

5537.  And  you  think  the  building  with  the  fittings 
would  cost  about  3,900/.  to  build  ?— I  should  think 
so. 

5538.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Was  there  any  trade 
doing  in  the  house? — ^Yes.  Grey  had  been  there 
some  years. 

5539.  What  was  the  year  you  bought  ?— 1886. 

5540.  Was  there  any  valuation  made  on  the  annual 
value  of  the  trade  ? — ^Yes ;  they  showed  the  trade, 
and  it  was  upon  the  trade  being  done  that  I  gave 
6,900/. 

5541.  (Chairman.)  Who  did  you  negotiate  your 
purchase  with  ? — Grey. 

5542.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Do  you  remember 
what  they  showed  the  trade  to  be  ? — Yes,  I  have  a 
copy  here.  They  represented  the  trade  at  347/.  a 
montn. 

5543.  For  13  months  ?— Yes. 

5544.  Are  those  payments  or  takings  ? — ^Those  are 
takings.    The  payments  are  232/. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr  William  Haiqh  recalled  and  examined. 


Mr. 
IF.  Haigk. 


5545.  (Chairman.)  Do  you  know  where  Mr. 
Lark  in  is  now  ? — I  have  heard  that  he  is  in  Australia, 
and  has  been  for  some  time.  He  married  and  settled 
out  there. 


5546.  Do  you  know  where  the  Greys  are  now  ?- 
I  do  not. 


The  witness  withdrew. 
Mr.  Lancaster  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr.Lamnuter.       6547.  (Chairman.)  Were  you  in  the  employ  of  tiie 
Board?— Yes. 

5548.  In  what  capacity? — ^lu  the  Building  Act 
Office  of  the  architect's  department. 

5549.  Had  you  pecuniary  transactions  with  Robert- 
son ? — Of  a  private  character,  yes,  my  Lord. 

5550.  I  should  just  like  to  know  ? — May  I  hand 
you  up  just  an  explanation  ?  When  you  see  it  you 
will  readily  understand  that  it  is  quite  of  a  private 
character ;  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  the  Board  in 
any  way  (handing  in  the  same.)  I  should  explain 
that  I  have  jotted  it  down  this  moment  for  your  Lord- 
ship's information,  anticipating  that  perhaps  there 
were  points  upon  which  you  required  information. 

5551.  Were  these  the  only  pecuniary  transactions 
you  had  with  him  ? — One  or  two  others  of  a  similar 
character.  For  instance,  sometimes  I  used  to  ask  him 
as  a  favour  to  give  me  a  check  forward  for  a  quarter's 
rent  or  anything  of  that  kind ;  merely  for  convenience 
to  me,  as  a  matter  of  fact.  It  was  to  save  the  trouble 
of  getting  postal  orders,  and  things  like  that.  And  I 
was  so  particular  with  him  that  I  actually  used  to 
give  him  a  penny  for  the  stamp  upon  his  cheque. 

5552.  You  had  yourself  no  banking  account?  — 
No.  One  sum  that  may  appear  in  Robertson's  book 
would  be  51.  4s.  2d.  monthly. 

(Chairman.)  It  is  not  aecessary  to  go  further  into 
this.    Now  will  you  follow  out  these  minutes  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  There  are  •  two  minutes  as 
to  Tite  Street  which  I  will  hand  in  (handing  in  the 
same). 


(Chairman.)  This  is  the  report  of  the  superinten- 
ding architect  about  plots  39  to  44 :  **  The  committee 
**  on  the  8th  April  last  directed  me  to  offer  these 
*<  plots  to  Mr.  Legge  at  84/.  per  annum,  being  a 
*'  slight  advance  on  the  amount  of  his  tender.  1  pre- 
**  sent  letter  from  Mr.  Legge  accepting  the  Board's 
"  terms^  and  the  committee  will  please  therefore 
"  instruct  the  solicitor  to  prepare  the  agreement  in 
**  the  usual  way.  (Signeid)  Geo.  VuUiamy."  I 
understand  the  bodv  of  it  is  in  Kobertson*s  hand- 
writing, and  it  is  signed  **  Geo.  Vulliamy,  6th  May 
1878."  Then  there  is  a  minute  of  3rd  June  1878, 
also  in  Robertson's  handwriting,  and  signed  by 
Vulliamy  :  "  Mr.  Legge  the  tenant  of  plots  39  to  44 
**  in  Tite  Street  has  agreed  to  take  the  remaining 
**  plot  on  the  east  side  (No.  45)  at  the  same  rental 
"  as  is  to  be  paid  for  each  of  the  other  plots,  viz.,  14/. 
**  per  annum.  The  committee  will  please,  therefore, 
"  instruct  the  solicitor  to  include  plot  45  in  the 
<<  agreement  with  Mr.  Legge  under  which  the  total 
"  rent  payable  will  be  98/.  per  annum."  Then  "  Read 
"  report  by  the  architect  dated  10th  December,  sub- 
**  mitting  a  letter  from  Messrs.  Haigh  and  Agar  on 
*<  behalf  of  Mr.  Larkin  offering  28  years'  purchase  for 
**  the  freeholds  of  plots  39  and  40,  43,  44  and  45,  and 
<•  part  of  plot  41,  Tite  Street,  Chelsea,  and  recom- 
**  mending  thatthe  offer  be  accepted,  and  that  the  sohcl- 
**  tor  should  be  instructed  to  carry  out  the  sale."  Tha 
omits  No.  42,  I  see.  Then  it  is  "  resolved  that  the 
*<  offer  be  accepted  and  thatthe  solicitcT  lie  instructed 
**  accordingly."  Then,  again,  I  should  like  to  see  the 
report  of  the  architect  of  the  10th  Decrniber  1883. 


Adjourned  to  Tuesday  and  Wednesday  next  at  II  o'clock. 
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ELEVENTH  DAY- 


Tuesday,  ISth  June  1888. 


Lord  Hbrschbll, 


PRESElfT : 


I 


Mr.  Grenfsll.    * 
Lord  HERSCHELL  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  Bosanquet,  Q.C,  and 


i^Mr.  Lewis  Covjard,)  May  I  crave  your  Lordship's 
indulgence  for  one  moment  on  behalf  of  a  gentleman 
of  the  name  of  Mark  King,  of  Fenchurcb  Avenue. 
It  is  with  reference  to  the  official  shorthand  note  at 
question  4976,  the  evidence  of  a  Mr.  James  Kent,  and 
the  same  appeared  in  some  journals.  Mr.  Kent  de- 
posed that  he  employed  an  architect.  The  question 
is  "  who  was  that  ?  (A.)  Mr.  Mark  King,  of  Fen- 
*•  church  Avenue."  That  is  the  gentleman  for  whom 
I  appear  here  to-day.  It  appears,  as  was  explained 
afterwards,  that  that  was  a  mistake,  and  that  it  was 
Mr.  Alfred  King  who  was  subsequently  called  before 
your  Lordship.  The  journals  I  refer  to  have  done  all 
they  could  to  correct  it,  but  I  ask  your  Lordship's 
permission  to  say  that  Mr.  Mark  King  is  the  only 
Mark  King,  a  surveyor,  that  he  has  been  for  a  period 
of  over  20  years  in  practice  in  Fenchurch  Avenue,  in 
the  City  of  London,  that  he  has  never  had  any  part- 


19  Jnoe  1888. 


nership  transaction  with  Mr.  Kent,  and  that  he  has    Eleventh  Day. 
never  in  the  whole  course  of  his  life  given  one  single 
farthing,  either  to  Mr.  Eobertson  or  any  member  of 
the  Board  of  Works  in  the  manner  deposed  to. 

(^Chairman,)  It  is  obviously  a  mistake. 

(Jfr.  Meadows  PFhite,)  There  are  several  groups 
of  minutes  which  your  Lordship  asked  for.  They 
are  ready  for  your  Lordship,  They  are  as  follows : — 
Re  Clarke,  Commercial  Street  land,  Shoreditch  land, 
Bedfordbury  land,  Camberwell  land,  Bethnal  Green 
Road  land.  Re  Legge,  "Yorkshire  Grey"  and 
"Artichoke"  public-house.  Re  Hartnoll,  Goulston 
Street,  Whitechapel ;  Wells  Street,  Poplar  ;  Middlesex 
Street,  Tooley  Street.  Re  Toye,  Clerkenwell,  and 
correspondence  re  Terry's  Theatre.  This  is  a  similar 
paper  with  regard  to  Mr.  Goddard's  ^salary,  as  that 
which  was  given  with  regard  to  Mr.  Robertson. 
(Handing  same  to  his  Lordship.) 


Mr.  Robert  Edwin  Villiers  recalled,  further  examined. 


5553.  (Chairman.)  You  have  told  us  that  Mr. 
Robertson  and  Mr.  Woodward  saw  you  iu  company 
with  reference  to  your  employing  Mr.  Saunders  as 
architect,  which  led  to  your  going  with  Mr.  Wood- 
ward to  Mr.  Saunders.  You  detailed  the  conversa- 
tion ? — Yes. 

5554.  Did  you  go  before  your  oifer  had  been 
accepted  by  the  Board  of  Works  to  Mr.  Saunders  to  ask 
for  his  favourable  consideration  of  it  ? — I  think  some 
months  before,  but  it  was  not  at  that  period.  Long 
before  I  built  that,  it  was  my  determination,  from  the 
first  time  I  went  there,  and  as  I  stated  in  public,  it 
was  always  my  intention  to  endeavour  to  obtain  that 
site,  and  I  think  I  did  go  to  Mr.  Saunders  to  ask  him 
whether  he  could  not  so  much  assist  me,  liecause  I  had 
not  canvassed  the  meml)ers  of  the  Board  l  or  the  pur- 
pose of  assistance,  but  1  think  I  received  information 
that  Mr.  Saunders  would  be  a  very  likely  man  from 
his  financial  position  in  the  city,  to  assist  me  finan- 
cially, and  I  think  I  did  go  to  Mr.  Saunders,  but  then 
it  lapsed. 

5555.  Mr.  Saunders  puts  your  having  gone  to  him 
to  ask  for  his  favourable  consideration  on  the  26th 
November  just  after  you  heard  that  the  Board  would 
entertain  an  offer  if  you  put  one  forward  ? — I  cannot 
remember  that  as  far  as  my  memory  goes,  I  have  a 
faint  recollection  of  going  to  Mr.  Saunders  some  time 
pi'eviously  to  that  to  ask  liis  advice,  whether  he  could 
have  assisted  me  financially.  In  fact,  I  was  looking 
about  to  obtain  every  information  I  could  as  to  where 
I  could  finance  the  building.  I  went  to  others.  I 
went  to  a  large  firm  of  stockbrokers  and  they  advised 
me  to  get  a  syndicate.  I  was  looking  about  for  money, 
and  I  think  I  did  go  to  Mr.  Saunders  but  not  for  the 
purpose  of  appointing  him  as  architect,  that  was  not 
discussed,  the  absolute  appointment.  The  thins  that 
I  pinned  myself  on  was  the  '  introduction  of  Mr. 
Robertson  to  Mr.  Woodward,  whose  name  I  had  even 
forgotten,  and  I  gave  a  wrong  name  in  the  evidence. 

5556.  At  the  time  that  conversation  took  place  at 
Robertson's  office  which  you  detailed,  which  led  to  your 

foing  with  Mr.  Woodward  to  Mr.  Saunders,  was 
\roodward  a  friend  of  yours  ? — ^No,  I  do  not  think  I 
had  ever  seen  him  before,  in  fact,  I  am  sure  I  had  not. 


for  I  do  not  remember  his  name  and  I  called  him  some 
other  name  in  the  evidence,  so  little  did  I  know  of 
him.  I  think  I  called  him  Wright  or  some  such  name ; 
I  know  so  little  of  him,  I  do  not  think  I  had  ever  seen 
him  before. 

5557.  Did  Mr.  Woodward  go  with  you  on  the 
occasion  when  you  first  went  to  Mr.  Saunders  ? — We 
went  down  in  a  cab,  I  think. 

5558.  I  do  not  mean  when  you  came  about  his  being 
architect,  but  on  the  previous  occasion  when  you  said 
that  sometime  before  you  saw  Mr.  Saunders  ? — I  never 
saw  Mr.  Woodward  until  the  time  I  met  him  at  the 
office  of  Mr.  Vulliamy  in  Mr.  Robertson's  department. 

5559.  And  when  you  went  to  Mr.  Saunders  about 
his  being  the  architect  ? — Yes,  I  never  saw  Mr.  Wood- 
ward before. 

5560.  It  is  not  the  case  that  he  went  with  you  and 
introduced  you? — Originally. 

5561.  Originally  ? — It  could  not  be,  because  I  had  a 
vague  notion  up  to  that  time  divided  between  Isaacs 
Florence  and  Mr.  Fowler,  and  I  had  no  idea  whatever 
of  Mr.  Saunders  being  architect. 

5562.  Until  that  occasion  at  the  Board's  office  ? — 
No.  I  re(!eived,  if  I  may  express  it  so,  almost  a 
negative,  as  though  it  was  rather  out  of  his  depart- 
ment, that  he  was  not  much  in  that  style  of  business, 
to  finance. 

5563.  (Mr.  Grenfell.)  To  whom  are  you  referring  ? 
— Mr.  Saunders.  I  then  dismissed  Mr.  Saunders 
from  my  mind,  commercially,  as  being  of  any  financial 
assistance. 

5564.  (Chairma7$.)  Mr.  Saunders  was  not  thought 
of  again  until  after  you  had  had  these  communications 
with  Mr.  Isaacs,  and  subsequently  seen  Mr.  Robertson 
and  Mr.  Woodward  together  ? — No. 

5565.  (Mr.  Bo€anquet.)  In  a  letter  of  Mr.  Goddard's 
to  you  of  the  7th  March  he  says,  "  I  have  got  the  500/. 
*<  ready  for  him,"  that  is  ready  for  Robertson,  "  and 
"  Ds'.  100/.  I  have  got  to-day,  making  600/.  in  all "  ? 
—Yes. 

5566.  We  have  not  all  your  letters  to  Mr.  Goddard, 
I  think  ? — He  has  them. 

5567.  We  have  got  some  of  your  letters  to  Goddard, 
two  or  three ;  but  I  gather  from  his  correspondence 
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there  were  others  ? — Undoubtedly.     Each  letter  was 
answered. 

5568.  Goddard  says  to  you  on  the  7th  March, "  I 
"  have  got  the  500/.  ready  for  him^J'  that  is  for 
Robertson,  *'  and  D's.  100/.  I  have  got  to-day  making 
"  600/.  in  all."  You  see  that  is  mentioning  somebody 
else's  100/.,  somebody  who  is  spoken  of  as  '*  D."  It 
is  not  '*  debentures  " ;  it  will  not  make  sense.  In 
your  letters  to  Mr.  Goddard  you  have  spoken  of 
somebody  as  D.  ? — ^No. 

5569.  (  Chairman,)  Do  you  know  whom  he  means  ? 
— I  have  not  the  slightest  idea.  I  do  not  know  what 
that  letter  means  at  all.  That  letter  suggested  that  I 
should  find  the  400/.  afterwards  in  cash. 

5570.  {^Mr,  Bosanquet,)  Well,  you  advanced  the 
400/.  ? — Yes,  I  think  that  was  to  be  drawn  in  sov- 
ereigns.    I  declined. 

5571.  {Chairman,)  The  only  question  is  what  is 
the  meaning  of  it  ? — 1  cannot  throw  any  light  upon 
that"D." 

5572.  {Mr,  Bosanquet.)  Had  you  asked  Mr.  Dunch 
to  see  Mr.  Goddard  at  this  time  or  at  any  time  during 
your  correspondence  ? — Not  during  that  time  at  all. 
He  had  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  that  100/. 
Mr.  Dunch  was  not  connected  with  it. 

5573.  In  this  correspondence  which  you  had  this 
year  with  Mr.  Goddard,  did  you  in  your  letters  to  him 
suggest  that  Mr.  Dunch  should  see  him,  or  that  he 
should  see  Dunch  about  the  matters  which  you  were 
speaking  of  ? — Not  at  that  period.  Mr.  Dunch  was 
not  at  all  connected  with  that. 

5574.  On  the  22nd  May,  Mr.  Goddard  writes  to 
you,  "  I  have  seen  Dunch  and  had  your  lettter "? — 
Yes. 

5575.  Do  you  know  what  he  was  to  see  Mr.  Dunch 
about  ? — It  was  after  that  extraordinary  letter  of  Mr. 
Goddard's  when  he  said  that  he  had  robbed  his  Board, 
and  the  letter  I  mentioned  to  you  when  I  was  in  the 
box  which  caused  such  a  revolution  in  my  feelings. 
I  then  wrote  to  Mr.  Dunch  and  asked  him  to  see 
Goddard,  because  I  could  not  understand  the  whole  of 
the  correspondence,  coupled  with  that  letter.  Then  I 
asked  Mr.  Dunch,  but  that  was  the  first  time  that  Mr. 
Dunch  was  in  connexion  with  this  transaction. 

5576.  I  see  he  writes  to  you,  on  a  later  occasion,  I 
suppose  it  is  29th  May,  at  pages  17  and  18.  The  letters 
I  was  referring  to  befoi'e  are  to  be  found  in  questions 
3929  and  3939.  Now  I  am  referring  to  the  la«t  day's 
evidence,'pages  17  and  18,  question  5229.  Mr.Goddard 
writes  to  you,  apparently  on  the  29th  May.  **  Had  I 
*^  not  better  send  you  the  midsummer  coupons,  you 
"  giving  a  cheque  to  Dunch  for  them  "? — Yes. 

5577.  Was  that  after  you  had  suggested  Mr.  Dunch 
should  go  and  see  him  ? — Yes,  it  was  after.  I  had 
suggested  that  he  should  send  them  over  in  a  letter. 

5578.  Was  it  your  suggestion  or  Mr.  Goddard's 
that  Dunch  should  act  in  any  way  between  you  ? — I 
wrote  after  that  letter  in  which  he  stated  that  he  had 
charged  so  and  so,  and  he  defrauded  his  Board.  That 
created  quite  a  revolution  in  my  state  of  feelings 
entirely,  and  I,  upon  that  letter,  determined  to  come 
over. 

5579.  The  question  is,  did  you  suggest  that  Mr. 
Dunch  should  intervene,  or  was  that  Mr.  Goddard's 
suggestion  ? — ^It  was  my  suggestion ;  I  wrote  to  Mr. 
Dunch  and  asked  him. 


5580.  A  question  was  put  to  you  about  tne  action 
which  was  brought  against  you  by  Mr.  Hobson.  I 
see  the  letter  which  gives  the  terms  of  the  agreement 
between  Mr.  Hobson  and  you  is  dated  July  14th, 
1886  ?—l  have  no  dates. 

5581.  It  is  set  out,  I  have  no  doubt,  correctly  in  the 
pleading.^— It  is  so  difficult  to  remember  dates. 

5582.  Let  me  remind  you  of  it.  "  Mr.  A.  Daven- 
"  port  having  on  my  behalf  made  a  tender  to  the 
**  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  for  plots  four  to  nine, 
"  inclusive,  in  Shaftesbury  Avenue,  I  hereby  under- 
"  take  in  the  event  of  my  being  accepted  as  tenant" 
that  is  Mr.  Hobson's  being  accepted,  **  for  the  said  land 
"  to  underlet  or  assign  to  you  plots  four  and  five, 
**  bemg  the  land  abutting  on  the  Trocadero  Music 
"  Hall,  at  the  rent  of  350/.  per  annum ;  the  other  terms 
"  and  conditions  being  similar  in  all  respects  to  those 
"  contained  in  the  origmal  agreement  to  be  granted 
"  to  Mr.  Davenport  or  to  me  by  the  said  Board.  A 
"  premuim  of  2,200/.  is  to  be  paid  by  you  to  me  at 
**  such  date  as  may  be  agreed  upon ;  approved  security 
«  being  given  in  respect  of  the  same.  Yours  truly, 
''  F.  Staibam  Hobson."  That  is  the  letter  from 
Hobson  to  you  which  gives  the  terms  of  arrangement  ? 
--It  is  upon  that  letter  which  I  accepted  uncon- 
ditionally that  he  sued  me.     That  is  dated  the  14th. 

5583.  That  letter  was  in  the  handwriting  of  Mr. 
Robertson,  was  not  it  ? — Yes,  he  drew  it. 

5584.  Did  he  draw  it  in  your  presence  ? — Yes. 

5585.  Then  I  suppose  that  letter  and  yours  of  the 
same  date  accepting  it,  were  drawn  up  at  one 
interview  ? — At  one  interview. 

5586  Do  you  remember  what  arrangement  was 
made  with  Mr.  Robertson  or  whether  any  arrangement 
was  made  as  to  how  Mr.  Hobson  was  to  get  his  tender 
accepted  ? — ^No  there  was  nothing  said. 

5587.  You  had  t(»ndered,  offering  450/.  ?— Yes. 

5588.  And  subj»equently  the  Board  eranted  the  lease 
at  350/.  ?— Yes. 

5589.  Having  refused  450/.  ?— Yes. 

5590.  Did  you  hear  it  arranged  with  Robertson  in 
any  way  how  that  was  to  be  brought  about;  that  they 
were  to  refuse  the  larger  offer  so  as  to  secure  the 
smaller  one  being  accepted  ?— I  was  no  party  to  that 
whatever  ;  indeed.  Sir,  it  created  a  feeling  that  was 
anything  but  agreeable  in  my  mind  against  Robertson. 
We  M^ere  never  friendly  after  that  interview. 

5591.  Nothing  was  Baid  to  you  about  the  Board 
b^ing  persuaded  to  accept  the  tender  for  all  the  lots 
together  instead  of  separate  lots  ?  —  Nothing  was 
said  as  to  how  it  was  to  be  done,  but  when  Robertson 
at  that  interview  said  he  was  to  get  one-eighth, 
and  Statham  Hobson  said,  "  a  good  morning's  work, 
Tommy."  I  thought  Mr.  Robert*»on  had  sold  me  in 
some  way,  and  1  was  never  intimate  with  Mr. 
Robertson  after  that.  I  had  better  tell  the  exact  word 
that  passed.  It  is  not  an  elecant  way  of  expressing 
one's  self,  but  I  thought  after  that  occasion  that 
Robertson  had  sold  me,  and  we  were  never  intimate 
afterwards. 

5592.  You  were  not  told  how  Mr.  Hobson  was  to 
be  secure  of  getting  these  things  at  his  own  price  ?— 
Not  the  sHghtest  intunation,  and  it  quite  surprised 
me. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


(Chairman.)  We  may  as  well  have  on  the  notes  the  *' 

minutes  relating  to  Mr.  Groddard's  appointment  and  *^ 

salary  :  "  5th  December  1862,  engaged  tem}>orarily  as  " 

"  assistant  in  Architect's  Departmei\t  at   3/.  3^.  per  " 

"  week.     20th  November  1863,  appointed  during  the  '^ 

"  pleasureof  the  Board  at  300/.  per  annum.    27thApril  <* 

"  1866,  salary  increased  from  300/.  to  350/.  per  annum,  " 

**  increase    to    date     from    25th     December     1865.  " 

"  8th  February  1867,  salary  increased  from  350/.   to  ** 

"  400/.  per  annum,  increase  to  date  from  25th  De-  " 

"  cember  1866.     16th  February  1872,  salary  increased  " 

''  from  400/.   by  an  addition  of  25/.  at  Christmas  << 


1871,  and  a  further  annual  addition  of  25/.  until  it 
reaches  500/.  17th  January  1873,  it  was  moved  by 
Mr.  Newton,  seconded  by  Mr.  Savage,  and  resolved 
—That  Mr.  F.  W.  (Goddard  be  in  future  designated 
'  Chief  Assistant  Sunreyor  and  Valuer '  ;  that, 
subject  to  the  direction  of  the  superintending 
architect,  he  do  prepare  estimates  of  property  re- 
quired to  be  taken  by  the  Board  for  improvements  ; 
that  he  do  also  prepare  reports  on  valuations  of 
claims  and  be  entrusted  with  negotiations  for  settle- 
ments ;  that  he  do  give  evidence  before  Committees 
of  the  Houses  of  Parliament,  or  elsewhere  when 
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**  called  npon  by  the  Board  or  their  committees,  or 
**  directed  by  the  superintending  architect  to  do  so ; 
**  and  that  he  do  also  perform  such  other  duties  as 
**  may  from  time  to  time  be  required  of  him.  It  was 
**  moved  by  Mr.  Newton,  seconded  by  Mr.  Savage,  and 
"  resolved — That  Mr.  Goddard*s  salary  whicli  is  at 
"  present  450/.  per  annum  be  raised  to  600/.  per 
'^  annum  by  an  inci'ease  of  oO/.  from  Christmas  last, 
*<  and  further  additions  of  50/.^  at  Chrislmas  next, 
"  and  Christmas,  1874,  respectively.  26lh  February 
*•  1876,  salary  increased  from  600/.  to  700/.  per 
'^  annum  by  an  immediate  advance  of  50/.  and  a 
^*  further  advance  of  50/.  at  Christmas  next.  5th 
«  March  1880,  salary  increased  from  700/.  to  800/. 
*'  per  annum  by  an  immediate  addition  of  50^  and  a 
«  further  addition  of  50/.  at  Christmas    1880,   first 


**  increase  to  date  from  Christmas  1879.     12th  May    Eleventh  Day. 

**  1882,    salary    increased  to  1,000/.   per   annum  to  

"date    from   Christmas    1881.     Designation    to   be    19 June  1888. 
**  'Surveyor  and    Valuer.*     25th   November    1886.  "~~" 

**  Mr.  Goddard's  name  to  be  inserted  in  ceitain 
"  Instruments  of  Appointment,  &c."  what  does  that 
refer  to  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  He  was  acting  as  the 
Board's  arbitrator  in  certain  compensation  cases. 
Mr.  Vulliamy  became  unwell  and  Mr.  Goddard*8  name 
was  inserted  instead. 

(Chairman.)  •*2oth  March  1887.  Payment  of 
"  105/.  made  for  additional  'responsibility  which 
**  devolved  upon  him  between  the  date  of  the  death 
"  of  Mr.  Vulliamy  and  the  appointment  of  his 
**  successor." 


Mr.  Edward  Bydb  sworn  and  examined. 


5593.  ( Chairman.)  You  are  a  surveyor  practising 
in  Great  George  Street,  Westminster  ? — I  am. 

5594.  You  were,  I  believe,  first  President  of  the 
Surveyors'  Institution  ? — First  President  of  the 
Chartered  Institution.  I  was  the  last  President  of 
the  old  Institution,  and  the  first  of  the  Chartered 
Institution. 

5595.  You  have  had  large  experience  as  a  surveyor  ? 
— ^Very  large. 

5596.  Do  you  remember  having  a  communication 
some  15  years  ago  from  Mr.  Frederick  Marrable  ? 
— ^I  think  I  must  put  it  20  years  ago.  When  I 
come  to  think  of  it  I  find  Mr.  Marrable  left  the  Board 
of  Works  in  1861,  and  he  died  ia  1872,  and  therefore 
I  should  think  it  is  at  least  20  years  ago.  He  was 
superintending  architect. 

5597.  He  left  the  Board,  and  I  believe  afterwards 
went  into  private  practice  ? — ^Yes,  he  did. 

5598.  Whilst  he  was  in  private  practice,  do  you 
remember  his  coming  to  you,  and  asking  you  to  take 
the  office  of  referee  ? — Yes,  he  did. 

5599.  Did  he  tell  you  that  the  subject  of  the 
reference  was  a  matter  in  dispute  between  him  and  Mr. 
Groddard  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ? — He 
did. 

5600.  I  beUeve  he  stated  to  you  that  some  time 
after  he  left  the  Board  ? — He  first  wanted  me  to  say 
I  would  take  the  reference,  and  I  required  him  to  tell 
me  what  the  nature  of  the  dispute  was,  and  what  the 
subject  that  was  to  be  referred  to  me  was.  Then  he 
told  me. 

5601.  You  have  communicated  the  statement  in 
writing  ? — After  I  received  your  communication  or 
summons,  I  put  it  down  there.  It  is  very  short,  of 
course.     I  did  that  entirely  from  memory. 

5602.  Have  you  any  doubt  about  its  substantial 
conectness  ? — None  whatever.  I  remember  the  cir- 
cumstances very  welL 

5603.  I  understand  the  statement  he  made  to  you 
was  that  some  time  after  he  had  left  the  Board,  Mr. 
Goddard  made  a  proposition  to  him  ? — Yes,  that  was  so. 

5604.  That  Mr.  Goddard's  proposition  was  to  this 
efiect,  "  We  are  about  to  buy  tiie  land  for  the  Thames 
**  (South)  Embankment.  I  shall  meet  with  a  number 
*^  of  claimants  who  are  without  a  surveyor.  I  can  say 
**  to  them,  '  Mr.  Marrable  is  a  surveyor  who  has  great 
"  *  influence  with  the  Board,  by  reason  of  his  former 
"  *  connexion  with  it.  If  you  put  your  cases  into  his 
*^  '  hands  he  will  get  you  large  compensation.'  If  I 
**  send  such  people  to  you  will  you  give  me  one -third 
"  of  your  fees  "  ? — That  is  the  substance  of  what  he 
said  to  me. 

5605.  That  is  what  Mr.  Marrable  told  you  ?— That 
is  what  he  said  to  me  when  I  required  to  know  what 
was  the  nature  of  the  reference  that  he  wished  to 
refer  to  me. 

5606.  Did  Mr.  Marrable  tell  you  that  he  h^d 
accepted  the  proposal  ? — Yes,  he  did. 

5607.  And  that  Groddard  had  sent  to  him  a  con- 
siderable number  of  capes? — Yes,  whether  he  said 
**  considerable  "  or  not  I  do  not  know.  A  number  of 
cases,  aud  T  boliov?  lie  said  "  a  considerable  number  of 


cases,"  and  some  large  cases.     He  had  a  list  with    Mr.E.Ryde, 
him,  but  I  did  not  see  it  and  would  not  look  at  it.  

5608.  Did  he  tell  you  that  he  had  taken  the  pre- 
caution of  getting  from  each  of  his  clients  an  agree- 
ment to  pay  him  5  per  cent,  commission  on  the 
compensation  obtained  ? — Yes,  he  told  me  that. 

5609.  Less  the  amount  which  the  Board's  surveyor 
(Goddard)  might  allow  as  a  fee  to  him  as  the  claimant's 
surveyor  ? — He  said,  Of  course  I  shall  deduct  from 
your  5  per  cent,  anything  that  the  Board  allows  for 
the  claimant's  surveyoi-s'  fee. 

5610.  Did  he  tell  you  that  after  a  number  of  cases 
had  been  completed  Goddard  had  requested  a  cheque 
from  him  and  that  he,  MaiTable,  had  sent  him  one  ? — 
Yes,  he  did. 

5611.  That  in  calculating  the  amount  Marrable 
had  taken  one-third  of  the  surveyor's  fees  allowed  by 
Goddard  to  the  claimants  ? — Yes,  which  was  my 
scale,  and  that  is  very  much  below  5  per  cent. 

5612.  Did  he  further  tell  you  that  Goddard  had 
heard  of  the  arrangement  whicli  he  had  made  with 
the  claimants  under  which  Marrable  was  to  get  5  per 
cent.  ? — Yes.  I  do  not  know  that  he  told  me  how 
Goddard  knew  of  that. 

5613.  But  Goddard  had  known  of  it,  and  therefore 
he  claimed  one-third  of  the  larger  sum  ?  —Of  the 
6  per  cent,  instead  of  the  one-third  of  my  scale. 

5614.  Was  that  the  dispute  between  Marrable  and 
Goddard  which  he  asked  you  'to  arbitrate  upon  ? — It 
was. 

5615.  What  did  you  say  ?— I  told  him  I  should 
have  nothing  to  do  with  it.  I  told  him  first  I  was 
extremely  sorry  to  see  him  entangled  in  such  a 
transaction ;  that  I  should  haye  nothing  to  do  with  any 
such  transaction,  certainly,  and  would  not  arbitrate 
between  them;  that  it  was  a  matter  I  never  had 
allowed  in  my  office,  any  commission  of  any  sort  or 
kind  either  to  be  given  or  taken,  and  I  certainly  would 
not  be  any  party  to  it  even  to  the  extent  of  arbitrating 
between  them  as  to  huw  they  should  settle  their 
differences,  and  I  do  not  know  how  they  did  settle 
their  difierences. 

5615a.  You  heard  nothing  more  of  it  ? — ^No,  I  think  I 
heard  nothing  more  of  it  at  all.  I  think  I  may  safely 
say  that.  I  had  a  great  deal  of  conversation  with 
Marrable  about  it.  It  seemed  to  take  him  by  surprise. 
I  quite  believe  he  had  not  seen  the  full  eflect  of  the 
arrangement  he  was  making  when  he  made  it,  and  he 
said  at  once :  **  I  never  took  that  view  of  it,"  and 
asked  me  to  explain  to  him  in  what  way  it  was  wrong 
he  wanting  to  get  business.  He  asked  me  to  explain 
why  it  was  wrong. 

5616.  The  eff&t  was  that  Goddard,  whose  duty  it 
was  to  get  the  land  and  advise  on  the  land  being  got 
at  the  lowest  price  for  the  Board,  had  a  direct  interest 
in  the  compensation  being  as  large  as  possible  ? — The 
first  thing  that  appeared  to  me  was  this :  Goddard 
had  sent  these  claimants  to  Mr.  Marrable  on  the 
ground  that  Mr.  MaiTable  would  get  tliem  larger 
compensation  than  anyone  else.  His  business  was  to 
get  their  land  as  cheap  as  he  could  get  it,  fairly. 
That  is  the  first  thing  I  told  Mr.  Marrable.     The 
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next  thing  I  pointed  out  to  him  was  this:  1  said 
"  Look ;  thi-  happens.  These  people  are  not  sent  to 
'*  you  really  because  you  are  the  best  man  but  because 
*«  you  agree  to  give  Mr.  Goddard  this  money."  Then 
he  said  **  Well,  that  is  very  often  done  by  surveyors  in 
«  the  matter  of  witnesses."  "  Never/'  I  said,  "  at  all 
**  events,  I  will  not  go  beyond  my  own  oiDce.  Never 
«  in  my  office,  and  it  is  very  wrong  even  in  the 
*«  selection  of  witnesses,  because  you  go  not  to  the 
"  man  best  qualified  to  serve  your  client,  but  the  man 
**  who  will  give  you  the  most  money." 

6617.  Have  you  acted  for  the  Board  at  all  in  com- 
pensation cases  ? — I  had  a  few  before  that  time  and 
some  large  ones.  I  was  in  Quick's  and  in  Doulton's. 
Of  course  I  never  had  one  after  this.  I  never  had  a 
compensation  case  for  the  Board  after  this. 

5618.  Would  Goddard  be  the  person  who  selected 
the  gentleman  who  should  act  for  the  Board? — ^I- 
must  explain  that.  Of  course  I  do  not  see  how  Mr. 
Goddard  could  come  to  me  at  all.  I  do  not  complain 
of  that  I  have  plenty  to  do  without  it,  but  he  did 
not  come.  I  should  like  to  say  this :  1  have  had  a 
very  large  number  of  cases  where  1  have  been 
appointed  by  the  magistrates  to  get  possession  of  land 
under  the  8t5th  section  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Act. 
My  accounts  have  always  been  sent  to  the  solicitor, 
and  1  have  always  had  the  cheques  for  the  amount. 

5619.  Was  the  appointment  made  by  the  magis- 
trate ? — The  appointment  was  made  by  the  magistrate, 
but  the  payment  was  made  by  the  Board.  There  has 
not  been  the  slightest  suggestion  ever  made  to  me  that 
anything  short  of  the  whole  amount  should  go  into 
my  own  pocket,  and  in  fact  it  never  has.  I  have 
always  got  paid  in  that  way.  I  have  always  been  paid 
in  full. 

5620.  Was  Mr.  Marrable  constantly  employed  for 
claimants  ? — ^Everybody  was  constantly  employed  by 
the  claimants  and  for  companies  and  for  everyone 
else  in  those  days.  There  was  a  very  large  amount 
of  business  Mr.  Marrable  had,  I  think  I  may  say,  a 
very  large  business,  not  so  large  as  some  men,  but  still 
a  large  business  no  doubt,  sometimes  on  one  side  and 

'   sometimes  on  the  other,  sometimes  for  claimants. 

5621.  After  Mr.  Marrable's  death  has  there  been, 
in  subsequent  improvements  of  the  Board,  anyone 
specially  acting  for  claimants? — Ah,  well,  you  see 
they  have  had  so  much  business,  I  can  hardly  say 
that  there  has  been  someone  specially  acting  for 
claimants.  I  cannot  suggest  anything  of  that  sort, 
several  people  have  acted  for  claimants. 

5622.  There  is  no  one  you  can  suggest  as  following 
liim  f* — I  have  no  knowledge.  I  do  not  desire  to 
suggest  anything  that  is  mere  suspicion  ;  in  fact  1  do 
not  .think  lougiit  to  do  that. 

5623.  I  Huppose  Mr.  Goddard  under  the  superin- 
tending architect  would  take  an  active  part  as  being 
his  assistant  in  dealing  with  compensation  cases  ? — 
Yes.  At  first  he  acted  as  though  he  was  under  Mr. 
Vulliamy,  but  latterly  practically  he  was  the  surveyor 
who  was  buying  the  land  for  the  Board.  That  would 
be  my  answer  to  that  question. 

5624.  We  see  that  on  the  17th  January  1873,  he 
was  not  only  designated  chief  assistant  surveyor  and 
valuer,  but  subject  to  the  directions  of  the  superin- 
tending architect  he  was  to  prepare  reports  and 
valuations  and  to  be  entrusted  with  negotiations  for 
settlements  ? — Yes,  that  is  what  did  happen.  I  know 
nothing  of  that  appointment,  but  that  is  in  effect  what 
he  did  do. 

5625.  {Mr.  Meadows  Whitp.)  With  regard  to  what 
vou  said,  that  the  appointment  was  under  the  85th 
section  ;  do  you  not  know  that  your  appointment  was 
suggested  to  the  magistrates  as  is  usual  in  the  case  of  a 
company  or  promoters,  as  being  one  which  would  be 
acceptable  to  the  Board  ? — I  never  was  present  at  any 
of  those  appointments,  and  I  really  do  not  know.  I 
simply  received  them.  I  have  no  doubt  that  my 
appointment  was  acceptable  to  the  Board  as  far  as 
that  is  concerned. 

5626.  Am  I  wrong  in  saying  you  have  been  a 
hundred  times  appointed  in  the  last   10  years? — 1 


should  think  not.  I  should  think  you  are  much  below 
the  mark.  I  cannot  form  an  opinion,  but  I  should 
think  you  are  very  much  below  the  mark. 

5627.  I  do  not  know  that  you  will  be  able  to  tell 
me  this,  but  I  am  told  by  the  gentleman  from  the 
s()licitor's  office,  that  under  the  express  instructions  of 
the  solicitor,  your  name  was  suggested  to  the  magis- 
trates as  being  a  fit  and  proper  person  from  your 
eminence  as  a  surveyor,  and  next  because  you  were 
not  employed  by  the  Board  as  a  witness  in  compen- 
sation cases  ? — I  do  not  know  that.  I  daresay  that  is 
so,  but  I  do  not  know  that  at  all.  I  only  know  that 
I  got  the  appointment.  It  is  sent  straight  to  me  signed 
by  the  magistrates.  How  I  am  appointed  I  do  not 
know  at  all. 

5628.  The  fees  would,  of  course,  be  paid  by  the 
promoters  under  the  Act  of  Parliament? — That  is 
always  paid  by  the  promoters. 

5629.  {Mr.  Gret^ell.)  In  the  conversations  which 
you  had  with  Mr.  Marrable,  did  you  learn  to  what 
extent  these  compensations  went  upon  which  the 
5  per  cent,  was  to  be  charged  ? — I  did  not  learn  it. 
My  answer  to  you  is  **  no,"  but  he  had  with  him 
papers  which  he  was  evidently  going  to  put  before 
me  which  would  show  me  the  list  of  the  cases  down 
to  that  date  I  dare  say,  but  as  I  declined  having  any- 
thing to  do  with  it,  of  course  I  did  not  look  at  that 
paper. 

5630.  You  do  not  know  to  what  extent  this  trans 
action  went  ? — No,  I  do  not.     I  have  no  idea. 

5631.  (Mr.  Winch.)  Has  the  name  of  a  daimant 
cropped  up  very  often  when  the  Board  have  been 
acquiring  sites  ? — Well,  you  know,  I  have  no  doubt  it 
has. 

5632.  You  cannot  give  us  a  name  ?— I  myself  have 
known  claimants  who  are  very  wise,  quite  as  wise  as 
some  other  people,  who  go  and  plant  themselves  on 
the  line  of  public  works,  but  I  cannot  suggest  that 
they  do  not  do  that  on  their  own  hook  entirely. 

5633.  Can  you  give  me  the  name  of  one  who 
happened  always  to  find  himself  there  ? — No.  It  is 
a  very  serious  thing.  I  dare  say  I  could  if  I  were  to 
look  through  my  own  books,  but  that  is  a  very 
tedious  business.  I  can  find  this  date,  because!  have 
a  perfect  diary  for  50  years,  but  to  look  through  a 
diary  for  two  or  three  years,  is  rather  an  under- 
taking. 

5634.  From  recollection,  you  cannot  say  the  name 
of  so  and  so  was  constantly  occurring  as  claimant  ? 
— I  could  say,  but  I  must  not  suggest. 

5635 .  Would  you  mind  ? — I  would  rather  not. 

5636.  {Mr.  Meadows  TFhiir. )  Did  you  inform  the 
Board  of  what  had  taken  place  between  you  and 
Mr.  Marrable  ? — ^No,  I  did  not,  and  now  you  have  put 
that  question  to  me,  I  may  say  that  I  was  very  much 
in  doubt  as  to  what  I  ought  to  do  about  that,  and  I 
conferred  with  one  or  two  surveyors  as  to  what  they 
thought  I  ought  to  do  about  that.  Oa  the  whole,  I 
thought  that  I  had  no  business  to  do  that,  that  I  was 
not  called  upon  to  do  that  I  did  not  meet  Mr. 
Robertson.  I  did  not  know  him  as  well,  in  fact,  as  I 
did  Goddard.  When  I  heard  of  this  appointment,  I 
said,  '*  they  have  got  the  wrong  man,  I  think."  That 
is  all  I  said  then. 

5637.  In  point  of  fact,  you  did  not  ? — I  did  not. 

5638.  You  acted  as  your  sense  of  right  dictated,  but 
I  wished  to  know  whether  in  point  of  fact  you  had 
given  any  information  to  the  Board  ? — No,  I  had  not. 

5639.  {Chairman.)  As  I  understand,  your  view  was 
that  Mr.  MaiTable  having  come  to  you  to  ask  you  to 
take  the  reference,  and  having  for  that  purpose 
communicated  the  information  to  you,  you  thought  it 
was  not  your  duty  to  mention  it  ? — He  did  not  think 
there  was  any  dishonour  in  what  he  had  done,  and  I 
did  not  feel  called  upon  to  mention  it. 

5640.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  did  not  ask  that 
question  as  impugning  Mr.  Ryde's  sense  of  honour. 
The  solicitor  did  always  suggest  Mr.  Ryde's  name. 
Would  your  Lordship  like  to  ask  the  question  ? 
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( Ckairmnn.)  I  do  not  think  that  is  of  the  slightest 
importance  unless  it  is  proved  that  Mr.  Goddard  did 
It. 

5641.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  It. was  done  in  the 
solicitor's  office.  That  was  the  reason  which  pre- 
vailed with  the  Board  for  suggesting  Mr.  Ryde's 
name  that  the  magistrates  would  not  appoint  a  gentle- 
man who  was  not  well  known,  and  Mr.  Ryde's 
eminence  being  well  known,  it  was  considered  that 
his  was  a  good  name  to  put  forward. 

The  witness' 


{The  Witness.)  t  am  very  often  appointed  as   to    Eleventh  Day. 

other  matters  in  the  same  way  by  the  magistrates.  

I   have  had  many  other  appointments  besides   the    ^^  J*"*^  1^88. 
Board  appointments   under  precisely  similar  circum-   j.   "F^mA» 
stances.     One   magistrate  proposed  to    appoint    me       ^'    '  /*jwg. 
one  day,  and  the  gentlemen  wno  was  applying  for 
the  parties  exercising  the  powers,  raised  the  objection 
that  they  would  not  be  able  to  find  me,  that  they 
did  not  know  where  I  was,  and  did  not  know  my 
addi'ess. 

withdrew 


Mr.  JuBAL  Webb  sworn  and  examined. 


56*2.  (Chairman.)  You  are  now  a  member  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ? — I  am. 

5643.  When  did  you  become  a  member  ? — In  the 
eai'ly  part  of  last  year,  about  16  months  ago. 

5644.  In  1887  ?— In  1887. 

5645.  Before  that  time  you  had  been  a  member  for 
some  time  of  the  Kensington  Vestiy  ? — ^Yes,  for  some 
16  years,  I  think  16  or  18  years. 

5646.  Mr.  Boutcher  was  a  member,  also,  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  representing  Kensing- 
ton ? — Yes. 

5647.  In  1886  was  a  question  raised  at  the 
Kensington  Vestry.  I  do  not  know  whether  Mi*. 
Boutcher  was  then  a  candidate  for  the  Board  oi 
whether  he  had  been  then  elected  ? — He  had  been 
elected  some  time. 

5648.  A  question  was  raised  about  something 
which  happened  when  ho  was  a  candidate,  ov  his 
position  when  he  was  a  candidate  ? — Exactly. 

5649.  The  question  was  whether,  when  he  was  a 
candidate  to  be  a  representative  of  the  vestry  on  the 
Board  of  Works,  he  had  taken  certain  land  in  Goulston 
Street,  Whitechapel,  on  which  he  had  covenanted  to 
erect  and  was  then  erecting  artisans'  dwellings?— 
That  was  the  question. 

5650.  I  suppose  the  suggestion  had  been  maUe  to 
you,  and  that  was  the  fact  which  led  to  your  inquir- 
ing ? — It  had.  I  found  it  confirmed  in  the  minutes 
of  the  Board. 

5651.  The  minutes  of  the  Board,  you  say,  show  that 
he  had  taken  that  land  for  the  purpose  of  artisans' 
dwellings  ? — Exactly. 

5652.  Was  Mr.  Boutcher  a  buijder? — I  do  not 
think  he  was  in  business  as  a  buildei*,  but  I  think 
Mr.  Boutcher  has  conducted  a  great  many  building 
operations. 

5653.  Do  you  know  what  his  business  is  ? — I  do 
not. 

5654.  The  answer  given  to  you  by  Mr.  Freeman, 
who  was  a  representative  of  Kensington  at  the  vestry 
was,  that  there  was  no  contract  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  that  the  contract  was  one 
for  which  he  was  not  to  derive  benefit  except  as  a 
builder  ? — Exactly  so. 

5655.  It  was  stated  that  he  obtained  the  land  as  the 
highest  tenderer,  I  think  ? — I  think  that  was  stat^ 
in  reply  to  the  question. 

56&6.  Do  you  know  whethei*  that  appears  from  the 
minutes  of  the  Board  ? — When  I  was  looking  through 
the  minutes  of  the  Board  it  stated  there  that  it  was 
by  private  treaty.  Those  were  the  exact  jords  of 
the  Board's  minutes. 

5657.  Did  you  hear  of  a  suggestion  mode  that  the 
land  being  land  on  which  the  Jloard  were  bound  to 
erect  artisans'  dwellings  on  some  part  of  it,  Mr. 
Boutcher  were  erecting  shops  ? — I  read  an  article,  I 
think  it  was  in  the  "  Globe  "  newspaper,  commenting 
upon  that^  and  I  think  it  was  a  matter  well  known 
that  such  was  the  case.  I  do  not  remember  the  date 
of  it.  I  know  it  was  the  "  Globe,"  and  on  the  first 
page,  but  I  cannot  tell  the  date.  It  would  be  perhaps 
a  year  and  a  half  since. 

5658.  Have  you  yourself  had  any  dealings  in  Board 
sites  ? — Yes,  in  High  Street,  Kensington. 

i     54148. 


5659.  When  was  that  r — I  suppose  20  years  ago ;    Mr,  J.  Webb. 
1  think  it  would  be  about  20  years  ago ;  and  one  six  »> 
years  ago. 

5660.  None  more  recently  than  that? — ^Nothing 
more  recently. 

5661.  Where  is  the  one  six  years  ago?— » At 
Peckham. 

5662.  Did  you  come  in  contact  with  Mr.  Goddarcl 
or  Mr.  Robertson  in  connexion  with  that  ? — In  the 
ordinary  course  of  business,  that  is  all. 

5663.  Was  there  any  pecuniary  transaction  between 
you  and  Mr.  Goddard  ? — No,  not  in  the  way  of 
paying  them  anything. 

5664.  Well,  but  in  what  way  ?  —  In  Peckham, 
after  I  had  taken  that,  he  suggested  that  he  had  a 
little  spare  money,  and  would  be  very  happy  to  put 
part  in  it;  to  put  some  money  in  Peckham  in 
building  six;  I  only  thought  of  building  three  at 
first,  but  he  put  some  in.  That  was  arranged,  and  1 
paid  him  all  back,  and  that  was  quite  clear.  I  have 
brought  all  the  particulars  down. 

5665.  Did  you  take  that  by  tender? — I  took  it 
by  tender  just  the  same  as  I  had  taken  the  High 
IStreet. 

5666.  Had  you  seen  Goddard  befoi*e  you  tendered  ? 
— ^No.  I  had  spare  capital,  and  was  looking  out  for 
investment.  I  thought  High  Street,  Peckham,  would 
answer  my  purpose. 

5667.  I  mean  as  regards  the  amount  that  you 
should  tender,  did  you  consult  Goddard  or  Bobertson 
at  all  ? — Oh,  no ;  in  fact,  I  had  nothing  to  do  with 
Mr.  Robertson. 

5668.  Or  Mr.  Goddard  ?— No.  I  ascertained  the 
value.  I  went  down  to  the  neighbourhood,  and  filled 
up  what,  in  my  judgment,  was  a  fair  price  to  offer. 

5669.  When  did  the  suggestion  first  come  from 
Mr.  €U>ddard  that  he  should  put  some  money  in  ? — ^I 
did  not  think  of  building  it  ail  together ;  and  then, 
after  I  had  taken  the  land,  he  suggested  that  he  had 
some  spare  capital,  and  he  would  like  to  put  a  little 
in. 

5670.  Can  you  tell  how  long  after  your  tender  had 
been  accepted  ? — 1  think  a  few  months. 

5671.  You  are  sure  it  was  not  earlier? — Ob, 
yes,  I  am  quite  sure  of  that.  That  is  the  only 
matter  in  my  whole  life  in  which  I  have  had  any- 
body at  all  interested  in  anything  I  have  done. 

5672.  Has  Goddard  had  any  interest  since  that  ?— 
None,  whatever ;  he  is  quite  clear. 

5673.  Is  he  still  interested  with  you  in  that?— 
Not  at  all 

5674.  When  did  that  cease  I^-At  my  election  as  a 
member  of  the  Metropolitan  Board.  I  then  gave 
notice  at  once  to  close  the  matter.  I  thought  it 
would  be  improper  for  any  officer  connected  with  the 
Board  to  be  connected  with  me  in  business. 

5675.  When  did  you  pay  him  out,  last  year  ? — 
Yes,  it  was  placed  in  an  accountant's  hands  through 
Mr.  Hughes,  my  solicitor,  who  went  through  the 
whole  matter,  and  it  was  cleared  up  at  the  end  of  the 
year,  as  that  was  a  better  time  than  any  other  for 
closing  the  matter  up. 

5676.  The  end  of  last  year  ? — ^The  end  of  last  year 
it  was  closed.  Notice  was  given  at  once  to  finish  the 
matter  and  determine  it. 
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Eleventh  Day.        6677.  What  sum  did  you  pay  him  ?— I  think  it  was 
about  1,200/, 

5678.  How  much  had  he  put  in  ? — I  think  that  was 
just  about  what  he  put  in. 

5679.  Had  he  received  interest  in  the  meantime?— 
He  took  his  share.  I  have  the  whole  statement 
which  I  will  send  down  to  you.  If  I  had  known  I 
would  have  brought  it  with  me.  It  is  very  simple ; 
it  is  not  complicated  at  all. 

5680.  Is  that  the  only  monetary  transaction  you 
had  with  Groddard  ? — The  only  monetary  transaction. 


I  do  not  know  whether  he  might  have  borrowed 
perhaps  10/.  or  20/.  some  years  ago  and  returned  it, 
but  that  is  the  only  money  transaction  I  ever  had  with 
him  in  that  way.     He  had  never  suggested  anything. 

568  L  Has  he  borrowed  anything  since  you  were 
a  member  of  the  Boaid  ? — No,  nothing  at  all.  Of 
course  you  quite  understand  that  ten  days  since  I  had 
the  highest  estimation  of  Mr.  Goddard,  and  the  bond 
fides  of  my  transaction  would  be  apparent  on  your 
looking  through  the  accounts. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  George  Phillips  sworn  and  examined. 


^   ^J':,,,  5682.  {Chairman)   You    are    a    member  of  the 

G.  PhtUtps.    Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  P—I  am. 

5683.  I  believe  you  purchased  what  has  been  des- 
cribed to  us  as  lot  No.  6  in  the  Clerkenwell  Boad 
fbom  Mr.  Statham  Hobson  ?— I  did. 

5684.  We  learn  that  Mr.  Hobson  transferred  that 
lot  to  you  at  Mr.  Bobertson's  request,  at  the  price 
at  which  he  contracted  to  buy  it  ? — I  do  not  know 
what  Ml*.  Bobertson  said  to  Mr.  Hobson,  of  course, 
but  I  will  tell  your  Lordship  exactly  how  the  matter 
occurred.  I  ascertained  in  the  architect's  office  that 
this  piece  of  land  had  been  sold  to  a  Mr.  Hobson  some 
months  previously  by  auction.  Mr.  Bobertson 
added,  "  I  think  he  will  be  only  too  glad  to  get  rid  of 
"  it,  as  he  is  being  pressed  by  the  Board  to  complete. 
**  I  know  him  very  well,  and  if  you  like  I  will  speak 
'^  to  him."  I  thanked  him ;  and  I  suppose  he  did  do, 
because  two  or  three  days  afterwards  he  said  to  me, 
"  Mr.  Hobson  will  let  you  have  that  land  for  2,200/., 
"  and  5  per  cent,  interest  from  the  date  of  sale,  which 
**  is  practically  what  he  gave  for  it.**    With  that  I 


put  the  matter  in  my  solicitor's  hands,  and  he  com- 
pleted it. 

5685.  Did  you  give  Mr.  Bobertson  any  considera- 
tion ? — ^Not  a  farthing,  nor  was  anything  of  the  kind 
mentioned. 

5686.  Have  you  in  any  case  given  him  anything  ? 
— No. 

5687.  No  pecuniary  transaction  ? — None,  whatever. 

5688.  Have  you  had  any  pecuniary  tr^msaction 
with  Goddard  ? — ^No ;  none  at  iJl. 

5689.  Did  the  suggestion  of  your  buying  it  come 
from  you,  or  from  him  ? — I  have  told  you  all  that 
took  place ;  I  think  idmost  word  for  word. 

5690.  How  came  you  to  go  to  Mr.  Bobertson  ? — 
Because  I  saw  the  plot  of  land,  and  went  into  the 
architect's  office,  and  asked  them  to  tell  me  to  whom 
it  belonged,  and  then  I  was  told  what  I  related  to 
you. 

5691.  Have  you  bought  any  other  lands  belonging 
to  the  Board  ? — ^No,  nor  have  I  been  concerned  in 
any  way  in  any. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  William  Boutoheb  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr. 
W,  BouUher. 


5692.  (Chiunnan.)  How  long  have  you  been  a 
member  of  the  Board  of  Works? — Two  yean  and  a 
half.    I  am  not  a  member  now,  I  should  say. 

5698.  Yon  ceased  to  be  a  member  the  other  day  ?^- 
Yes. 

5694.  You  became  a  member,  then,  at  the  beginning 
of  1886  ?— It  was  in  September  1885. 

5695.  You,  we  have  heard,  had  tendered  for  a  site 
belonging  to  the  Board  m  Goulston  Street  ? — ^Yes. 

5696.  When  was  that  ?— A  year  and  a  half  before 
I  joined  the  Board. 

5967.  Was  that  land  on  which  they  were  to  have  built 
artisans*  dwellings  ? — Yes. 

5698.  Yo«r  tender  was  acc^ted,  and  you  eatei^ 
into  an  agreement  with  them  ? — ^I  bought  the  ground, 
I  did  not  take  the  ground. 

5699.  But  then  yon  entered  into  a  covenant  with 
them  to  erect  on  it  artisans'  dwellings  ? — ^Yes. 

5700.  At  that  time  did  you  Enow  either  Mr. 
Goddard  or  Mr.  Bobertson  personally? — Casually, 
but  not  at  aU  intimately.  For  instance,  I  took  a 
piece  of  ground  some  seventeen  years  ago  from  the 
Board,  and  then  I  knew  Mr.  Goddard  and  Mr. 
Bobertson  through  having  seen  them.  I  may  have 
met  them  occasionally  since,  but  nothing  of  any 
importance. 

5701.  Have  you  got  the  date  of  your  contract  ? — 
Yes,  I  have.  In  fiact  I  have  the  original  letter  I 
sent  in.  I  directed  it  under  seal  to  the  chairman  of 
the  Board.  I  did  not  go  through  Bobertson  at  all. 
That  is  a  copy  of  the  letter  (handing  sanie  to  his 
Lordship). 

5702.  26th  of  April  188  ,  and  then  the  year  is  left 
unfinished  ?— That  would  be  1884. 

5703.  The  agreements  between  vou  and  the  Board 
were  dated  the  20th  May  1884,  tov  the  purchase  of 
two  pieces  of  land  in  Goulston  Street,  and  Wentworth 
Street,  WhitechapeL  The  lands  were  conveyed  to 
you  on  the  20th  of  June  1884  ?— The  24^1, 1  think. 

5704.  The  20th  of  June,  I  think  ?--I  beg  your 


pardon.      1  have  handed  up  the  wrong  letter.     That 
IS  a  copy  of  the  letter  {handing  same), 

5705.  You  offered  them  the  price  which  they  had 
just  accepted  for  an  adjoining  site  ? — Yes. 

5706.  In  consideration  of  a  slight  concession?-— 
Yes;  that  alteration  referred  to  alluded  to  being 
allowed  to  have  shops  in  lieu  of  private  dwellings  on 
the  ground  floor.  There  is  a  note  at  the  bottom.  I 
say  provided  they  vnll  allow  me  to  make  an  alteration 
in  the  ground  floor. 

5707.  You  asked  for  a  slight  concesmon.  That 
slight  concession  was,  you  say,  that  you  should 
be  allowed  to  build  shops  on  the  ground  floor?— 
Exactly. 

5708.  And  that  concession  they  did  make  ? — ^They 
did. 

5709.  {Mr,  Orenfell.)  Many  of  the  artisans'  dwell- 
ings have  shops  on  the  ground  floor  ? — It  is  allowed. 

5710.  It  is  allowed  generally? — Yes;  provided 
the  requisite  number  are  provided  otherwise  in  the 
block. 

5711.  (Chairman.)  Did  they  require  a  given  ntim- 
ber  to  be  (Nrovided  in  the  block  ? — ^They  did. 

5712.  Is  that  calculated  on  the  area  of  the  space, 
or  is  it  in  eadi  case  fixed  by  the  Board  ? — ^They  fixed 
two  adults  for  one  room. 

5713.  Is  there  anything  about  the  size  of  the  room  ? 
— They  would  not  sanction  it  if  the  rooms  are  not 
regularly  sized. 

5714.  (Mr.  Meadows  White)  They  have  to  be 
approved  by  the  Home  Office  ? — ^Yes. 

5715.  (Chairman,)  Yon  had  plans,  I  suppose, 
prepared  ? — ^No  ;  I  prepared  them  myself.  I  am  an 
architect. 

5716.  You  entered  into  coveconts  to  erect  build- 
ings?— ^I  did. 

5717.  Were  vou  to  erect  them  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  Board  r—^To  the  satisfaction  of  the  super- 
intending architect  of  the  Board. 
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5718.  At  the  time  you  became  a  member  of  the 
Board  the  buildings  were  not  completed^  I  infer  it  ?— 
They  were  not  quite  completed.  The  shops  were  pot 
completed.  There  was  very  little  to  4o  to  them. 
They  were  practically  completed,  but  not  entirely 
completed. 

5719.  So  that  the  approval  of  the  superintending 
architect  has  still  to  be  obtained  ? — No,  the  approvd 
of  the  plans. 

5720.  Had  not  they  to  see  whether  the  buildings 
were  built  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Board  ?«— Tes ; 
that  form,  I  believe,  exists,  but  I  do  not  know  that  it 
is  much  attended  to. 

5721.  When  you  were  appointed,  were  you  made 
a  member  of  the  Building  Acts  committee  ? — ^I  was. 

5722.  As  soon  as  you  w«*e  appointed  ? — Yes. 

5723.  Would  that  Building  Acts  committee  have 
to  deal  with  the  question  of  the  buildings  being  satis- 
factory ? — 'No ;  it  would  be  the  sub-committee  of  the 
artisans'  dwellings. 

5724.  Were  you  on  that? — ^No.  I  was  going  to 
say  that  committee  would  not  have  to  deal  with  the 
approval.  It  would  be  the  superintending  architect. 
It  would  never  go  up  before  that  committee  again  as 
to  whether  the  buildines  were  erected  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  the  superintendmg  architect. 

5725.  Have  yon  been  interested  in  any  other  sites 
of  the  Board  since  this  Goulston  Street  ? — ^No. 

5726.  That  was  your  latest  transaction  with  the 
Board,  was  it? — Yes.  I  have  only  had  two,  one 
about  seventeen  or  eighteen  years  ago  in  the  High 
Street,  Kensington,  and  this  Goulston  Street  one. 

5727.  There  is  no  other  in  which  you  have  had  any 
interest  ? — ^There  is  only  one.  There  is  only  one  1 
have  had  an  interest  in,  simply  in  advancing  money 
to  one  of  the  tenants. 

5728.  Which  is  that  ?— In  Newport  Dwellings. 

5729.  When  was  that  ? — About  eight  or  nine  years 
ago. 

5730.  There  is  Hone  since  the  Goulston  Street  one 
in  which  you  have  had  any  interest  ? — No. 

5731.  Have  you  had  any  dealings  with  Mr. 
Goddard  at  all  ? — No,  I  never  had  anything  to  do 
with  him,  never. 

5732.  Nothing  beyond  your  coming  into  communi- 
cation with  him  on  that  matter  ? — I  never  can(ie  into 
communication  with  him  on  that  matter. 

5733.  Then  you  did  not  come  into  communication 
with  him  at  all  ? — Not  at  all. 

5734.  Or  Mr.  Robertson? — ^I  had  to  see  Mr. 
Robertson,  but  I  purposely  avoided  him  by  sending 
my  offer  direct  to  the  chairman.  I  did  not  send 
it  through  the  officer  at  all. 

5735.  To  see  Mr.  Robertson,  about  what  F^About 
the  Goulston  Street  site. 

5736.  What  had  you  to  see  him  about  ? — To  see 
whether  it  was  let  or  not.  I  went  first  after  the  site 
in  Goulston  Street  that  Mr.  Hartnoll  took.  I  found 
that  was  let.  I  then  asked  him  if  I  could  have  the 
other  two.  He  told  me  they  were  not  in  the  market. 
I  said,  **  Could  I  make  a  tender."  He  said  I  might 
if  I  liked,  and  therefore  I  made  a  tender,  but  I  did 
not  send  it  to  him.  «I  sent  it  direct  to  the  chairman. 

5737.  What  did  he  mean  by  their  not  being  in  the 
market? — That  the  Board  had  not  decided  then  to 
let  it,  and  had  not  put  a  price  on  it.  They  generally 
planned  it  out.  I  do  not  believe  it  was  planned  out. 
It  was  not  ascertained  what  the  area  was. 

5738.  You  knew  it  when  you  made  a  tender  for  it, 
I  suppose? — ^I  knew  about  it,  because  there  was  a 
plan,  but  it  was  not  clearly  ascertained  what  the  area 
was,  so  I  made  a  tender  in  the  form  that  I  would 
give  the  same  price  per  foot  as  they  had  accepted  for 
the  first  plot. 

5739.  Had  the  first  plot  been  in  the  market  ? — That 
had  been  I  bolieve,  put  up  for  auction  and  attempted  to 
be  sold,  and  had  not  been  sold ;  and  consequently  it 
was  let  or  sold  to  Mr.  Hartnoll  by  privi^  treaty. 

5740.  That  is  the  land  Mr.  Hartnoll  got?-^That  is 
the  land  Mr.  Hartnoll  got 


19  Jane  1888. 

Mr, 
W.  Boutcher. 


5741,.  (Mr,  Meadow   White.)  It- was  Toye,  your   Eleventh  Day. 
Lordship  remembers  ? — Yes,  Toye. 

5742.  {Chairman.)  You  say  here,  '^1  find  that  you 
have  two  other  plots  reserved  for  the  same  purpose.'' 
Yon  take  the  larger  and  the  smaller  plots,  I  see  ;  so 
that  it  seems  to  be  plotted  out  from  that  ? — ^Yes,  it  was 
plotted  out,  but  the  contents  had  not  been  clearly 
ascertained.  Afterwards  I  had  to  ascertain  what  the 
area  was,  with  one  of  the  clerks  of  the  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works. 

5748.  Did  not  it  seem  strange  to  you  Robertson 
telling  you  it  was  not  in  the  market  ? — ^No,  it  did  not 
seem  strange.  They  had  several  sites.  They  did  not 
think  it,  perhaps,  a  time  to  put  them  into  the  market, 
to  offer  them  fW  tender.  I  did  not  think  that  wap 
anything  strange. 

5744.  You  did  not  get  Robertson's  assistance  at  all  ? 
— ^Not  the  slightest.  The  only  assistance  was  by 
telling  me  what  I  asked  him. 

5745.  I  understand  you  did  not  get  his  assistance 
for  your  plans  ? — Not  the  slightest. 

5746.  Did  any  money  ever  pass  between  you  ? — Not 
a  farthing. 

5747.  Or  any  other  officer  of  the  Board  ? — Or  any 
other  officer  of  the  Board.  I  never  in  my  life  gave 
anything  of  the  kind  to  anyone. 

5748.  And  the  Goulston  Street  site  is  the  last  site 
you  have  had  anything  to  do  with  ? — That  is  the 
last 

5749.  Have  you  owned  any  land  which  has  been 
taken  by  the  Board  ? — ^Never. 

5760.  Was  the  date  by  which  you  covenanted  to 
complete  the  building  May  the  20th,  1886  ?— It  was. 
I  believe  so.  That  would  be  two  years  from  the 
tii^e. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  These  are  the  minutes  as 
to  Groolston  Street  (handing  the  original  mintttes  to 
his  Lordship). 

(Chairman.)  *'0n  the  18th  February  1884,  a  letter 
"  dated  the  15th  instant  was  opened  by  the  committee 
*<  from  Mr.  WiUiam  Boutcher,  offering  for  two  artisans' 
<<  dwellings'  plots  in  Goulston  Street,  the  same  price 
<<  pro  rata  according  to  superficial  area  as  was  accepted 
**  by  the  Board  for  the  other  side  in  this  area. 
<*  Resolved,  that  Mr.  Boutcher  be  informed  that  tho 
"  plots  in  question  have  not  yet  been  advertised." 
Then  on  the  15th  February  1884,  "read  a  report  by 
<<  the  architect  dated  the  25th  instant  on  the  letter 
^  from  Mr.  Boutcher,  presented  on  Monday  last,  con- 
"  taining  a  proposal  for  dealing  with  the  sites  reserved 
«<  for  the  erection  of  artisans'  dwellings  in  the  Gouls- 
"  ton  Street  scheme.  Moved  by  Mr.  Freeman,  seconded 
<<  by  Lieutenant-Colonel  Monroe,  and  resolved,  That 
<'  the  proposal  be  accepted."  Monday  is  the  day  that 
the  works  committee  meet  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  fFhite,)  Yes. 

(Chairman.)  The  previous  Monday  would  be  the 
18th? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Yes. 

(Chairman.)  Have  you  the  architect's  report? 
On  &e  25th  the  architect's  r^>ort  is  read,  and  then 
it  is  carried  that  the  proposal  be  accepted  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  WhiU.)  I  am  afraid  that  report  is 
not  here. 

5751.  (Chairman.)  Is  the  National  Dwellings' 
Society  a  society  formed  by  you,  or  to  which  you 
belong  ?— No. 

5752.  The.  agreements  for  the  sale  to  you  were 
apparenUy  sealed  on  the  19th  May  1884  ?— I  have  a 
letter  here,  I  do  not  know  whether  it  will  be  any 
assistance  to  you,  it  has  the  dates  on  it  (handing  letter 
to  his  Lords  flip). 

5758.  This  is  as  to  not  permitting  the  shops  in 
Wandsworth  Street,  referred  to  in  the  general  report 
of  the  12th  May  1884:  •'Having  regard  to  the 
'*  peculiar  character  (rf  this  locality,  the  architect 
<<  considered  that  it  would  be  a  convenience  to  the 
*'  occupiers  if  shops  were  permitted  in  Wentworth 
•*  Street,  and  I  think  if  the  Home  Secretary  is  satis- 
<♦  fied  as  to  the  extent  of  the  accommodation  provided 
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**  in  Goulston  Street  area,  perhaps  an  application  to 
**  this  effect  might  be  complied  with." 

(Mr.  McadwDS  White.)  There  were  a.  certain 
number  of  persons  to  be  accommodated  by  the 
scheme. 

5764,  (Mr.  Studd.)  You  told  us  that  you  pur- 
posely avoided  sending  in  this  tender  through  Mr. 
Robertson.  What  would  be  the  ordinary  way  of 
sending  in  the  tender  ?  It  would  not  usually  go  to 
Mr.  Robertson,  would  it  ? — I  do  not  know  whether 
it  would  go  through  the  office  or  not.  I  do  not  know 
what  the  ordinary  course  would  be ;  but  I  will  tell 
you  distinctly  y^hj  I  did  it.  Mr.  Robertson  asked  me 
to  send  it  under  seal  to  him.  I  said,  "  Can  I  send  a 
tender  in  ?  " :  he  said,  "  You  can  do  as  you  like " : 
I  said,  <*Very  well,  then  I  shall  do  so":  he  said, 
**You  had  better  send  it  under  seal  tome."  I  do 
not  know  what  he  meant,  but  I  thought,  well — I  had 
something  like  a  suspicion  of  what  he  meant — that  he 
might,  perhaps,  if  he  got  hold  of  it,  tamper  with  it 
or  keep  it  back,  so  I  sent  it  under  seal ;  but  the  seal 
was  to  the  chairman's  letter,  and  I  enclosed  it  to  him 
to  lay  before  the  chaii*mau. 

5755.  (Chairtnan.)  Had  you  a  suspicion  of  Robeit- 
son,  then,  at  that  time  ? — Well,  I  had  not  great  confi- 
dence in  him.  At  all  events,  I  did  not  care  to  entrust 
my  tender  to  him,  when  I  meant  it  to  go  before  the 
Board. 

5756.  (Mr.  Studd.)  But  Mr.  Robertson  was  a 
friend  of  yours? — Certainly  not,  he  was  never  a 
friend  of  mine. 

5757.  Wliy  should  he  wish  to  keep  your  tender 
back  ?  You  say  you  thought  he  might  wish  to  do 
eo  ? — No ;  I  had  no  paiticular  confidence  in  him,  and, 
therefore,  I  did  not  wish  to  entrust  an  open  tender 
to  liim,  or  a  tender  that  he  might  see  what  I  was 
tendering  for. 

5758.  (Chairman.)  Had  you  an  idea  that  he 
wanted  to  make  something  out  of  it.? — No;  when 
I  say  I  had  no  idea,  I  thought  he  might  have  some 
idea — he  never  put  the  slightest  proposition  to  me 
that  I  should  give  him  anything — I  will  say  that ; 
but  at  the  same  time  I  did  not  wish  the  tender  that 
I  wanted  to  go  before  the  Board,  as  it  was  rather 
peculiar  as  you  see  by  the  letter,  I  did  not  want  that 
to  go  through  any  official  whatever,  but  I  wished 
it  to  go  direct  to  the  Board,  and  for  that  reason  I 
sent  it  sealed  up  directed  to  the  chairman  of  the 
Board. 

5759.  (Mr.  Studd.)  It  appears  from  the  minutes 
that  you  tendered  exactly  the  same  amount  at  which 
the  neighbouring  or  the  next  plots  had  been  already 
dealt  with  ? — I  did  so. 

5760.  How  did  you  know  the  amount  ? — I  did  not 
know  the  amount. 

5761.  Then  how  could  you  purposely  have  done 
so  ? — I  said  the  same  price  per  foot. 

5762.  You  did  not  put  any  figures  ? — No. 
(Chairman.)  No,   he   put   no  figures.      He   says, 

"  At  the  same  price  per  foot." 

5763.  (Mr.  Studd.)  Do  you  remember  the  inquiiy 
into  Mr.  Robertson's  conduct  at  the  Bonn!  ? — I  was 
not  n  member  of  the  committee. 

5764.  You  did  not  vote  on  that  inquiry  ? — I  was 
not  a  member  of  the  committee  of  inquiry,  I  say. 
When  it  came  up  before  the  Board  I  voted.     . 

5765.  You  voted  in  Mr.  Robertson's  favour? — I 
voted  that  there  was  nothing  proven  gainst  him. 

5766.  You  are  an  architect  you  have  told  us? — 
J  am. 

5767.  Do  you  still  practise  ? — J  do  not  practise. 
I  never  have  practised  except  for  myself  or  for  any 
friend. 

5768.  You  have  not  practised  since  you  have  been 
a  member  oi*  the  Board  ? — Certainly  not. 

5769.  You  have  had  nothing  to  do  n  itli  any  Board 
sites  ? — Oh,  yes,  I  have.  A  site  was  brought  up,  ar.d 
I  made  some  drawings  or  sketches  for.it,  gratuitously, 
for  no  consideratioq  whatever. 

5770.  What  site  was  that?— A  site  for  Ihe  coster- 
mongers.  > 


5771.  (Chairman.)  Do  you  mean  you  gratuitously 
presented  them  wilJi  a  plan  ? — Yes,  I  did,  I  had 
nothing  at  all  to  do  with  that.  Mr.  Blashill,  the 
superintending  architect,  asked  me,  knowing  I  had 
had  some  experience  of  the  artisans'  dwellings,  how 
it  should  be  arranged,  and  I  made  a  sketch  of  it,  how 
the  buildings  could  be  best  arranged  as  I  thought, 
and  I  handed  it  to  Mr.  Blashill  to  give  to  them,  but 
not  professionally  at  all. 

(Afr.  Meadows  fVhite.)  It  was  a  special  provision 
made  for  the  costermongers  in  that  district,  in 
Whitecross  Street.  A  great  many  had  been  turned 
out,  and  there  was  no  provision  for  their  barrows, 
and  special  provision  was  made  for  their  having  this 
land 

5772.  (Mr.  Studd.)  Did  any  members  of  the  Board 
know  you  were  an  architect,  or  was  it  generally 
known  at  the  Board? — It  was  generally  known. 
When  I  say  generally  known,  there  was  no  secrecy 
at  all  about  it,  but  as  I  did  not  practise  I  did  not 
proclaim  it  to  everyone. 

5773.  (Chairman.)  Were  all  letters  that  were 
addressed  to  the  chairman  in  the  way  yours  was, 
opened  only  by  the  chairman  personally  ? — I  presume 
80.  That  is  why  I  so  addressed  it.  I  have  noticed 
since  that  they  are  opened  by  the  chairman  or  the 
clerk  that  is  close  by,  who  lays  them  immediately 
before  the  chairman. 

5774.  They  are  opened  when  the  committee  arc 
meeting  ? — Yes. 

5775.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  That  is  in  committee  ? 
—Yes. 

5776.  (Mr.  Chrenfell.)  They  are  opened  before  the 
Board  or  the  committee,  are  they  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Yes,  so  I  am  informed  by 
Mr.  Selway. 

(The  Witness.)  I  had  no  knowledge  then,  I  only 
assumed  it  would  be  so. 

5777.  (Chairman^  You  have  seen  it  since? — Yes. 

5778.  (Mr.  Grenfell.)  That  iSf  they  are  not  sent 
into  the  department ;  if  a  letter  comes  addressed  to  the 
chairman  it  is  not  sent  into  the  department  first, 
but  it  is  at  once  opened  publicly  before  the  Board. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Opened  by  the  chairman. 
Of  course  that  would  not  apply  to  all  ordinary  letters, 
but  if  it  were  known  to  be  a  tender  and  addressed  to 
him  it  would  be  opened  by  the  chairman  in  the 
presence  of  the  committee.     . 

5779.  (Mr.  Bosanquet)  Would  not  that  be  so  with 
every  letter  addressed  to  the  chairman  ? 

(Afr.  Meadows  White.)  No ;  the  chairman  has  a 
very  large  correspondence.  There  is  a  particular 
time  for  opening  tenders.  Was  your  letter  marked 
"  Tender  "  on  the  envelope  ? — I  cannot  say.  I  merely 
directed  it  to  the  chairman. 

5780-1.  (Chairman.)  Supposing  it  is  not  marked 
"Tender"  outside,  and  it  is  addressed  to  the 
chairman,  where  would  that  be  opened? — I  should 
guess  it  would  be  opened  by  the  chairman  or  his 
private  secretary. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  chairman  has  a  private 
room;  of  course  ordinary  letters  addressed  to  the 
chairman  would  be  taken  to  his  room  and  opened  by 
him  or  by  his  clerk.  * 

(Chairman.)  Not  opened  by  the  clerk  of  the 
Board. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Oh,  no;  either  by  the 
chairman  himself  or  by  the  secretary  under  his 
direction. 

(Mr.  Grenfell.)  And  then  distributed  to  the  de- 
partments. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White  )  I  suppose  if  they  referred 
to  the  departments  that  would  be  so. 

(Mr.  Bosanquet.^  A  letter  of  complaint  addres&ed 
to  the  chairman  would  go  straight  to  his  hands. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Straight  to  his  hands.  No 
one  would  o|:cn  any  letters  addressed  to  the  chairman 
except  himself  or  the  secretary  under  his  directions, 
and  if  the  chairman  thinks  it  right  that  they  should 
be  referred  to  the  department  of  course  he  would  send 
them  on  to  the  department. 
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(Mr,  Bosanquet.)  It  would  appear  on  the  minutes, 
I  suppose  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White,)  I  should  think  not.  They 
would  be  marked  to  be  referred  to  the  department. 

{Mr,  Grenfeil.)  They  would  be  i-egistered  publicly 
in  the  office ;  I  suppose  letters  coming  to  the  chairman 


on  business    connected  with   the   Board   of  Works    Eleventh  Day. 
would  be  registered  in  some  register  or  other  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Yes,  it  is  kept  in  the 
clerk's  register.  I  believe  every  document  is  dealt 
with  in  the  most  br.siness-like  way. 


19  Jane  1888. 


Mr. 
W.  Boutcher. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  William  Glanfibld  sworn  and  examined. 


5782.  {Chainnan.)  Did  you  formerly  hold  the 
"  White  Lion  ^  public-house  in  Hemming's  Row  ? — I 
did. 

5Y83.  When  the  improvements  were  made  by  the 
Board  for  the  purposes  of  the  new  street,  which  is 
now  called  the  Charing  Cross  Road,  were  a  number 
of  houses  in  Hemming's  Row  pulled  down  ? — Yes, 

5784.  In  what  year  was  that  ?— 1885. 

5785.  Was  your  house,  the  *'  White  Lion,"  amongst 
t>thers  pulled  down  ? — Yes. 

5786.  Did  you  at  that  time  receive  compensation 
from  the  Board  ?— I  did.     It  was  in  1886  not  1885. 

5787.  What  sum  did  you  receive  ? — 500/. 

•  5788.  Were  you  a  yearly  tenant  of  the  house  ? — I 
was  a  yearly  tenant. 

'  5789.  Therefore  your  compensation  was  for  putHng 
an  end  to  your  tenancy,  and  your  business  connected 
with  it  ?— Yes. 

6790.  Were  you  afterwards  put  by  the  Board  as 
tenant  into  the  **  Crystal  Palace  "  public-house  ? — 
I  was. 

5791.  I  believe  all  the  houses  in  Hemming's  Row 
at  that  part,  except  that  public-house,  are  pulled 
down,  are  they  not  ? — Yes.  There  is  one,  a  private 
house  next  to  it. 

.  5792.  That  is  so  much  connected  with  it  that  one 
can  hardly  stand  without  the  other  ? — I  suppose  so. 

5793.  When  were  you  put  as  tenant  into,  the 
**  Ciystal  Palace  "  ?— In  May  1886. 

5794.  When  did  you  leave  the  *<  White  Lion  "  ?— 
At  the  same  date.  I  came  from  one  house  into  the 
other.  I  arranged  with  the  tenant,  at  least  with  the 
executor  of  the  late  tenant,  the  late  tenant  died,  and  I 
arranged  with  the  executor  to  remove  from  my  house 
to  the  other  house. 

5795.  Did  you  become  tenant  to  the  Board  of  the 
"  Crystal  Palace  "  ?— Yes. 

5795.  What  did  you  pay  them? — 5/.  per  month, 
the  same  as  the  late  tenant  paid. 

5797.  That  was  in  May  1886?— Yes. 

5798.  You  have  been  their  tenant  at  that  rent  ever 
since  ? — Yes. 

5799.  Who  arranged  about  your  going  in  that 
house  as  tenant  of  the  Board  ? — ^I  went  to  see  Mr. 
Goddard  myself  after  I  heard  of  the  death  of  the 
former  tenant,  three  or  four  days  after.  I  went  and 
saw  Mr.  Goddard  in  his  office. 

5800.  Did  you  know  him  before  ?— I  do  not  think 
I  did.  I  might  have  known  him,  but  not  to  have  any 
communication  with  him,  excepting  at  the  end  of 
1885,  when  I  went  to  him  with  regard  to  my  com- 
pensation. 

5801.  Did  he  arrange  the  compensation  with  you 
for  the  «  White  Lion  "  ?— Yes. 

5802.  Had  you  known  him  before  that.  Were 
you  a  friend  of  his  at  all  ? — No. 

5803.  Having  arranged  that  compensation  with 
him,  you  went  to  see  him  about  becoming  tenant  of 
the  "Crystal  Palace " ?— I  did. 

5804.  The  "  Crystal  Palace  "  public-house  has  been 
left  standing  there  down  to  the  present  time? — Down 
to  the  present  time.  It  is  now  advertised  to  be  sold 
next  month. 

5805.  When  was  that  advertisement  put  up  ? — I 
think  it  was  on  Monday,  yesterday,  or  Saturday ;  it 
has  only  been  the  last  day  or  two. 

5806.  Was  it  yesterday  evening  ? — No,  I  believe  it 
was  Saturday.  I  am  not  quite  sure ;  but  I  believe  it 
was  Saturday. 

5807.  When  was  the  placard  put  up  on  the  house  ? 
— ^Advertising  the  place  for  sak^  ? 


5808.  Yes  ?— I  believe  it  was  Saturday  kst.  It  is 
a  large  frame  put  up  in  the  open  space,  and  half  a 
dozen  bills  stuck  on  it.  I  believe  it  was  last 
Saturday. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  It  has  been  kept  tliero 
because  the  Crown  contemplated  purchasing  it  for 
the  improvement  of  the  National  Grallery,  and  they 
have  taken  a  long  time  to  make  up  their  minds  about 
it,  or  it  would  have  been  sold  long  ago. 

5809.  {Chairman.)  Did  the  Crown  eventually 
make  up  their  minds  on  Saturday  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  About  a  month  ago.  The 
paiticulars  and  conditions  of  sale  were  referred  to  the 
solicitors  to  prepare  about  a  month  ago,  or  some  weeks 
ago. 

5810.  {Chairman.)  Where  is  the  placard  put  up 
now.  Is  there  a  biU  pasted  on  the  wall  ? — No,  I  do 
not  think  there  is.  There  is  a  large  board  put  up  in 
the  open  space  inside  the  pavenSent,  and  either  six  or 
eight  bills.     It  is  facing  the  new  street. 

5811.  That  was  put  up  on  Saturday  ? — I  believe 
it  was  Saturday.  I  will  not  be  sure  to  a  day ;  but  I 
believe  it  was  Saturday. 

5812.  Did  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  shore 
up  the  "  Ciystal  Palace  "  building  ?— Yes. 

5813.  Do  you  know  of  whom  they  got  the 
" Crystal  Palace"?— Mr.  Joseph  Cook. 

5814.  Was  Mr.  Joseph  Cook  the  person  who  died  ? 
— ^No.  I  succeeded  the  tenant  that  succeeded  Mr. 
Cook.     There  was  a  previous  tenant  to  me. 

5815.  Put  in  after  the  Board  had  taken  it?— • 
Yes. 

5816.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Who  was  Aat?— Mrs. 
Cowley, 

5817.  {Chainnan,)  Did  you  go  into  it  with  a  view 
of  building  a  public-house  there  ? — I  cannot  say  it 
was  with  a  view.  I  thought  it  would  be  convenient 
for  me,  as  the  Board  were  pulling  down  my  house, 
and  it  was  so  near. 

5818.  Did  you  make  any  arrangement  about  it  or 
enter  into  any  negotiations  ? — No.  I  went  down  and 
saw  Mr.  Goddard,  and  said  I  should  tender  for  it. 

5819.  I  mean  beyond  becoming  a  monthly  tenant  ? 
—No. 

5820.  Not  about  any  more  permanent  occupation  ? 
—No. 

5821.  Did  you  pay  Mr.  Goddard  anything  ? — No, 
not  Mr.  Francis  Gkxidard. 

5822.  What  Mr.  Goddard  ?— Mr.  Goddard,  junior. 

5823.  What  is  his  Christian  name  ?— Matthew. 

5824.  What  is  he  ? — He  is  a  clerk  inthe  same  office 
with  his  father;  an  assistant. 

5825.  At  the  Board  of  Works  ?— Yes. 

5826.  What  did  you  pay  him  ?— 20/. 

5827.  When  was  that  ? — It  must  have  been  about 
the  second  week  in  May,  I  think,  of  1886. 

5828.  What  was  that  for  ? — ^For  kindly  suggesting 
to  me  how  to  act  in  trying  to  get  compensation.  I 
gave  525/.  for  the  •*  White .  Lion,"  and  the  lease 
happened  to  run  out.  When  I  went  to  Mr.  Goddard, 
senior,  he  said,  "  You  have  not  a  leg  to  stand  upon ; 
"  you  have  no  legal  claim."  I  said,  *'  It  is  a  very  hard 
<'  case  that  I  should  loose  all  my  money,  and  be 
"  turned  into  the  street  for  the  sake  of  public  im- 
**  provement."  He  said,  **  You  have  no  legal  claim  ; 
"  it  will  rest  entirely  with  the  sympathy  of  the  Board. 
"  Your  case  will  be  considered  quite  separately  from 
**  the  legal  matter  of  compensation." 

5829.  That  was  Mr.  Goddard,  senior  ?  —  Ye?. 
Then  I  v^ote  that  letter  to  the  Board  after  seeing 

Aa  3 


Mr. 

W.  Glanfield. 
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METBOPOLITAN  BOARD  OF  WOBKfl  INQUIRY  COMMISSION: 


19  June  1888. 

Mr, 
W.  Glanfield. 


EleveDthDay.    ]dr.  -Goddard,    junior    {handing    a    letter   to    his 
Lordship), 

5830.  **  Glentlemen,  I  have  to  ask  for  your  favour- 
<*  able  consideration  of  the  circumstances  of  my 
**  position  with  reference  to  my  tenancy  of  the 
**  *  White  Lion  *  public-house,  Hemming's  Row."  Do 
you  know  when  they  pulled  that  down  ?  — Directly ; 
in  May  1886. 

5831.  Do  you  know  when  they  had  acquired  it 
from  the  owner? — 12  months  previous  to  that,  I 
was  their  tenant. 

5832.  You  were  their  tenant  ?— In  the  <*  White 
T.<ion/*  the  latter  part  of  the  time. 

4833.  Had  they  given  you  notice  to  quit  ? — Yes. 

583 "].  So  that  it  was  not  pulled  down  until  after 
your  notice  to  quit  had  expired?  —  No,  certainly 
not. 

5835.  Therefore,  you  were  told  you  had  no  legal 
claim  ? — No  legal  claim  whatever. 

5836.  "I  have  canned  on  the  business  there 
"  4^  years,  having  paid  525/.  to  go  in  (and  in 
"  addition,  the  expenses  of  broker,  &c.).  I  have 
"  now  received  notice  from  you  to  quit  on  the  26th 
**  inst.,  and  I  now  ask  that  a  sum  may  be  awarded 
*^  me  equivalent  to  the  loss  I  shall  sustain  through 
"  compulsory  removal  and  loss  of  my  business.  I 
"  have  conducted  my  business  there  without  any 
"  complaint,  and  had  not  your  Board  acquired  my 
**  premises  for  the  Charing  Cross  improvement,  I 
**  should,  I  doubt  not,  have  continued  in  occupation 
**  for  many  years  ;  and  as  my  business  has  been  im- 
"  proving,  could,  if  I  had  wished  it,  sold  it  at  a  good 
"  profit.  I  need  hardly  state  that '  my  future 
"  prospects  depend  entirely  on  your  decision  in  this 
"  matter,  and  I  earnestly  trust  that  you  will  treat 
^*  me  as  generously  as  it  is  in  your  power  to  do." 
You  wrote  that,  you  say,  at  the  suggestion  of  young 
Mr.  Goddard  ? — After  seeing  him. 

5837.  How  did  you  come  to  see  him;  did  his 
father  suggest  that  you  should  see  him  ? — No.  I  saw 
him. 

5838.  How  came  you  to  do  so  ? — He  came  to  my 
house. 

5839.  After  you  had  seen  his  father  ? — After  I  had 
seen  his  father. 

5840.  What  did  he  say  to  you  ? — I  spoke  to  him. 
I  said,  "  This  is  a  very  hard  case  for  me." 

5841.  What  did  he  come  about.  He  was  not  a 
friend.  You  did  not  know  him.  Had  you  ever  seen 
him  before? — I  do  not  think  I  had.  He  came  through 
his  brother-in-law,  whom  I  know  as  a  customer.  I 
stated  my  case  to  him,  and  he  said,  "  I  think  the  best 
"  thing  you  can  do  will  be  to  see  Mr.  Goddard. 
"  Perhaps  he  might  possibly  give  you  an  idea." 

5842.  Who  is  the  brother-in-law? — Mr.  Stevens, 
I  think  his  name  is. 

5843.  Mr.  Matthew  Goddard  came  to  you  ? — Yes, 
and  we  talked  the  matter  over.  Of  course  he  sympa- 
thised with  me  as  to  the  hardship  of  the  case,  and 
suggested  that  I  should  write  to  the  Board,  and  I 
wrote  that  letter. 

5844.  Then  the  Board  gave  you  500/.  ?— 500/. 

5845.  {Mr.  Grenfell)  You  gave  20/.  to  young 
Goddard  ? — Yes.  I  employed  no  broker  or  solicitor  ; 
consequently,  I  thought  it  was  an  acknowledgment. 
I  gave  it  quite  voluntarily ;  there  was  no  arrange- 
ment whatever  between  Mr.  Goddard  and  myself. 

5846.  {Chairman.)  Have  you  given  any  other 
sum  ? — I  gave  him  after  that  5/.,*  when  I  became 
tenant  of  the  "  Crystal  .Palace." 


5847.  When  you  went  to  the  "  Crystal  Palace  "  ?— 
When  I  went  to  the  "  Crystal  Palace.** 

5848.  That  was  also  to  Mr.  Matthew  Goddard  ?— 
That  was  also  to  Mr.  Matthew  Goddard. 

5849.  That  was  for  what,  for  getting  you  as 
tenant  of  the  «  Crystal  Palace  "  ?— I  do  not  know  that 
he  got  me  as  tenant.  I  thought  probably  he  might 
have  spoken  to  his  father  in  the  matter. 

5850.  You  have  paid  5/.  a  month  for  the  ^  Crystal 
Palace,"  have  you  ? — I  have. 

5851.  Were  the  Goddards,  father  and  son,  friends 
of  yours  beyond  this  ? — No. 

5852.  Used  they  to  dine  with  you  ? — Mr.  Goddard, 
junior,  used  to  dine  occasionally  at  my  house.  I  used 
to  supply  dinners;  sometimes  he  would  not  come 
perhaps  for  two  or  three  weeks,  or  twice  a  week. 

5853.  Is  that  at  the  '«  Crystal  Palace  "  ?— At  the 
"  White  Lion " ;  and  he  has  been  at  the  *<  Crystal 
"  Palace  **  as  well  since  I  have  been  in  tenancy  there. 
I  supply  dinners  there.  It  is  only  occasionally  he  has 
been  up. 

5854.  {Mr.  Bosanguet)  When  you  arranged  your 
compensation  for  the  **  White  Lion "  witli  Mr. 
Goddard,  was  something  said  about  bis  puttirg  you 
into  another  public-house  if  there  was  one  vacant  ?— 
Nothing  whatever. 

5855.  No  suggestion  was  made  about  your  having 
another  house  from  the  Board  ? — No. 

5856.  Who  was  the  tenant  of  the  "  Crystal  Palace  *' 
when  the  Board  took  it.  Do  you  know? — ^Mr. 
Joseph  Cook. 

5857.  He  went  out  ? — The  Board  bought  him  out 

5858.  Did  they  pay  compensation  and  turn  him 
out,  or  what  happened  ? — They  paid  him  oompensa- 
tion  the  same  as  all  other  persons  in  Hemming's  Bow. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  case  was  decided  by  a 
jury. 

5859.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Having  turned  him  out 
they  put  someone  else  in  ? — ^Mrs.  (>>wley. 

5860.  Then  you  foUowed  Mrs.  Cowley  ?— I  fol- 
lowed Mrs.  Cowley  after  her  death. 

5861.  Was  it  in  1886  that  Mr.  Cook  went  out? 
When  did  Cook  go  out  and  get  his  compensation  ? — 
He  must  have  gone  out  in  1885. 

5862.  You  have  been  tenant  since  and  remain  there 
now  ? — Yes. 

5863.  {Chairtnan.)  What  i-ent  did  you  pay  at  the 
«  White  Lion  '*  ?— 100/.  a  year. 

5864.  {Chairtnan.)  Is  Mr.  Matthew  Goddard  still 
in  the  employment  of  the  Board  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  TFhite,)  Yes. 
{Chairman.)  I    think     he    had    better    bo    sent 
for. 

5865.  {Mr.  Studd.)  As  regards  the  shoring  up, 
that  was  done,  it  was  the  "  Crystal  Palace  "  that  was 
shored  up  ? — ^Yes. 

5866.  Was  it  shored  up  by  the  Board  as  their  own 
house,  or  was  it  shored  up  for  you  ? — It  was  not 
shored  up  for  me.     I  had  nothing  to  do  with  it. 

5867.  You  had  nothing  to  do  with  it? — ^Nothing 
whatever. 

5868.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Was  the  "Crystal 
Palace  "  public-house  also  called  the  "  Monmouth 
Head "  ?— Yes,  it  was  generally  known  as  the 
"  Crystal  Palace,**  but  the  proper  sign,  according  to  the 
Excise,  is  the  "  Monmouth  Head." 

5869.  The  "  Monmouth  Head  "  is  the  name  in  the 
license  is  it  not  ? — Yes. 


The  witness  withdi*ew. 


5870.  {Chair inan)  Have  you  got  any  minutes  of 
the  Board  relating  to  the  consideration  of  that  matter, 
which  has  just  been  referred  to  by  Mi\  Glanfield? 

{Mr.  Meadows  Uliite.)  I  have  just  asked  that  they 
should  be  got  in  order  that  they  may  be  laid  before 
your  Lordship. 


5871.  {Chairman^  When  they  were  not  bound  to 
give  him  anything,  it  strikes  one  as  being  a  large  sum 
to  give. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  That  is  a  thing  that  struck 
me. 


♦  Witnes*  corrected  this  ram  to  23/. — See  also  A.  673C. 
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5872.  (Chainiian*^  They  had  acquired  the  free- 
hold and  given  notice  like  any  other  landlord  to  a 
yearly  tenant. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White,)  Of  course  there  would  be  a 
sum  for  fixtures.  It  was  a  public-house,  and  there 
are  always  fixtures  and  things  of  that  sort. 

6873.  (Cbairman,)  It  is  not  only  that.  His 
account  is  that  Mr.  Ooddard  told  him  he  had  no 
legal  daim.  Will  you  hand  in  the  minutes  of  Mr. 
Hebb's  appointment  ?  (Same  handed  tn.) 

(Mr,  Meadows  WkUe.)  Your  Lordship  will  find  at 
the  end  of  those  minutes,  Mr.  Hebb's  prcTlous  ap- 
pointment. The  point  your  Lordship  suggested  was 
that  when  Mr.  Hebb  was  appointed  as  superintending 
architect,  he  might  not  have  been  a  fit  person  for  the 
responsibility.  Upon  that  will  your  Lordship  look  at 
the  original  appointment. 

6874.  (Chairman.)    16th  January   1887.     "  Your 
^  committee  have  proceeded  on  the  resolution  of  the 
^  Boaid  of  the  22nd  December  last  (No.  8),  referring 
^  it  to  them  to  ccmsider  and  report  as  to  the  steps  to 
'<  be  taken  for  filling  up  the  vacancy  in  the  superin- 
'*  tending  architect's   department.    Your  committee 
^  have  conferred  with  your  superintending  architect, 
^  and  have  received  from  him  a  report  recommending 
^  the  appointment  of  an  assistant  architect  and  surveyor 
^  in  Uie  Building  Act  office.    He  suggests  that  the 
<*  officer  to  be  appointed  should  be  required  to  hold 
*<  the  certificate  of  competency  for  a  district  surveyor, 
^issued  by  the  Royal  Institute  of  British  Architects  ; 
*^  and  he  has  laid  before  your  committee  a  detailed 
^  list  of  the  duties  required,  which  will  chiefly  consist 
^  of  dealing  with  applications  and  questions  arising 
^*  under  the  Metropolitan  Buildings  Act,  and  the 
*^  Metropolis  Local  Management  Amendment  Act,  to 
^  which  he  im>pose8  to  add  the  duty  of  examining  all 
<^  drawings  and  specifications  for  buildings  to  be  erected 
'^  on  the  fireeholds  belonging  to  the  Board,  before 
'^  they  are  submitted  to  your  committee  for  approval, 
^  and  also  the  occasional  surveying  of  the  buildings 
^*  during  their  progress,  in  order  to  certify  that  they 
*<  are  completed  in  accordance  with  such  drawings 
<^  and  specifications  before  the  leases  are  granted. 
*^  Your  superintending  architect  adds  that  it  is  im- 
<«  portant  that  the  person  appointed  should  be  a  well 
^  qualified  and  competent  officer,  because  in  the  event 
^  of  illness  or  other  unavoidable  circumstances,  he 
^  would  probably  be  the  person  to  1)0  appoiuted  under 
*^  section  63  of  liie  Building  Act,  to  act  as  the  deputy 
^  of  the  superintending  architect.     Your  committee, 
^^  having  fully  considered  this  question,  concur  in  the 
^  views  expressed  by  your  superintending  architect, 
*^  and  they  are  of  opinion  that  the  sum  of  600/.  per 
**  annum  would  be  a  proper  salary  for  the  services 
^^  of  an  officer  possessing  the  requisite  qualifications. 
"  Your  committee  recommend : — *  That  an  advertise- 
^^  ^  ment  he  issued  inviting  applications  for  an  assistant 
**  ^  architect  and  surveyor  in  the  Building  Act  office 
**  ^  of  the  superintending  architect's  department  at  a 
*^  ^  salary  of  600/.  per  annum^  and  that  it  be  referred 
^*  ^  back  to  the  committee  to  examine  the  applications 
*^  *  and  testimonials,  and  to  submit  to  the  Board  the 
^^  *  names  of  six  of  the  candidates.'"    Then  it  was 
resolved  accordingly. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Then  your  Lordship  sees 
there  is  a  statement  as  to  Mr.  Hebb's  qualifications. 

6875.  (Chairman.)  From  whom  does  this  statement 
emanate  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  While)  That  is  a  statement  by  the 
solicitor  for  my  information,  and  your  Lordship  will 
see  if  the  evidence  establishes  those  facts  it  is  important 
to  know  what  Mr.  Hebb's  qualifications  were  at  the 
time. 

5876.  (Chairman,)  We  shall  hear  that  from  Mr. 
Hebb  hereafter.  That  is  the  first  minute  appointing 
him. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Then  I  think  the  minutes 
deal  wi^  the  particular  subject  your  Lordship  called 
attention  to,  namely  his  appointment  during  Mr.  Yul^ 
liamy's  illnest  in  the  first  place,  and  afterwards  from 
month  to  month. 


6877.  (Chairman,)  Then  was  there  no  difference    Eleventh  Day. 
made  between  February  1877  until  March  1886  ?  

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  do  not  know  that  there    ^^  J"a«  18^8. 
was  unless  there  was  a  rise  in  salary.  

5878.  (Chairman.)  But  no  difierence  in  position  or 
duties  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  No.  I  think  there  have 
been  some  rises  in  salary. 

6879.  (Chairman.)  I  do  not  care  for  mere  rise  of 
salary;  but  was  there  any  difference  in  position  or 
duty? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  think  not.  When  the 
Theatres  Bill  of  1878  was  passed,  Mr.  Hebb  had 
assigned  to  him  the  duties  under  that  Act.  He  had  a 
great  deal  to  do  with  the  theatre  cases  arising  out  of 
the  11th  and  1 2th  sections. 

6880.  (Chairman.)    Then  on   6th   March   1886: 
^'  The  clerk  presented  a  memorandum  by  the  soper- 
*^  intending  architect,  dated  drd  March  1886,  stating 
*^  that  he  was  obliged  to  be  absent  from  his  duties  in 
^  consequence  of  the  state  of  his  health,  and  asking 
**  the  Board,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
*^  Building  Act,  to  approve  of  the  appointment  of 
^^  Mr.  Hebb  and  Mr.  Goddard  to  act  for  him  during 
^  his  absence.  It  was  moved  by  Mr.  Fowler,  seconded 
**  by  Mr.  Shephei'd,  and  resolved, — That,  in  conse- 
"  quence  of  the  illness  of  Mr.  George  Vulliamy,  the 
"  superintending  architect,  he  be  allowed  leave  of 
"  absence,  and  that  the  Board  do  consent  to  the 
"  appointment  by  him  of  Mr.   John   Hebb  as  his 
"  deputy,  to  perfonn  all  his  duties  as  superintending 
<*  architect  of  metropolitan  buildings  and  in  connexion 
**  with  the  fire  brigade,  during  his  absence."     Then 
it  was  also  resolved  that  Mr.  Yulliamy  "  Be  allowed 
^'  leave  of  absence,  and  that  his  duties,  otherwise  than 
^  those  as  superintending  architect  and  in  connexion 
"  with  the  fire  brigade,  be  discharged  by  Mr.  Frederick 
'<  William  Goddard."    Then  on  May  10th,  1886,  Mr. 
Yulliamy  wrote  stating  he  was  compelled  by  failing 
health  to  tender  his  resignation.     Then  that  letter 
was  referred  to  the  works  and  general  purposes  com- 
mittee for  consideration  and  report.    Then  on  21st 
May  it  was  resolved  that  Mr.  VuUiamy's  resignation 
be  accepted  as  from  the  29th  September  next,  that 
would  be  September  1886.     Then  on  the  28th  May 
it    was  recommended    that    a   retiring    pension    of 
1,020/.  16*.  Sd,  per  annum   should  be  granted  to 
Mr.  VuUiamy.    Then  on  2nd   July  1886  came  the 
report  of  the  works  committee:  "Your  committee 
**  have  considered  the  question  of  filling  the  vacancy 
"  in  the  office  of  superintending  architect,  caused  by 
"  the  resignation  of  Mr.  VuUiamy,  which,  according 
"  to  the  Board's  resolution,  is  to  take  place  on  29th 
"  September  next.     The  first  point  for  consideration 
"  relates  to  the  duties  and  responsibilities  attached  to 
"  the  office.     As  the  Board  are  aware,  the  super- 
"  intending  architect  not  only  discharges  the  statutory 
**  duties  imposed    upon   him    by  the    Metropolitan 
"  Building  and  Management  Acts,  and  is  the  Board's 
"  adviser  upon  all  matters  connected  with  building, 
"  the  laying  out  of  streets,  the  supervision  of  district 
"  surveyors,  and  the  formation  and  management  of 
"  public  parks  and  gardens,  but  he  also  superintends, 
"  and  is  responsible  to  the  Board  for,  the  valuation 
"  and  purchase  of  property,  and  the  management  of 
«  the  Board's  surplus  lands.     Your  committee  have 
"  come  to  the  conclusion,  after  careful  deliberation, 
"  that  there  is  great    advantage  in    these  various 
*<  functions  being  combined  in  the  person  of  one 
"  officer,  of  the  rank   and  standing  of  the  super- 
*<  intending    architect.      They    are    accordingly    of 
"  opinion  that  the  duties  of  the  office  should  remain 
<*  as  at  present.     The  next  point  for  consideration  is 
«  the  salary.      When   Mr.  VuUiamy  was  appointed 
"  in   1861,  the  salary  was  fixed  at  800/.  a  year, 
"  inclusive  of   travelling  and    incidental    expenses. 
"  Looking  to  the  great  increase  of  business  since 
"  that  time,  your  committee  are  of  opinion  that  the 
"  salaiy  should  be  1,500/.  a  year,  inclusive  of  travel- 
"  ling  and  incidental  expenses.     The  question  of  age 
**  has  also  been  considered  by  your  committee,  and 
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Eleventh  i/ny.    "  they  are  of  opiniou  that  the  pei'Bon  to  bo  appoiuted 
"  should  not  be  less  than  35  and  not  more  than  50 

19  June  1888.    a  years."     Then  it  is  moved   and   resolved :  **  That 
"^ —  **  the  letter  from  Mr.  F.  W.  Goddard,  notice  of  which 

"  appears  in  the  paper  of  business,  be  now  read.  The 
"  clerk  thereupon  read  the  letter  from  Mr.  Goddard, 
"  dated  30th  June  1886,  relative  to  the  position 
"  which  he  occupies  in  the  supeiinteuding  architect's 
"  department  as  the  Board's  surveyor  and  valuer,  and 
*•  asking,  for  the  reasons  stated  in  his  letter,  to  be 
"  allowed  to  present  his  own  reports,  and  to  be 
"  responsible  direct  to  the  Board  for  the  work 
•*  done  und^r  his  supei* vision."  Then  it  was  moved 
by  Mr.  Shepherd,  and  seconded  by  Mr.  Eobson : 
"  That  the  duties  of  the  office  of  supenntending 
"  ai-chitect  do  remain  as  at  present.  An  amendment 
"  thereon  was  moved  by  Mr.  Kuntz,  and  seconded 
"  by  Mr.  Phillips — That  the  question  be  referred  bac;k 
**  to  the  committee  for  further  consideration  and 
"  report."  Then  there  were  13  for  the  amendment 
and  23  against  it,  and  the  original  motion  was  then 
carried.  Then  it  was  moved  by  Mr.  Selway  and 
seconded  by  Mr.  Shepherd  :  "  That  the  salary  of  the 
"  superintending  architect  be  1,500/.  a  year,  inclusive 
"  of  travelling  and  incidental  expenses.  An  amend- 
"  ment  thereon  was  moved  by  Mr.  J.  Jones,  and 
*<  seconded  by  Mr.  Wetenhall :  That  the  salary  be 
*'  1,000/.  a  year,  inclusive  of  travelling  and  incidental 
"  expenses.  Tho  amendment  having  been  put  to  the 
"  vote,  there  were  for  it  14,  against  it  14."  Then  a 
division  having  been  taken,  there  were  13  for  the 
amendment  and  24  against  it.  So  that  it  was  lost* 
Then  ".A  further  amendment  was  then  moved  by  Mr. 
"  Kuntz  and  seconded  by  Mr.  J.  Jones — That  the 
**  salary  be  1,250/.  d  year.  The  amendment  having 
•*  been  put  to  the  vote,  there  were  for  it  19,  against 
"  it  21."  Then  on  a  division  there  were  17  for  it  and 
23  against  it,  and  it  was  lost.  The  original  motion 
was  then  carried.  Then  the  motion  about  the  age  was 
carried,  and  that  an  advertisement  be  issued.  Then  : 
^^  At  the  subsequent  part  of  the  day's  proceedings,  it 
"  was  moved  by  Mr.  Selway,  seconded,  and  resolved — 
"  That  the  letter  froip  Mr.  Goddard  be  referred  to  the 
**  works  and  general  purposes  committee  fur  con- 
"  sideration."  Then  on  the  23rd  July  the  works 
committee  recommended  that  the  following  references 
to  them  be  discharged  inter  alia.  "  Letter  from 
"  Mr.  F.  W.  Goddard,  surveyor  and  valuer  in  the 
"  superintending  architect's  department,  calling  atten- 
"  tion  to  the  position  ho  occupies  in  the  depart- 
'*  ment.  The  -subject  to  which  the  letter  refers 
"  has  already  been  dealt  with  by  the  Boai*d."  Ac- 
cordingly it  was  resolved  that  that  reference  bo 
discharged.  Then  on  the  6th  August  1886  there 
is  a  report  by  the  works  committoe :  *^  Your  committee 
'*  are  proceeding  on  the  resolution  of  the  2nd  ultimo 
"  (No.  5)  referring  to  them  the  applications  for  the 
**  office  of  superintending  architect,  with  instructions  to 
'^  select  and  submit  to  the  Board  the  names  of  six  of 
"  the  candidates  whom  yom*  committee  may  consider 
''  most  suitable,  with  a  view  to  the  Board  making  the 
'*  ultimate  selection.  Your  committee  are  not  at 
"  present  prepared  to  submit  their  report  under  the 
*'  reference,  and  as  they  will  not  be  in  a  position  to 
"  do  so  before  the  date  at  which,  as  at  present  deter- 
"  mined,  the  resignation  of  Mr.  Vulliamy  would  take 
**  effect,  namely,  29th  September  next,  they  think  it 
<^  desirable  that  Mr.  Vulliamy  should  be  requested  to 
*^  continue  to  hold  the  office  for  some  little  time 
<<  longer,  and  with  that  view  they  beg  to  submit  the 
"  following  recommendation.  That  Mr.  George 
^'  Vulliamy  to  be  appointed  superintending  architect 
"  for  a  further  period  of  three  months,  namely  from 
**  29th  September  until  the  25th  December  next.'* 
Then  that  was  carried.  Then  on  the  1st  October 
1886,  the  clerk  presented  a  letter  from  Mr.  Vulliamy, 
dated  the  30th  September,  asking  to  be  allowed  to 
withdraw  his  resignation.  Then  that  was  referred  to 
the  works  and  general  purposes  committee.  Then 
on  the  8th  October  the  committee  report:  "Your 
"  committee  have  considered  the  reference  made  to 


^  them  by  the  Board  in  July  last,  with  regard  to  the 
"  office  of  the  superintending  architect,  Mid  have  also 
"  had  before  them  the  letter  from  Mr.  Vulliamy,  referred 
"  by  the  board  on  Friday  last  (No.  33),  asking  to  be 
"  allowed  in  consequence  of  his  complete  restoration 
^  to  his  usual  health  to  withdrav/  the  resignation." 
Then  it  was  moved  and  seconded :  "  That  ^ii*.  Vulliamy 
*^  be  re-appointed  in  a  temporary  capacity  as  super-* 
'*  intending  architect  to  the  Board  for  one  year  from 
"  the  25th  December  1886."     Then  an  amendment 
was  moved  by  Mr.   Selway  and  seconded :    ^*  That 
^*  the  subject  be  referred  back  to  the  committee  for 
**  re-considei-ation."     Then   there  were  36  for  the 
amendment  and  against  it  one,  and  accordingly  it  was 
so  resolved.     Then  on  the  29th  October   1886  the 
committee  report : — "  Your  committee  have  to  report 
**  tliat  they  have  proceeded  on  the  resolution  oJ!  the 
"  Board  of  2nd  July  last  (No.  5),  directing  that  thi» 
^'  applications  that  might  be  received  for  the  office  of 
^'  superintending  architect  should  stand  referred  t6 
^'  your  committee,   with   instructions  to   select  nnd 
^<  submit  to  the  Board  the  names  of  the  six  candidates 
''  whom  they  might  consider  most  suitable,  with  d 
'^  view  to  the  Board  making  the  ultimate  selection. 
'^  The  advertisement  that  was  issned  in  accordance' 
"  with  the  Board's  resolution  was  inserted  in  five  of 
*'  the  daily  newspapers,  as  well  as  in  the  *  Architect,'' 
*«  the  *  Builder,'  and  the  *  Building  News,'  and  21 
"  apphcations  for  the  office  were  received.     As  there 
'^  was  not  time  to  properly  consider  the  applications 
"  before     the    vacation,   which    began   on   the  7th 
'*  August,  the  consideration  of  them  was  postponed 
'*  until  after  the  vacation.     All  the  applicants  were 
"  invited  to  attend  yom*  committee  on  Friday,  the 
<<  22nd  instant,  and   18  of  the  21   candidates  have 
'*  attended  and  been  examined  with  reference  to  their' 
'*  qualifications  for  the  office.     Your  committee  have^ 
'^  now  to  report  that,  having  seen  all  the  candidates 
'*  who  have  presented  themselves,  they  are  not  pre- 
<*  pared  to  select  and  submit  to  the  Board  six  candi- 
*'  dates  whom  they  consider  suitable  for  the  appoint- 
«*  ment."     Then  it  was  resolved : — "  That  the  whole 
V  subject  of  the  appointment  of  a  superintending 
"  architect  be  referred   back  to  the  committee  fot 
"  consideration    and     repoit."     Then   on    the    6th 
November  1886  there  was  a  requisition  to  the  clerk  of 
the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  requiring  him  16 
convene  a  special  meeting  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works  for  the  transaction  of  the  following  business  :— ^ 
"  To  receive  report,  from  works  and  general  purposed 
^*  committee,  recommending  that  the  following  reso- 
«  Jutions  of  the  Board  of  the  2nd  July  1886  (No.  6) 
"  be  revoke<l." 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  That  was  under  the  Act 
of  Parliament  that  requires  those  preliminaries  before' 
a  resolution  could  be  revoked. 

5881.  {Chairman.)  Then  Mr.  Edwards,  the  depUtjr 
chairman,  brought  up  a  report  as  follows : — '*  Ydur 
''  committee  have  liad  before  them  the  resolution*  of 
«*  the  Board  of  the  29th  ultimo  (No.  7),  referring  back 
"  to  them  the  whole  subject  of  the  appointment  of  a 
^*-  superintending  architect  for  further  considerattoti 
"  and  report.  Your  committee  are  of  opinion  that'  all 
"  opportunity  should  be  affi)rded  of  further  considering 
"  some  of  the  conditions  attached  to  the  appointment 
*'  under  the  resolutions  of  the  2nd  July  last  (No.  6),  and 
"  they  therefore  recommend — ^That  the  following  reso- 
«  lutions  of  tho  Board  of  the  2nd  July  1886  (No.  6) 
"  be  revoked ;  *  That  the  salary  of  the  superintending 
"  *  architect  be  1,500/.  a  year,  inclusive  of  travelling 
**  *  and  incidental  expenses.'  *  That  the  age  of 
'*  ^  the  person  to  be  appointed,  to  the  office  of 
'^  *•  superintending  architect  be  not  less  than  35  and 
"  *  not  moTe  than  50  years.'  "  Then  on  the  12th 
November  1886 :  "  The  chairman  stated  that  it  was 
**  with  much  regret  he  had  to  inform  the  Board  of  the 
"  decease  of  Mr.  Vulliamy,  the  tidings  of  which  had 
"  been  communicated  to  him  by  a  telegrpm  this 
"  morning.  It  was  moved  by  Mr.  Edwards,  seconded 
"  by'  Mr.  Freeman,  and  i*esolved  unanimously — That 
"  the  clerk  do  communicate  to  the  wjdow  of  the  late 
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''  Mr.  Vulliamj  an  expiresdioh  of  the  Board's  sincere 
**  oondolenoe  with  her  in  her  bereavement."  Then  on 
the  5th  of  November  there  was  a  requisition  for  a 
special  meeting  to  rescind  the  two  resolutions  about 
the  salary  and  the  age.  Then  that  question  was 
adjourned  till  the  19th  November.  Then  H  was  moved 
by  Mr.  Edwards,  seconded  bj  Mr.  Shepherd,  and 
resolved :  "  That,  pursuant  to  the  powers  conferred 
"  by  the  Metropolitan  Building  Act,  1855^,  and  of 
"  every  other  power  enabling  the  Board  in  that 
"  behfdf,  Mr.  John  Hebb,  assistant  architect  to  the 
^  Board,  be  and  he  is  hereby  appointed  the  superin- 
'^  tending  architect  of  metropolitan  buildings  and 
'^  soperinteudent  architect  to  the  Metropolitan  Board 
"  of  Works  for  four  weeks  from  the  13th  day  of 
"  November  1886."  Then  on  19th  November  there 
is  the  motion  to  revoke  the  resolution  as  to  tlie  salary 
of  the  superintending  architect.  The  motion  having 
been  put  to  the  vote,  there  were  for  it  30,  and  against 
it  13  ;  accordingly  it  was  resolved  that  it  be  revoked, 
and  the  resolution  that  the  age  of  the  person  be  not 
less  than  S6  and  not  more  than  50  was  also  revoked. 
Then  it  was  moved  by  Mr.  Selway  and  seconded  by 
Mr.  Jones :  "  That  the  following  resolution  *of  the 
«  Board  of  the  2nd  July  1886  (No.  5),  vias.,  *That 
^  '  the  duties  of  the  office  of  superintending  arhitect 
"  *  do  remain  as  at  present,'  be  revoked."  Then  there 
were  22  for  it  and  27  against  it.  Then  on  the  3rd 
December  1886  the  works  committee  reported,  and 
they  say  that,  having  now  reviewed  the  whole  subject, 
they  *'  are  of  opinion  that  the  salary  should  be  fixed 
**  at  the  sum  previously  determined  upou,  namely, 
"  1,500/.,  inclusive  of  travelling  and  incidental  ex- 
'^  penses ;  and  that,  as  regards  age,  there  should  be  no 
"  limit  placed  upon  that,"  Then  advertisements  are 
to  be  again  issued.  Then  on  10th  December  1886 : 
"  The  clerk  reported  that  the  four  weeks  for  which 
^<  Mr.  Hebb  was  appointed  83  the  superintending 
**  architect  of  metropolitan  buildings  and  superintend- 
<'  ing  architect  to  the  Board  expired  this  day,  and 
**  that  it  would,  therefore,  bo  necessary  for  the  Board 
*^  to  consider  as  to  reappointing  him  for  a  further 
"  period.  Itwas  moved  by  Mr.  Eidwards,  seconded  by 
"  Mr.  Bobson,  and  resolved — ^That,  in  pursuance  of 
''  the  powers  conferred  by  the  Metropolitan  Building 
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**  Act,  1855,  and  of  every  otiier  power  enabling  the  *  Bleventh  Day. 
**  Board  in  that  behalf,  Mr.  John  Hebb,  assistant 
'*  architect  to  the  Board,  be  and  he  is  hereby  appointed 
"  the  superintending  architect  of  metropolitan  build- 
"  ings  and  superintending  architect  to  the  Metropo> 
*<  litan  Board  of  Works  for  a  further  period  of  six 
*<  weeks  from  the  1 1th  day  of  December  1886."  Then 
on  the  17th  December  there  are  some  proceedings, 
but  »they  seem  to  be  about  a  sum  to  be  paid  to  the 
representatives  of  the  late  superintending  architect. 
Then  on  the  14th  January  1887  :  "  The  clerk  presented 
"  the  applications  which  he  had  received  for  the 
"  appointment  of  superintending  architect.  It  was 
"  moved  bv  Mr.  Edwards,  seconded  by  Mr.  Fowler, 
"  and  resolved — That  the  said  applications  be  referred 
"  to  the  works  and  general  purposes  committee  for 
^'  consideration,  with  instructions  to  select  and  submit 
'^  to  the  Board  the  names  of  not  more  than  six  of  the 
^  candidates  whom  the  committee  may  consider  most 
"  suitable  for  the  appointment  of  superintending 
*'  architect,  with  a  view  to  the  Board  making  the 
"  ultimate  selection."  Then  on  the  21  st  January 
1887:  ''The  clerk  i-eported  that  the  six  weeks  for 
"  which  Mr.  Hebb  was  appointed  as  the  superintend- 
"  ing  architect  of  metropolitan  buildings  and  super- 
"  intending  architect  to  the  Board  expired  this  day, 
"  and  that  it  would  therefore  be  necessary  for  the 
"  Board  to  consider  as  to  reappointing  him  for  a 
"  further  period.  It  was  moved  by  Mr.  Edwards, 
"  seconded  by  Mr.  Fowler,  and  resolved — That,  in 
"  pursu&nce  of  the  powers  conferred  by  the  Metro- 
**  politan  Building  Act,  1855,  and  of  every  other 
"  power  enabling  the  Board  in  that  behalf,  Mr.  John 
'^  Hebb,  assistant  architect  to  the  Board,  be  and  he  is 
**  hereby  appointed  the  superintending  architect  of 
"  metropolitan  buildings  and  superintending  architect 
**  to  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  for  a  further 
"  period  of  five  weeks  from  the  22nd  day  of  January  • 
"  1887."  Then  on  28th  January  1887  the  committee 
reported  that  there  were  44  applications,  and  that  they 
had  selected  the  names  of  six  candidatefi,  and  recom- 
mended the  Board  tx)  proceed  to  elect  one  of  them. 
The  election  was  then  proceeded  with,  and  on  the 
28th  January  Mr.  Blashill  was  appointed. 


Adjourned  for  a  short  time. 


Mr.  WiLLTAM  Pj?tt  recalled  and  further  examined. 


5882.  (Chairman.)  I  believe  you  have  now  made 
out  your  accounts  which  you  were  going  to  make  out 
of  your  dealings  with  Mr.  Robertson  ? — Yes,  but  be- 
fore I  go  into  that,  1  should  like  to  ask  your  Lordship 
to  allow  me  to  correct  my  evidence  in  certign  parti- 
culars which  i^pear  to  me  to  be  inaccurate.  First,  L 
stated  that  I  paid  Mr.  Robertson  for  York  Street 
premises  600/.,  but  I  find  it  was  800/.;  and  this 
18  shown  in  the  cash  account  I  now  produce.  I 
secondly  stated,  thftt  Mr.  Grey,  at  the  Piccadilly 
Restaurant,  owed  me  430/.,  balance  of  his  account.  I 
find  ho  has  paid  me  by  cheque  100/.,  leaving  a  balance 
of  327/.  6s.  7c/.,  which  will  be  shown  in  my  account. 

5883.  (Mr,  Grenfell)  That  is  John  Grey  ?— No, 
William  Grey.  Then  1  find  another  thing ;  there  was 
a  plot  of  land.  No.  21,  Clerkenwell  Road,  as  to  which 
I  have  an  agreement  with  the  Board.  Mr.  Robertson 
has  a  joint  interest  with  me  in  ,this,  but  has  not  re- 
ceived auythmg  in  respect  of  it.  Then  reading  over 
Mr.  Haigh's  evidence  on  Friday,  brought  to.  my  re- 
membrance that  I  fixed  some  hoardings  at  Tite  SU-eet, 
Chelsea,  for  Mr.  Larkin;  it  cost  20/.  12$.  6d.,  that  is 
in  1879,  for  which  Mr.  Larkin  paid  me  a  cheque  for 
the  full  amount.  Mr.  Robertson  advised  me  to  do 
this  job.  Referring  to  a  question  of  your  Lordship's 
asking  if  I  had  any  pecuniary  transactions  with  any 
other  officer  of  the  Board,  1  have  done  work  for  some 
of  the  other  officials  to  a  small  extent ;  but  I  have 
not  had  any  cash  transactions  with  any  other 
official  of  the  Board,  with  the  exception  of  one  who 
was  one  of  the  executors  of  his  father's  estate,  and  to 
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whom   I  advanced   money    for  the   purpose  of  the    Mr.  W.Pett, 
estate.     I  had  done  work  for  his  father  for  years.  

5884.  Who  is  that  ?— Mr.  John  Driver.  This  is  a 
cash  account  between  Mr.  Robertson  and  myself,  and 
contains  particulars  of  every  transaction  so  far  as  I 
have  been  able  to  trace  them  in  respect  of  which  any 
money  has  passed  between  us.  I  have,  however,  from 
time  to  time  done  work  for  him  at  his  private 
residence,  for  which  I  have  never  rendered  any  ac- 
count.    (  The  witness  handed  in  some  accounts,) 

5885.  "Old  Sti-eet  Buildings"  is  what  is  some- 
times called  Curtain  Road  ? — Yes,  Old  Street. 

5886.  The  first  transaction  entered  in  the  account 
relates  to  the  erection  by  you  of  the  new  buildiog,  9 
and  10,  York  Street,  Shoreditch,  which  you  built  for 
him  ? — ^Yes. 

5887.  Cost  of  the  erection  1,339/.  1*.  lOd.  ?— Yee. 

5888.  Then  there  is  an  item  for  insurance,  and  two 
other  small  matters.  Then,  besides  that,  there  is  a 
cheque  for  100/.  What  is  that  ?  It  is  brought  in  to- 
gether with  the  total  of  1,446/.  18*.  7d.  Is  that 
money  you  advanced  to  him  ? — Very  likely  it  would 
be. 

5889.  That  is,  I  see,  November  4th,  and  on  the  5th 
November,  the  next  day,  there  is  a  cheque  from  him 
to  you  for  200/.  You  may  have  given  him  100/.  back 
at  the  time  by  your  cheque  ? — Well,  I  have  worked 
hard  at  this  account  and  my  accountants,  and  that  is 
the  plainest  I  can  state  to  you  in  the  account.  I  have 
taken  it  from  the  credit  book  and  the  cheques. 
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Eleventh  Day.        5890.  That  balances  that  transaction.     Then  on  the 

■  1st  March  1880  you  gave  him  a  cheque  for  100/.    You 

19  June  1888.    ^^^^^^^^1  f^m  h^m  qq  the  7th  Febnuiry  a  cheque  for 
JIfr,  W.  Pett.    1^^'     T^^^^  apparently  was  an  accommodation  by  him 
'  _ '        '    to  you,  was  it  ? — Very  likely. 

5891.  Then  the  next  item  is  April  to  September. 
"  To  works  at  his  private  house,  192,  Amhurst  Road, 
**  Hackney,  703/.  3^.  4c/,"  which  seems  to  have  been 
paid  by  the  28th  September,  in  that  year  by  che^ques. 
Then  there  is  on  the  other  side  of  the  account  a 
cheque  for  200/.  shortly  after.  Then  there  comes  a 
series  of  cheque  transactions  on  each  side  of  the 
account  Then  July  1882  to  March  1883,  Old  Street 
Buildings  1,9^18/.  5s.  Sd.  That  was  the  work  you  did 
for  him  on  these  premises  at  Old  Street  ? — Yes. 

5892.  That  appears  to  have  been  discharged  on 
April  the  24th,  1883.  Then  what  is  the  meaning  of 
*'  Law  Costs,  Worship  Street,  in  1879,2/.  18*.  10c/.'* 
at  the  top  of  page  3  on  the  credit  side  ? — That  must 
be  a  mistake — *^  law  costs."  That  was  a  cheque  ;  I 
have  not  got  law  costs.  I  think  that  must  be  a 
mistake — I  cannot  call  to  mind  anything. 

5893.  On  April  27th,  there  is  a  cheque  from  you  to 
him  of  350/.,  and  on  the  other  side  a  bill  due  1st  May, 
522/.  8*.  3</.  I  understand  you  think  you  must  have 
given  him  the  difference  to  make  up  the  amount  of 
the  bill  ? — ^I  must  have  done.  I  cannot  trace  anything 
whatever  to  it, 

5894.  That  was  an  accommodation  transaction  as  I 
understand;  a  bill  accepted  by  you? — It  was  ac- 
commodation and  advancing  the  money  for  Worship 
Street. 

5895.  What  is  the  meaning  of  June  14th,  1884, 
second  mortgage  of  Worship  Street,  500/.  ? — It  was 
advanced  to  me  by  Mr.  Robertson  and  Mr.  Stuck, 
500/. 

5896.  They  were  executors  of  Monksfield  ? — ^Yes  ; 
executors  of  Monksfield. 

5897.  They  lent  you  600/.  on  second  mortgage  of 
your  interest  in  Worship  Street  ? — Y«i. 

5898.  That  is  what  you  were  dealing  jointly  in 
with  Robertson  ? — No,  it  was  not  that ;  a  second 
mortgage  on  the  property. 

5899.  You  were  jointly  interested  in  the  property 
with  Robertson  ? — ^We  were,  but  he  did  not  take  his 
share  because  I  only  had  the  500/. 

5900.  What  was  his  share  ? — I  never  went  into 
that.     He  took  his  500/.,  and  had  done  with  it. 

5901.  Then  that  is  the  meaning  of  the  entry  on 
the  same  day,  *'  Agreed  sum  in  lieu  of  half  profit  of 
*•  Worship  Street,  500/."  ?— Yes. 

5902.  You  paid  him  500/.  ?— iTes,  I  paid  him  500/. 

5903.  I  think  you  said  he  discounted  the  bills, 
which  you  accepted  ? — ^No,  I  discounted  them. 

5904.  I  thought  you  said  he  discounted  them  at  the 
bank  ?»-I  discounted  them  at  my  bank.  He  accepted 
them. 

5905.  And  then  you  gave  him  what  you  got  as  the 
proceeds  of  the  discount? — That  is  right. 

6906,  Then  on  October  15th,  1885,  you  gave  him 
800/.  for  the  purchase  money  for  York  Street  ? — Yes, 
I  did. 

5907.  Then  what  is  this  "cheque  borrowed  from 
Mrs.  Robertson,  300/."  ?— Mrs.  Robertson  lent  me 
300/.  and  I  paid  her  back  again. 

5908.  Was  that  Mr.  Robertson's  wife  ?— Mr.  Robert- 
son's  wife. 

5909.  How  came  you  to  go  to  her  ? — Thej  asked 
me  if  I  wanted  to  borrow  any  money,  and  Mrs. 
Robertson  said  she  could  lend  me  some^  and  I 
accepted. 

6910.  Who  asked  you  ? — Mr.  Robertson  asked  me. 
He  said  Mrs.  Robertson  would  lend  me  the  300/. 

5911.  Did  you  tell  him  you  were  in  need  of  money? 
— I  was  at  that  time. 

5912.  Had  you  told  Mr.  Robertson  so  ?— I  could 
not  call  to  mind.     I  might  have  done  so. 

5913.  It  seems  to  have  been  for  a  very  brief  period* 
You  borrowed  it  on  the  1st  December  and  repaid  it  on 
the  23rd  of  the  same  month  ?— Quite  right,  I  wanted 
it  for  a  little  time,  that  is  all. 


5914.  Is  Worship  Street  the  only  propeiiy  in  which 
you  were  interested  with  Mr.  Robertson,  except  the 
other  you  have  told  us  of? — The  only  one. 

5915.  With  Mr.  W.  W,  Grey  your  transactions 
were  entirelv  financial  apparently? — Yes,  with  the 
exception  of  the  PiccadiUy  Restaurant.  That  you 
will  find  in  the  account  of  the  two  Greys  which  I  have 
handed  in. 

5916.  In  1886  apparently  you  accepted  for  him  to 
the  amount  of  1,600/.  ? — ^No,  1,300/.  You  are  obliged 
to  put  the  bill  down  twice. 

5917.  On  the  left-hand  side  are  the  cheques  drawn  - 
by  you  ? — Yes. 

6918.  Had  yon  an  account  with  Glyn  and  Co.,  as 
well  as  the  London  and  County  ? — ^I  have. 

5919.  I  see  one  was  a  cheque  drawn  in  the  name 
of  «*  C.  Curtis."  What  is  that  ?— Mr.  Robertson 
asked  me  for  Grey,  if  Gr<^y  gave  me  two  cheques 
would  I  give  bun  a  cheque  in  the  name  of  Curtis  in 
exchange,  and  I  did. 

5920.  Was  that  a  mere  exchange  of  cheques  ?~A 
mere  exchange  of  cheques. 

5921.  You  gave  on  the  11th  August  1886  a  cheque 
drawrfpayable  to  "C.  Curtis"?— I  did. 

5922.  And  you  received  from  him  two  cheques  one 
of  200/.  and  one  of  300/.  ?— I  did,  from  WilUiam 
Grey. 

6923.  Do  you  know  who  those  were  drawn  by  ? — 
William  Grey  to  the  best  of  my  belie£  All  that 
transaction  on  that  side  is  William  Grey. 

5924.  You  gave  your  cheque  ? — They  were  William 
Grey's  cheques,  I  believe. 

6925.  Did  he  explain  why  he  wanted  you  to  give 
a  cheque  for  600/.  in  return  for  two  cheques  for  200/. 
and  300/.  by  William  Grey  ? — No,  he  only  asked  mo 
to  oblige  him. 

6926.  Did  you  ask,  did  it  strike  you  aa  an  odd 
transaction  ? — Not  exactly.    I  did  oblige  him. 

5927.  Especially  as  ho  told  you  to  put  in  the  body 
of  the  cheque,  not  Grey's  name  but  somebody  else's  ? 
—No. 

6928.  You  had  no  transaction  with  Mr.  C.  Curtis  ? 
—No,  I  do  not  know  who  "  C.  Curtis  "  is. 

5929.  There  was  no  reason  why  you  should  make  a 
cheque  for  600/.  payable  to  him  ?— Only  to  oblige  him. 
I  obliged  Mr.  Robertson.  It  was  Mr.  Robertson 
asked  me. 

5930.  Are  you  sure  they  were  William  Grey's 
cheques?— I  am  almost  positive  they  were  William 
Grey's  cheques. 

6981.  Have  you  got  your  bank  book  here?-.- Yes, 
(producing  pass  book.) 

6932.  You  say  you  do  not  know  who  Curtis  is  ? — ^I 
do  not. 

6933.  Have  you  got  your  own  bank  cheque  that 
was  made  payable  to  Cnrtis  ?— Yes,  what  is  the 
date. 

6934.  12th  August  1886,  (cheque  produced.)  Had 
you  any  other  truisaction  in  which  there  was  an 
exchange  of  cheques  in  that  way,  I  see  there  is  one 
to  Robertson  about  the  same  date  ?— -I  had. 

5935.  Then  I  see  your  account  against  John  Grey 
and  W.  W.  Grey  is  for  work  done  for  W.  W.  Grey 
at  the  "Black  Horse,"  Tichbome  Street,  and  the 
Piccadilly  Restaurant? — ^All  the  accounts  in  thot 
paper  were  paid  as  to  the  "  Black  Horse  "  by  John 
Grey.    I  find  all  the  cheques  are  by  John  Grey. 

5936.  Not  W.  W.  Grey  ?— No,  to  the  best  of  my 
belief  that  I  can  trace. 

5987.  Then  for  John  Grey  you  did  woi^k  at  the 
"  Swan  Tavern  "  and  the  «  One  Tun."  Where  is  tbe 
«  One  Tun  ?  "—That  is  the  first  job  which  I  think  I 
did  for  John  Grrey.  It  was  in  Ohandos  Street.  It  is 
pulled  down  now. 

6938.  And  at  the  Oporto  Stores,  Wardour  Street, 
that  was  last  year  I  see  ? — That  was  since  I  had  the 
transactions  with  the  Board. 

5939,  He  had  just  taken  the  Oporto  Stoi-es  then  ? 
—Only  John  Grey.  I  only  did  with  John  Grey.  I 
do  not  know  whether  William  Grey  had  anything  to 
do  with  them. 
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5940.  Had  he  lately  taken  them  ?— Yes,  he  had 
lately  taken  them. 

6941.  Ton  were  asked  to  do  work  there  in  April  of 
this  year  ? — Only  a  small  job. 

5942.  There  is  a  small  balance  owing  for  the  work 
done  there,  61.  3*.  Sd.  ?— Very  small. 

5943.  Do  you  know  where  John  Grey  is  ? — No,  I 
do  not. 

5944.  Has  he  gone  away  altogether  ? — ^I  cannot  tell 
yon,  I  have  not  seen  him,  not  since  he  loft  the  Oporto 
Stores. 

5946.  He  has  left  the  Oporto  Stores  ?— It  is  closed 
np. 

6946.  When  did  he  leave  there  ?— I  should  think 
two  or  three  months. 

5947.  He  hadah-eady  left  the  "  Old  Swan,"— sold 
it  ? — ^A  long  while  ago. 

6948.  You  do  not  know  where  he  is  now  ? — I  really 
do  not. 

5949.  As  to  the  200/.  and  300/.  cheques  that  you 
received  from  him  for  which  you  gave  a  500/.  cheque 
in  exchange,  do  you  know  which  they  are  in  your  pass 
book?  I  see  there  is  200/.  on  August  6th?— If  I 
mistake  not  they  are  either  the  next  day  or  the  day 
alter. 

5950.  There  is  318/.  on  August  11,  which  might 
include  the  800/.  ? — They  were  close  together.  It 
was  before  he  had  the  cheque  for  Curtis. 

6961.  Have  you  anything  to  show  you  which  sums 
of  these  in  your  pass  book  they  were  included  in  ? — 
For  William  Grey. 

6952.  Those  for  which  you  gave  the  Curtis  cheque? 
— No,  only  a  cheque  William  Grey,  not  in  the  pass 
book. 

5953.  Have  you  anything  in  the  pass  book  to 
identify  them  ?  You  have  told  us  there  was  a  cheque 
for  200/.  and  a  cheque  for  300/.  he  gave  you.  There 
is  a  cheque  or  cash  200/.  on  August  6th,  which  might 
be  the  200/.  that  you  put  down  on  August  7th.  There 
is  no  800/.  on  August  12th,  but  on  August  11th  there 
is  a  sum  of  318/.  18*.  4flf.,  which  may  include  the 
300/. ;  have  you  anything  to  show  that  ? — I  might 
show  by  the  credit  book.  [After  referring.]  It  only 
shows  "W.  Grey."  There  are  the  two  of  them. 
[Handing  in  credit  bookJ] 

6964.  It  does  show  one  cheque  «*  W.  Grey,  200/."  ? 
— And  the  other  one  the  other  side. 

6955.  I  suppose  "  One  cheque.  Grey,*'  would  mean 
it  was  drawn  by  Grey  ? — ^Yes ;  that  is  where  I  took 
it  from  seeing  the  name  "  Grey." 

6966.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Mr.  John  Driver,  whom 
you  have  spoken  of  to-day,  is  the  man  who  first  intro- 
duced you  to  Mr.  Kobertson,  I  suppose  ? — He  was. 

6967.  What  was  he  on  the  Board  ?  You  say  he 
was  some  official  of  the  Board  ? — T  think  he  is  in  the 
Accountant's  Department, 

6958.  Did  you  ever  see  Mr,  Driver  about  Mr. 
Robertson's  business  after  you  began  to  deal  with  Mr, 
Robertson  ? — ^Never. 

5959.  He  never  had  anything  to  do  with  your 
dealings  with  Mr.  Robertson  ? — Not  the  slightest. 

5960.  You  say  a  man  named  Stuck  was  executor  with 
Robertson  of  Monksfield's  will ;  did  you  know  Stuck  ? 
— ^No,  I  have  not  the  pleasure  of  knowing  him. 

5961.  You  do  not  know  who  he  was? — No,  I  do 
not  know  him. 

5962.  Used  you  to  see  him  personally  ? — I  never 
recollect  seeing  him. 

5963.  And  WeUs,  f rcmi  whom  you  took  the  Worship 
Street  site,  do  you  know  him  ?— I  do  know  him. 

5904.  Wbat  is  he  ? — He  had  the  Commercial  Iron 
Foundry,  in  Shoreditch,  at  one  time. 

5965.  Anything  else? — I  cannot  say  what  he  is 
now. 

6966.  What  is  his  business  ?— They  were  iron- 
founders  and  ironmongers.     Thej  failed. 

5967,  You  do  not  know  him  m  any  other  line  ?— 
No,  in  no  other  way  whatever. 

5968.  You  do  not  kift)w  where  he  is  now  ? — ^No,  I 
do  not. 


5969.  (Chairman.)    Can  you  toll  me  Mr,  Wells*  Eleventh  Day. 
address  ? — ^No,  I  cannot.  

5970.  What  was  it  then  ?— In  Shoreditch,  but  they  "  '^""^  ^®®®- 
failed  a  long  while  ago.    I  have  not  seen  him  for 


years, 

5971.  (Mr,  Bosanquet,)  You  had  some  agreement 
with  Mr,  Wells  or  contract  ? — No. 

5972.  You  bought  the  property  from  Mr.  Wells; 
did  you  have  a  written  contract  with  him  ? — Yes. 

5973.  Have  you  got  it  ?— I  am  afraid  not.  I  will 
see.  [After  searching.]  No,  I  have  not  got  it.  If  I 
mistake  not,  I  think  the  Board  took  the  agreement 
when  they  got  the  lease  or  the  freehold. 

5974.  You  had  some  bargain  with  Mr.  Wells  to 
take  his  purchase  off  his  hands  ? — ^I  know  I  did. 

5975.  Was  that  in  writing  ?— No,  I  have  not  got 
one.  I  see  I  paid  him  163/. ;  100/.  for  his  purchf^, 
and  63/.  for  12  months'  ground  rent. 

5976.  You  have  no  written  document  which  passed 
between  you  and  Mr.  Wells  which  would  give  his 
description  or  address  ? — ^No,  I  have  none  whatever. 

5977.  (Chairman.)  What  was  Mr.  Wells'  address 
when  you  knew  him? — Commercial  Iron  Foundry, 
Shoreditch.  That  is  the  only  address  I  knew  him  at — 
under  the  railway  arch. 

5978.  (Mr.  Studd.)  I  see  that  Mr.  Fowler,  the 
architect,  was  employed  by  Mr.  Wells ;  possibly  he 
might  know  the  address. 

6979.  (Chairman.)  Where  does  that  appear? 
(Mr.  Studd.)  Question  2467  ;  he  knew  Mr.  Wells. 

5980.  (Chairman.)  That  may  have  been  some  years 
ago. 

(Mr.  Studd.)  But  it  refers  to  the  same  transaction. 

5981.  I  have  one  question  to  ask  you  which  does 
not  exactly  arise  out  of  this  matter.  You  had  to 
attend  to  these  artisans'  dwellmgs,  I  believe  ;  and  that 
was  your  employment  by  the  BoarS,  was  not  it  f — In 
what  way  ? 

5982.  What  did  you  do  to  the  artisans'  dwellings, 
build  them? — ^No,  I  had  nothing  to  do  with  the 
artisans'  dwellings  whatever. 

(Chairman.)  His  work  was  with  the  old  property 
the  Board  had  purchased,  to  repair  them. 

5983.  (Mr.  Studd.)  You  had  to  do  repairs  ?— Not 
to  artisans'  dwellings. 

5984.  To  some  buildings  belonging  to  the  Board  ? 
— ^To  the  old  buildings  that  were  going  to  be  pulled 
down. 

5985.  Did  you  ever  obtain  materials  from  members 
or  officials  of  the  Board  ? — ^None  whatever. 

5986.  Not  in  any  case  ? — ^Not  in  aijv  case. 

5987.  You  said  just  now  that  you  had  done  work 
in  a  small  way  for  some  other  officials  of  the  Board 
besides  Robertson  ? — I  did  say  so. 

5988.  Would  you  kindly  give  us  the  names  ? — ^Yes  t 
Mr.  Millwood  and  Mr.  Thomas. 

5989.  Has  not  Mr.  Thomas  something  to  do  with 
the  dangerous  structures  department? — ^Yes,  the 
dangerous  structures.  Then  I  did  a  small  job  for 
Mr.  Maddox.     I  think  that  is  all. 

5990.  Did  they  pay  you  for  the  work  you  did  ? — 
They  did  and  I  will  tell  you, 

5991.  Give  us  the  particulars,  please.  What  did 
you  do  for  Mr,  Maddox  ?— I  did  a  very  small  job  at 
the  house  he  was  living  in,  for  which  I  never  rendered 
any  account — 3/.  45.  lid. 

5992.  You  were  not  paid? — Not  paid;  I  never 
rendered  an  account. 

6993.  Now  Mr.  Thomas? — I  was  paid  all.  My 
account  was  36/.  14*.  4^rf.,  and  I  received  a  cheque 
for  36/.  Then  another  small  job,  3/.  6*.  IW.,  for 
which  he  paid  me  a  cheque  of  3/.  6$.  lid* 

5994.  Now  Mr.  Millwood  ? — Mr.  Millwood  I  never 
was  paid. 

6996.  How  much  was  that  ?'^56l.  Ss.  2^d. 

6996.  (Chaii'man.)  What  date  was  that  work  done  ? 
— ^From  1882  to  1886.  Then  there  is  some  work  I 
did  for  him  lately,  11/.  7s,  6<f.,for  which  he  paid  me 
by  cheque. 

Bb  2 


Mr.  W.  Pett. 
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BleYCBthDay.  6997.  We  must  get  that  more  particularly.  The 
11/.  Is.  id.  was  done  in  what  year? — The  11/.  7«.  5d, 
he  i>aid  me  a  cheque  for  in  1887. 

5998.  When  was  the  other  work  done? — From 
1882  to  1886. 

5999.  Amounting  to  56/.  8*.  2^.  ?— Yes. 

6000.  Have  you  ever  applied  for  payment  ? — Well, 
I  must  say  I  voluntarily  inade  him  a  present  of  it.  I 
have  done  so. 

6C01.  How  did  you  enter  into  communication  with 
him  ?— What  had  you  to  do  with  Mr.  Millwood  ? — 
The  first  part  of  the  time  I  was  with  the  Board  he 
used  to  examine  the  work  for  a  small  time. 

6002.  Down  to  what  time  did  he  examine  the  work  ? 
—I  cannot  tell  you. 

6003.  For  how  long  ? — It  might  be  2  years,  I  am 
not  positive  to  the  date. 

6004.  You  began  in  1879  ?— 1877  I  think  it  was. 

6005.  Who  examined  your  work  after  Mr.  Mill- 
wood?— Mr.  Walker. 

6006.  Had  Mr.  Millwood  nothing  to  do  with  ex- 
amining the  work  after  that  ? — ^Nothing  whatever. 

6007.  What  did  you  give  him  this  present  voluntarily 
for  ? — I  do  not  know  any  other  way.  I  wanted,  of 
course,  to  keep  in  favour  with  Mr.  Millwood.  I  did 
not  want  him  to  do  anything  wrong,  decidedly  not. 

6008.  What  good  could  he  do  to  you  if  you  kept  in 
favour  with  him,  or  what  harm  could  he  do  you  if  you 
got  out  of  favour  with  him  ? — I  do  not  know. 

6009.  What  was  his  work  at  the  Board  ? — I  cannot 
tell  what  his  work  was  at  the  Boards  only  he  came  out 
with  me  to  examine  my  work. 

6010.  He  used  still  to  come  and  examine  your 
work  ? — Only  the  first  time. 

6011.  He  ceased  to  examine  your  work  before  you 
did  any  of  this  work  ?—  I  might  be  mistaken  in  the 
dates.  It  might  have  been  longer  than  two  years' 
examination.  I  cannot  give  you  the  dates,  because  I 
have  not  got  them  with  me. 

6012.  Mr.  Millwood  was  in  the  accountant's  ofiice, 
was  not  he? — ^I  think  not 

6013.  What  department  was  he  in? — Mr.  Vul- 
liamy's. 

6014.  Was  he  in  the  architect's  department  ? — I 
believe  so. 

6015.  What  was  Mr.  Maddox's  position  with  the 
Board  ;  what  department  was  he  in  ? — I  can  hardly 
tell  your  Lordship  what  he  was. 

6016.  (Mr.  Studd.)  If  your  Lordship  looks  at 
question  2251  you  will  find  he  had  to  inspect  this 
gentleman's  work. 

(The  Witness)  I  think  not — not  Mr.  Maddox. 

6017.  (Mr.  Studd.)  He  gave  orders  what  to  do  ? — 
Only  the  last  part  of  the  time  I  was  there. 

601 7o.  (Chairman.)  Mr.  Millwood's  inspection 
was  mentioned  to  us,  I  think,  in  answer  to  a  question  of 
mine. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  think  it  was  in  connexion 
with  Mr.  Walker's  name. 

(Mr.  Studd.)  At  question  1113,  Mr.  Robertson 
says  that  Mr.  Millwood  for  some  years  superintended 
this. 

6017^.  (Chairman.)  I  do  not  think  we  have  got 
the  date  when  Mr.  Millwood's  duties  were  taken  over 
by  Mr.  Walker.     Can  you  give  us  that? 

(Mr.  Freeman.)  July  1883. 

6018.  (Chairman,  to  the  Witness.)  You  did  not  do 
any  work  for  Mr.  Walker  ? — ^None  whatever. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Mr.  Blashill  speaks  of  Mr. 
Walker  at  questions  2582  and  following. 

6019.  (Mr.  Studd.)  You  sent  in  an  account  to  Mr. 
Thomas,  and  Mr.  Thomas  paid  you  ? — He  did. 

The  witness 

6047.  (Chairman.)  Have  you  the  minutes  now 
with  reference  to  the  compensation  to  Mr.  Glaufield  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Yes,  there  is  the  minute 
and  the  report  (handing  in  same).  Then  there  are 
some  letters  I  should  like  to  show  to  your  Lordship 
before  that.      They   precede  in   order  of  date  the 


6020.  Mr.  Thomas  was  the  only  one  of  these  three 
gentlemen  who  had  nothing  to  do  with  superintending 
your  work.  Is  that  so  ? — I  do  not  think  Mr.  Maddox 
had  anything  to  do  with  my  work. 

6021.  (Chairman.)  I  think  you  have  said  that. 
(Mr.  Studd.)  He  said  Mr.  Maddox  told  him  what 

he  was  to  do.  This  was  the  question — '<  Who  directs 
"  you  as  to  what  you  liave  to  do;  do  you  exercise 
"  your  own  judgment,  or  how  b  it."  Then  the  imswer 
is — **  Latterly,  Mr.  Maddox  has  done  so,  the  inspector 
"  of  the  Board."— Latterly. 

6022.  He  must  have  had  something  to  do  with  your 
work  ? — ^Latterly. 

6023.  (Chairman.)  When  was  ii  you  did  the  wm'k 
for  Mr.  Maddox? — I  cannot  tell  your  Lordship. 
There  was  another  job  I  did  for  Mr.  C^unpion, 
1/.  14*.  5d. 

6024.  Has  he  paid  you? — I  never  rendered  the 
account. 

6025.  But  Mr.  Campion  is  the  person  who  checked 
your  quantities  at  the  Board  ? — It  was  only  1/.  14*.  bd, 
ever  since  I  have  known  him.  Then  tnere  is  Mr. 
Fry  ;  I  supplied  him  with  some  lead  pipe  whicli  came 
to  1 1*.,  for  which  he  paid  me  a  cheque. 

6026.  (Mr.  Studd.)  Did  Mr.  Fry  inspect  your 
work  at  all  ? — No,  he  paid  me  a  cheque. 

6027.  With  the  exception  of  this  loan  to  Mr.  Driver, 
were  there  any  pecuuiarj  transactions  between  ;ou  at 
all  ? — I  did  some  work  at  his  private  house,  of  which 
I  made  him  a  present,  for  his  kindness  in  recom- 
mending me  to  do  the  Board's  work.  I  will  give  it 
you  again. 

6028.  You  made  him  no  payment  for  introducing 
you  to  Robertson  ? — ^None  whatever. 

6029.  Except  in  that  way  ? — ^None  whatever. 

6030.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Wben  do  you  say 
the  work  was  done  for  Mr.  Millwood  ? — 1882  to  1886. 
I  have  not  got  the  dates  of  the  months. 

6031.  Did  you  send  in  any  account  to  Mr.  Mill- 
wood ? — I  did  send  him  in  an  account  it  is  true ;  but 
I  have  considered  it  as  paid. 

6032.  When  was  this  account  sent  in  for  the  work 
done  in  1887  ? — I  have  no  date ;  it  must  have  been  in 
1887. 

6033.  You  say  the  work  was  done  in  1882  to 
1886.  Was  it  done  at  frequent  intervals? — F^requent 
intervals. 

6034.  Small  jobs  ?— Yes  ;  decorations  to  the  house 

6035.  Where  was  it  done  ? — Hammersmith. 

6036.  What  was  the  date  of  the  work  done  for  Mr. 
Maddox  ? — I  have  no  date. 

6D37.  Was  it  in  1886,  or  some  time  ago? — Some 
time  ago— I  think  three  or  four  years  ago. 

6038.  These  orders  which  were  given  you  are  in 
writing,  are  they  not  ? — They  are. 

6039.  By  whom  are  they  signed  ? — By  Mi\  Robert- 
son, and  sometimes  Mr.  Yulliamy. 

6040.  They  came  from  the  office  ? — They  came  from 
the  office. 

6041.  These  are  not  orders  given  you  verbally  by 
these  inspectors  at  all  ? — ^No. 

6042.  They  are  brought  in  from  the  office  ? — They 
come  to  me  by  post  as  a  rule« 

6043.  When  did  Mr.  Maddox  b^in  to  inspect  ?— I 
cannot  tell  you. 

6044.  Was  it  before  or  since  this  job  was  done  ? — I 
should  say  it  was  since. 

6045.  You  say  you  have  never  done  anything  for 
Mr.  Walker  ? — ^Never, 

6046.  (Chairman.)  Did  they  know  that  the  work 
was  going  to  be  done  by  you  for  noliiing  ? — ^No,  they 
did  not ;  if  they  did  they  never  told  me  of  it,  that  I 
know. 

withdrew. 

reference  to  the  transaction.  The  first  letter  when 
the  question  was  i-aised  was  written  when  Lord 
Salisbury's  compensation  was  being  investigated, 
and  that  refers  to  this  particular  part  of  the 
property.  Lord  Sfilisbur/  had  the  reversion  to  this 
house. 
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6048.  (Chairman.)  Slst October  1884,  by  Mr.  Ward, 
the  solicitor :  "  Sir, — The  Board  desire  to  know  the 
'<  trade  done  at  the  above  public-house,  of  which  jou 
**  are  the  occupier ;  and  I  have  to  ask  you  to  give  me 
'^  an  appointment  when  the  accountant  of  the  Board 
"  may  attend  you,  and  inspect  your  brewer's  and 
*<  distiller's  books.  I  hope  that  you  may  see  fit  to 
^  afford  the  Board  the  information  they  seek,. as  by 
"  so  doing  your  interest  ^vill  be  served  when  the 
**  Board  have  to  determine  how  your  case  shall,  be 
**  dealt  with." 

(Mr,  Meadows  If  kite.)  Then  the  answer  to  that  is 
the  very  next  document. 

6049.  {Chairman,)  **I  beg  to  acknowledge  your 
*<  letter  of  the  31st.  16  .you  can  assure  me  that  my 
'^  position  shall  be  fairly  and  liberally  considered  by 
"  your  Board,  I  shall  be  happy  to  afibrd  you  any 
"  information  in  my  power." 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Then  there  is  Mr.  Ward's 
reply. 

6050.  {Chairman.)  "  November  4th,  1884.  Sir,  I 
^'  I  am  unable  to  make  any  specific  promise  on  behalf 
'^  of  the  Board,  but  you  may  be  assured  that  the 
**  Board,  in  your  case  as  in  ail  others,  will  give  the 
'^  circumstances  their  full  and  fair  consideration,  and 
'^  the  fact  that  you  have  afforded  the  information  now 
"  asked  for  will  not  be  overlooked  by  them.  I  have 
**.  requested  the  accountant  to  call  upon  you."     . 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Then  the  agreement  is  here 
[handing  in  same].  There  was  some  doubt  raised  as  to 
whether  the  Board  of  Works  could  take  advantage  of 
the  proviso  at  the  end  of  the  agreement,  and  whether 
it  was  not  between  Lord  Salisbury  and  the  tenant 
before  this  publican  became  tenant  of  the  Board. 
That  question  was  raised,  and  then  followed  a. notice 
to  quit  ex  abundanti  cautela. 

6051.  {Chairman).  He  takes  the  public-house  on 
the  express  agreement  that,  ''  if  the  Meti*o|K)litan 
*^  Board  of  Works  shall  at  any  time  during  Uie  con- 
'^  tinaance  of  this  tenancy  require  the  premises  for 
*<  the  purpose  of  the  Metropolitan  Street  Improve- 
'^  ments  Act,  1877,  then  the  tenant  shall  quit  the  said 
^^  premises  at  any  time  with  any  notice  that  may  be 
<<  given  to  him  either  by  the  said  Metropolitan  Board 

'  of  Works  or  the  landlord,  without  any  claim  what^ 
^  soever  for  ccmipensation  against  the  landlord, 
'^  anything  to  the  contrary  herein-before  contained 
^*  notwithstanding." 

{Mr.  Meadows  ff'hite.)  That  is  against  the  land- 
lord^ 

6052.  {Chairman.)  The  Metropolitan*  Board  of 
Works  became  the  landlords. 

{Mr.  Meadoyfs  WhUe.)  The  landlord  in  that  agree- 
ment was  the  Marquis  ot  Salisbury. 

{Mr.Bosanquet.)  The  notice  determining  the  tenancy 
is  a  three  calendar  months'  notice. 


•  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Yes.                                         Eleventh  Day. 
{Mr.  Bosanquet.)  That  is  before  he  is  evicted.  

6053.  {Chairman.)  There  may  be  a  doubt  whether    i^  "^une  18S8. 
less  tiian  three  months*  notice  would  have  done.     That  

we  need  not  consider.  Three  months'  notice  was  given. 
Then  this  is  Mr.  Vulliamy's  report  dated  15th  January 
1886.  '*  I  beg  to  present  for  th6  consideration  of  the 
'*  Committee  the  following  petition."  Then  it  sets 
out  the  petition  which  we  had  read  this  morning. 
^'  Mr.  Glanfield  holds  under  the  Marquis  of  Salisbury, 
''  and  when  his  Loi-dship's  claim  was  contested, 
^'  Mr.  Glanfield  assisted  the  Board  very  considerably 
^'  by  allowing  his  trade  books  to  be  investigated  so 
'^  that  the  Board  were  able  to  judge  better  as  to  what 
'^  premium  could  be  obtained  by  his  Lordship  for  a 
'y  license.  For  this  assistance  the  claimant  was 
'^  promised  that  his  case  should  be  liberally  dwelt 
*'  with  when  possession  was  required.  I  am  informed 
*'  by  the  accountant  that  his  books  when  investigated 
'<  showed  the  takings  to  be  150/.  per  month,  or  a  net 
*^  profit  of  303/.  per  annum.  The  Board  have  not 
''  had  to  purchase  any  other  interest  for  this  house 
"  beyond  that  of  ihe  Mai*quis  of  Salisbury,  and  as 
"  there  is  no  doubt  the  claimant  would  have  been 
'*  granted  a  new  lease  liad  it  not  been  for  the  acticm 
•*  of  the  Board,  I  think  he  is  fairly  entitled  to  the  full 
'^  consideration  of  the  Committee.  I,  thei^efore,  pro- 
**  pose  that  Mr.  Glanfield  be  paid  a  num  of  150/.  for 
<<  his  fixtures,  fittings,  and  unexpired  terms  of  licenses, 
<*  and  350/.  for  his  goodwill  and  removal,  in  all 
"  500/."  That  Ls  signed  "George  Vulliamy",  but 
the  body  of  it  appears  to  be  in  Mr.  Goddard's  hand- 
writing, because  I  see  the  erasure  is  initialled 
"  F.  W.  G." 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  It  is  initialed  by  him  and 
the  words  "  in  all ''  are  in  his  writing  ;  the  body  of 
the  report  is  not. 

6054.  {Chairman.)  Whoso  writing  is  Uie  body  of 
the  report  in  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  think  a  man  named 
Turner. 

6055.  {Chairman^  It  is  obviously  Mr.  Groddard's 
report. 

(Mr,  Meadows  White.)  Clearly. 

6056.  {Chairman^)  That  was  acted  upon  by  the 
Board. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Apparently,  recommended  by 
the  works  committee,  and  I  suppose,  adopted  by  the 
Board. 

6057.  {Chairman.)  I  cannot  draw  that  fine  dis- 
tinction between  the  works  committee  and  the  Board ; 
the  work's  committee  seems  to  me  to  have  been  the 
Board  and  the  Board  the  works  committee. 

{Mr.  Meadofvs  White.)  It  is  only  to  be  accurate. 
Certainly  under  the  order  they  were  the  Board.  It 
was  a  committee  of  the  whole  Board. 


Adjourned  till  to-morrow  at  2  o'clock. 


TWELFTH  DAY. 


Wednesday,  20th  Jane  1888. 


PRBSBNT : 


LOBD  HSBSOHELL, 


I 


Mb.  Grbnfell. 
LoBD  HERSCHELL  in  thjc  Chair. 


Mr.  Bosanquet,  Q.C., 


{Mr.  Meadows  White,)  Your  Lordship  asked  for 
the  minutes  relating  to  the  public-houses,  the 
G^rge  and  the  Dragon,  the  Cock,  and  the 
Marquis  of  Granby  {handing  same  to  his  Lordship). 


Mr.  Brayey  a  member  of  the  Kensington  Vestry, 
drew  the  attention  of  the  Commission  to  &e  following 
notice  of  motion  which  he  proposed  to  give  :  '*  And  to 
*<  move  that  t|iis  vestry,  being  the  largest  contributor 

Bb  3 


Twelfth  Day. 
so  June  1888. 
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METROPOLITAN  BOARD  OF  WORKS  IKQITIRY  COMMISSION: 


TwdfthDay.    <^to    the    Metropolitan    ConsolidAted  Bate,  do  im« 

"  mediately  prosecute  Messrs.  Goddard  «id  BobertsoHy 

20  June  1888.  u  i^j^iy  j^  ^^  employment  of  the  Metropolitan 
"  Board  of  Works,  and  others,  for  conspiring  together 
**  to  defrand  the  ratepayers  of  the  Metropolis  of  their 
**  property."  Unless  it  was  contempt  of  court  he 
proposed  to  give  notice  of  that  motion.  He  stated 
that  the  precept  for  the  Kensington  Vestry  this  year 
amounted  to  64,000/.,  being  one  sixteenth  of  the  whole 
rate  of  London.  That  being  so  he  thought  it  was 
for  the  Kensington  Vestry  to  take  the  initiative  in 
the  matter. 

The  Chairman  stated  that  he  desired  to  express  no 
opinion  as  to  the  expediency  or  wisdom  of  the  course 
jHToposed  to  be  taken,  or  as  to  whether  it  would  or 
would  not  be  desirable  to  take  it  at  the  present  time, 
but  as  regarded  its  being  any  interference  with  the 
action  of  the  Commission,  it  certainly  would  not  be 
any  contempt  for  the  proposed  notice  to  be  given,  and 
Mr.  Braye  must  be  left  entirely  to  take  his  own 
course. 

Mr.  Siuddy  as  representing  the  Inquiry  Committee, 
was  instructed  to  say  that  though  Mr.  Braye  was  a 
member  of  that  committee,  they  as  a  body  had 
nothing  to  do  with  his  application. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  other  public  house 
was  the  King's  Arms  public  house  at  the  junction 
of  Charing  Cross  Bead  and  Moor  Street.  That 
public  house  is  not  built  on  the  Board's  land,  and  the 
Board  have  nothing  to  do  with  it.  I  hand  up  this 
plan,  which  shows  the  Cock  and  the  Marquis 
of  Granby,  and  some  minutes  a.s  to  the  sales  of  those 
sites  by  auction  (handing  same  to  his  Lordship). 

(Chairman.)  I  see  it  is  marked  "Sale  of  public- 
"  house  sites  George  and  Dragon,  the  Cock,  and 
"  the  Marquis  of  Granby,  Lots  1,  2,  and  8."  I 
suppose  the  names  were  not  given  at  that  time,  or 
were  they  old  public-houses  ? 

(Mr,  Meadows  White.)  They  were  old  public- 
houses  required  for  the  street;  they  bore  those 
names. 

(Chiarman.)  In  the  case  of  Lot  1  it  was  to  be  sold 
with  the  benefit  gf  a  provisional  license  granted  at 
the  general  annual  licensing  meeting  on  the  20th 
March  1885,  by  the  Justices  of  St.  James, 
Westminster,  to  William  George  Bohm,  38,  Wardour 
Street,  licensed  victualler,  the  nominee  of  the 
vendor  ;  Lot  2,  the  Cock,  with  the  benefit  of  a  pro- 
visional license  granted  to  Charles  Lewis  Hoffmann 
of  th^  Cock,  No.  17,  Litchfield  Street,  the  nominee  of 
the  vendor ;  Lot  3,  the  site  of  the  Marquis  of  Granby 
with  the  benefit  of  the  provisional  license  granted  to 
James  Champness,  of  the  Marquis  of  Granby,  19, 
West  Street,  the  nominee  of  the  vendor. 


(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Part  of  the  sites  of  the 
Mcurquis  of  Granby  and  the  Cock  were  left,  and 
therefore  the  license  would  remain  attached  to  those 
sites.  It  was  not  as  in  the  case  of  the  Yorkshire 
Grey  and  the  Swan  where  the  whole  of  the  site  was 
absorbed  into  the  street. 

(Chairman.)  How  about  the  George  and  Dragon  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  WhUe)  I  believe  the  whole  of  the 
old  site  of  the  George  and  Dragon  still  remains  in  the 
now. 

(Chairman.)  Where  had  the  Marquis  of  Granby 
been  situate  before  ? 

(Mr,  Meadows  White)  In  the  same  place ;  part  of 
the  site  of  the  Marquis  of  Granby  still  remains.  The 
comer  has  been  rounded  off.  The  firont  of  the  house 
was  taken  down,  but  the  site  was  important  with 
reference  to  the  licensing  question.  If  you  will  refer 
to  the  plan  you  will  see  the  new  site  for  Uie  George 
and  Dragon.  It  is  the  plan  attached  to  the 
particulars.  The  old  site  is  shown  by  the  dotted 
lines ;  it  is  coloured  pink. 

(Chairman.)  I  am  alluding  to  the  Marquis  of 
Granby. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White)  The  whole  of  that  was 
licensed  before,  and  the  comer  was  taken  off. 

(Chairman)  There  is  no  new  part  added  do  you 
mean? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White)  This  plan  shows  it  before. 
Your  Lordship  will  see  that  the  old  site  is  pink  and 
pink  hatched,  and  blue.  The  new  site  is  pink  hatched, 
and  blue,  part  of  the  old  site  being  cut  off  by  the 
comer  of  the  new  street  (handing  a  plan  to  his 
LordsMp). 

(Chairman)  What  is  the  blue  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White)  The  blue  is  the  new  ground 
added  to  make  the  site  large  enough  for  the  house. 
By  a  comparison  of  the  plans  your  Lordship  will  see 
ihat  the  pink  hatched  is  part  of  the  old  site.  The 
pink  is  thrown  into  the  new  street. 

(Chairman)  Formerly  the  pink  was  part  ii^  the 
MMV|ui8  of  Granby,  and  now  it  is  detached  with 
the  blue. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White)  Yes. 

(Chairman)  What  was  there  foraierly  on  the  part 
mfu*ked  blue  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White)  Two  shops,  I  think. 

(Chairman)  The  result  is  to  bring  this  new 
Marquis  of  Granby,  which  is  considerably  hnger 
than  the  old  site,  next  door  to  another  public  h6use. 
I  am  only  speaking  from  having  seen  the  place.  I 
have  no  plan. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White)  There  w«re  two  houses 
between  before,  and  now  it  is  next  door.  That  is  how 
it  stands. 


Mr,  Matthew  Godbabd  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr.  6058.  (Chairman)  You  are  in  the  employ  of  the 

M.  Goddard.    Board  of  Works  ?— I  am. 

6059.  How  long  have  you  been  so  ? — I  think  about 
11  years. 

6060.  In  what  department  are  you? — ^In  the 
Architects'  Department,  compensation  branch. 

6061.  That  was  the  department  at  the  head  of 
which  your  father  was,  under  the  superintending 
architect  ? — Quite  so. 

6062.  We  have  been  told  by  Mr.  Glanfield 
yesterday  that  you  received  from  him  a  sum  of  20/. 
in  a  case  in  which  he  was  putting  forward  a  claim 
to  consideration  by  the  Board  ? — He  made  me  that 
present;  yes. 

6063.  What  had  you  done  for  him  ?— Mr.  Stephens 
said  that  Mr.  Glanfield  wished  to  see  me. 

6064.  Who  is  Mr.  Stevens  ? — ^He  is  my  brother- 
in-law.  I  went  down  there  and  he  introduced  moi 
Mr.  Glanfield  told  me  how  he  stood.  I  told  him  that 
the  best  thing  he  could  do  was  to  write  a  letter  to  the 
Board  to  see  what  they  could  do  for  him.  I  told  him 
to  write  &  letter,  and  he  wrote  a  letter.  I  believe  he 
paid   some  630/.  for  the    businests   when    he  went 


there.  He  had,  I  think,  assisted  the  Board  materially 
under  a  lease  from  "  City  of  London  Brewery  Co." 
in  the  ease  of  the  Marquis  of  Salisbury  when  that 
claim  was  brought,  and  the  Board  awarded  Mr.  Glan- 
field I  believe  630/.,  which  included  his  goodwill, 
fixtures.  Excise  license  and  loss  in  removal  of  stock. 
A^  regards  the  award  of  the  Board,  given  to  him,  I 
had  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  it. 

6065.  Your  father  was  the  person  who  would  advise 
as  to  what  was  given  ? — Quite  so. 

6066.  Did  he  know  you  had  received  this  ? — 
Certainly  not. 

6067.  Did  you  have  any  conversation  with  him 
upon  the  subject? — Certainly  not,  except  reporting 
the  facts  of  the  case  to  him  in  my  report  that  I  drafted, 
as  an  officer  of  the  Board. 

6068.  Did  he  know  you  were  going  to  see  Mr. 
Glanfield  ? — Certainly  not 

6069.  Do  you  mean  you  never  spoke  to  him  about 
it  ? — I  did  not  My  father  knew  no  transaction  about 
that  with  regard  to  myself. 

6070.  You  swear  that  you  never  spoke  to  your 
fatho*  about  it  ? — Certainly. 
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6071.  Who  arranged  that  Glanfield  should  be  put 
into  the  Crystal  Palace  as  tenant  ? — I  fancy — I 
cannot  say  for  certain — ^but  I  fancy  he  came  down 
and  saw  my  father. 

6072.  Had  you  anything  to  do  with  it  ? — ^Excepting 
inquiring  into  his  character ;  that  is  all. 

6073.  Who  told  you  to  inquire  into  his  character  ?— 
My  father  did. 

6074.  We  hear  that  you  received  5/.  after  that 
transaction  ? — I  cannot  say  that  it  is  61,  or  more.  He 
certainly  did  give  me  something  as  a  present. 

6075.  I  rather  gather  from  that  that  you  think  it 
was  more  ? — ^I  fancy  it  was,  certainly. 

6076.  How  much  ?— I  fancy  it  was  23/. 

6077.  What  did  he  give  you  that  for?-^imply  as 
a  present. 

6078.  Well,  but — ?— I  did  nothing  for  it ;  nothing 
at  an. 

6079.  Were  you  under  the  impression  that  he 
thought  you  had  done  something  for  it? — I  presume 
he  must  have  thought  I  had  done  something  for  it. 
I  had  no  influence  in  the  matter. 

6080.  Did  you  disabuse  him  of  that  impression  ?— 
No ;  he  gave  me  the  money  and  I  accepted  it.  I  did 
not  know  that  I  was  doing  any  wrong  in  accepting  it. 

6081.  Had  you  any  conversation  with  your  father 
on  the  subject  ? — ^No. 

6082.  I  do  not  mean  as  to  your  receiving  the 
money,  but  about  Glanfield  going  into  the  house  ?— 
No ;  as  far  as  I  remember  he  came  down  and  saw 
my  father  about  going  into  the  house.  I  believe 
he  told  my  &ther  it  would  be  benefiting  him ;  he  would 
not  lose  his  connexion.  He  was  a  straightforward 
man  and  we  appointed  him  ;  at  least  the  Board  did. 

6083.  Have  you  had  anything  to  do  in  any  other 
cases  with  suggesting  the  form  in  which  claims  should 
6e  sent  in  ? — ^No. 

6084.  Or  with  arranging  about  who  should  go  into 
a  particular  public-house  ? — ^Yes ;  I  have,  certainly. 

6085.  In  what  cases  ? — In  several  cases. 

6086.  Just  name  them  ? — ^There  was  the  Flying 
Horse  in  the  Walworth  Eoad. 

6087.  Who  went  in  there  ? — A  man  of  the  name 
of  Welling. 

6088.  Did  you  know  him  ? — ^T  did  ;  I  had  known 
him  some  years. 

6089.  Did  you  suggest  that  he  should  go  in  ? — It 
was  put  forward  as  wanting  a  tenant,  and  I  suggested 
he  should  be  put  in  there. 

6090.  What  rent  was  he  put  in  at? — I  do  not 
remember. 

6091.  Did  you  receive  any  money  from  him  ? — Yes, 
he  gave  me  a  present. 

6092.  How  much  ?— I  think  it  was  25/. 

6093.  When  was  that?— About  three  or  four 
months  after  he  was  in  it. 

6094.  In  what  year  was  this  ?— Either  1886  or 
1887 ;  I  could  not  say  for  certain.  I  fancy  it  was 
1886.     The  Board's  report  would  show  that. 

6095.  What  is  the  next  ? — There  was  a  house  over 
at  Battei*sea  called  the  Beaufort  Arms. 

6096.  Who  went  in  there  ? — ^A  Mr.  Gannaway. 

6097.  Was  he  a  person  you  knew? — ^He  was  a 
person  who  had  been  a  tenant  of  the  Board's  for  some 
years. 

6098.  Where  ?  At  some  other  place  ? — ^Yes,  one  or 
two  Board  sites,  or  Board's  houses  I  should  say. 

6099.  Houses  that  they  had  taken  ? — ^Houses  that 
they  had  taken  which  he  became  tenant  of. 

6100.  Did  you  suggest  he  should  be  put  into  this 
Beaufort  Arms  ? — No ;  I  believe  he  came  and  made 
the'  application  himself. 

6101.  To  whom  ?  To  your  father  ?— To  myself,  at 
the  Board. 

6102.  And  then  you  suggested  it,  I  suppose,  and  it 
was  arranged  ? — ^Those  thmgs  were  genextdly  left  to 
me  to  find  the  tenants  for  the  public-houses. 

6103.  By  your  father  ? — ^By  the  office  generally. 

6104.  Your  fother  was  the  head  of  that  department  ? 
—Certainly, 
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6105.  Did  you  receive  any  money  from  Mr.  Granna-    Twelfdi  Day 
way  ? — Yes. 

6106.  How  much?— He  gave  me  100/. 

6107.  What  was  the  rent  which  he  was  to  pay  for 
the  Beaufort  Arms  ? — 8/«  a  month.  I  think  that  "is 
correct. 

6108.  How  long  did  he  remain  there?  Is  he  still 
there  P — He  is  there  now. 

6109.  What  date  was  that  ?— I  think  February  or 
January  1887. 

6110.  Last  year  ?— Yes. 

6111.  What  did  he  give  you  100/.  for  ?— That  I 
left  to  him.  I  did  not  ask  him  for  anything ;  never 
made  any  suggestion. 

6112.  Did  you  ask  him  what  the  100/.  was  for? 

No,  he  came  down  to  my  office  I  fancy  and  gave  me 
the  money,  and  I  accepted  it. 

6113.  Did  he  give  you  a  cheque  or  a  note? — ^I 
think  he  gave  me  notes  or  money ;  I  do  not  think  it 
was  a  cheque. 

6114.  You  accepted  it  and  asked  no  questions  ? — I 
did. 

6115.  What  was  the  next? — The  Marquis  of  Salis- 
bury I  fency  it  was,  in  Castle  Street  cr  Bear  Street, 
the  house  is  situated. 

6116.  Who  was  put  in  there  ?— A  Mr.  Whittle. 

6117.  That  was  arranged  by  you ;  was  it  in  the 
same  way  ?— Exactly  so. 

6118.  When  was  that  ?— I  think  that  was  in  1884 
or  1885. 

6119.  What  was  he  to  pay  to  the  Board? — I  do 
not  think  he  paid  any  rent  at  all.  Oh,  yes,  he  did  ;  I 
beg  your  pardon,  he  did.  It  was  either  4/.  or  5/.  a 
month. 

6120.  What  did  you  receive  from  him  ? — ^I  fancy  it 
was  20/. 

6121.  What  was  the  next  ? — There  was  one  where 
Mr.  Selfe  went  in  at  Fulham  I  recollect. 

6122.  What  year  was  that  ?— That  would  be  about 
1884  or  1885.  The  house  was  eventually  sold  by 
auction. 

6123.  Do  you  remember  what  rent  he  paid  ? — I  do 
not. 

6124.  What  did  you  receive  from  him  ? — 25L 

6125.  What  next  ? — I  do  not  recollect  any  others. 

6126.  Have  you  stated  all  now?— I  should  not 
like  to  take  my  oath  to  it,  certainly  not. 

6127.  Why;  you  have  received  it  in  so  many  cases? 
—In  one  or  to  other  instances  I  have. 

6128.  Let  us  know  what  the  one  or  two  others  are  ? 
—I  cannot  remember.  Oh,  there  was  the  Fox  in 
Islington. 

6129.  Who  was  put  into  that? — ^Theman  remained 
in  possession. 

6130.  You  arranged  that  he  should  be  allowed  to 
remain  in  possession  ? — ^I  believe  so,  yes. 

6131.  How  much  did  you  receive  from  him? — 
140;?. 

6132.  What  was  the  name  of  the  man  ? — ^Benn. 

6133.  Did  he  remain  in  possession  at  the  old  rent, 
or  paying  less  or  paying  more  ?- — ^Paying  more. 

6134.  What  did  he  give  you  140/.  for  ? — ^A  present, 
that  is  all.  I  never  made  any  stipulation  with  him  at 
all. 

6135.  He  must  have  been  very  glad  to  be  allowed 
to  remedn  in  at  this  rent  ? — Wel^  of  course,  I  suppose 
it  paid  him.  He  was  able  to  get  rid  of  the  stock, 
otherwise  he  would  be  obliged  to  take  it  away, 

6136.  It  never  occurred  to  you  to  think  that  if 
these  people  could  make  these  payments  to  you  they 
must  be  getting  perhaps  rather  too  good  a  bargain 
from  the  Board  ? — Certainly  not ;  I  never  took  it 
l&at  way. 

6137.  That  idea  never  crossed  your  mind  ?— 
Certainly  not.  I  never  was  aware  that  I  was  doing 
any  wrong. 

6138.  Well,  what  other  ?— I  think  I  have  told  you 
aU  now,  as  far  as  I  can  recollect  at  any  rate. 

6139.  You  spoke  just  now  as  though  some  one  or 
more  people  had  been  allowed  to  go  into  houses 
without  paying  any  rent.    Do  you  remember  such  a 

Bb  4 


Digitized  by 


Google 


200 


MMROPOLITAN  BOARD  OF  WORKS  INQUIRY  COMMISSION  *. 


Twelfth  Day.    case  ?— I  do  not ;  I  cannot  tax  my  memory  at  the 
^—^  present  moment.    I  should  not  like  to  say  yes  or  no 

20J™i888.    either  way. 

jlfr^  6140.  What  was  the  last  occasion  on  which  you 

M,  OoddanU    received  any  sum  of  money  ? — The  Flying  Horse. 

6141.  You  have  told  us  of  these  cases.     Have  yoo 

received  any  other  sums  of  money  in  connexion  with 
Board  work  ? — ^Not  that  I  am  aware  of ;  no. 

6142.  Well,  you  would  he  aware  of  them  if  you 
received  them.  Are  you  prepared  to  swear  you  have 
not  ? — No,  I  cannot. 

6143.  Then  it  is  evident  to  me  that  you  do 
rememher  something  more,  and  I  must  advise  you  to 
tell  us  all  that  you  know.  What,  other  sums  have 
you  received  in  connexion  with  Board  work? — I 
must  think.  lAfter  some  time]  I  am  hardly  preijared 
for  a  question  like  that,  so  I  cannot  say. 

6144.  What  was  your  business  besides  an-anging 
who  should  go  into  public-houses  ? — Going  to  value 
fixtures  and  matters  of  that  description. 

6145.  Value  them  for  what  purpose  ? — The  l^oard 
taking  them  over. 

6146.  When  the  Board  wa^  getting  possession  of 
the  property  ? — Yes. 

6147.  You  went  to  value  them  for  the  Board  ? — I 
did. 

6148.  Have  you  received  any  money  in  any  case 
in  which  you  valued  fixtures  ? — Certainly  not. 

6149.  What  other  work  did  you  do  for  the  lk)ard 
besides  valuing  fixtures  ? — That  is  all,  and  ordinary 
clerk's  work. 

6150.  You  are  prepared  to  swear  that  yon  received 
no  money  from  any  person  ? — To  the  best  of  my 
recollection,  certainly  not. 

6151.  From  any  person  whose  fixtures  you  valued  ? 
— So  far  as  I  remember,  certainly  not 

6152-3.  I  do  not  ask  you  in  connexion  with 
valuing  fixtures,  because  there  might  be  a  difference 
of  view  about  that,  but  did  you  receive  any  money 
from  any  person  whose  fixtures  you  valued  ?— No,  I 
have  not.  Oh,  by-the-bye,  I  will  just  correct  that; 
there  was  one  case  in  Crown  Street — it  has  come  to 
my  recollection — ^where  I  do  not  put  it  down  in  that 
way  ;  but  the  gentleman  gave  me  a  5/.  note. 

6154.  What  was  the  gentleman,  a  tenant  of  a  public- 
house  ? — Oh,  no. 

6155.  What  was  he  ? — He  was  a  surveyor. 

6156.  For  whom  was  he  acting? — I  3o  not 
remember  the  man's  name. 

6157.  Was  he  acting  for  the  tenant  of  the  house? 
— He  was  acting  for  the  claimant,  certainly. 

6158.  You  were  acting  for  the  Boai'd? — Well,  I 
had  finished  acting  for  the  Board. 

6159.  Was  he  acting  for  the  claimant  about  the 
sum  that  was  to  be  paid  for  the  fixtures  ? — The  general 
sum. 

6160.  Including  the  fixtures  ? — Everything,  yes. 

6161.  What  was  his  name  ? — Eaves. 

6162.  Do  you  know  his  address? — Yes,  I  think  it 
is  34,  Mark  Lane.  I  have  also  borrowed  money  from 
him. 

6163.  When  did  this  transaction  take  place,  about 
the  place  in  Crown  Street  ? — Some  two  years  ago ;  two 
or  three  years  ago. 

6164.  *When  have  you  borrowed  money  from  him  ? 
— At  different  times,  I  can  hardly  say  when,  but  I 
have. 

6165.  How  much  ? — It  came  to  about  15/. 

6166.  Did  you  know  him  before  the  occasion  on 
which  he  gave  you  the  5/.  ? — Yes,  I  did. 

6167.  How  did  you  come  to  know  him  in  con- 
nexion with  his  acting  as  surveyor  ? — In  connexion 
with  the  Board,  yes. 

6168.  How  came  you  to  ask  him  to  lend  you  money  ? 
— I  do  not  know ;  I  was  hard  up  and  went  and  asked 
him. 

6169.  You  did  not  go  to  everyone  you  knew.  How 
came  you  to  select  Mr.  Eaves  for  the  purpose,  whom 
you  only  knew  as  a  surveyor  for  claimants  ?  —  I 
cannot  say. 


6170.  Did  he  say  anything  when  he  gave  you  the 
5/.  note  ? — He  said  **  Here  is  a  little  present  for  you," 
that  is  all. 

6171.  What  did  you  think  was  the  cause  of  the 
present  ? — I  do  not  know  at  alL     I  left  that  to  him. 

6172.  You  never  reflected  ? — ^No,  I  did  not. 

6173.  Did  not  it  seem  odd  that  when  you  had  been 
acting  as  surveyor  for  the  Board,  the  surveyor  acting 
against  the  Boiu*d  should  give  you  a  5/.  note  ? — No ; 
I  did. not  see  that  it  was. 

6174.  Have  you  paid  back  the  debts  to  Mr.  Eaves, 
or  are  they  owing  now  ? — No,  I  owe  them  now. 

6175.  When  was  the  last  incurred? — A  twelve- 
month back.  I  should  think. 

6176.  Does  that  recall  any  other  case  in  which  you 
have  received  a  present  from  a  surveyor  ?— No ;  that 
is  the  only  case. 

6177.  Just  reflect  a  little,  because  you  did  not 
remember  that  one  at  first.  Or  have  you  borrowed 
money  from  any  other  surveyor  ?  —  Not  to  my 
recollection;  no. 

6178.  Do  you  owe  «kny  money  now  to  any  surveyor? 
—No,  I  do  not. 

6179.  Did  any  claimant  ever  make  you  a  present? 
-r-Any  claimant  of  the  Board  ? 

6180.  Yes  ?— No ;  I  do  not  recollect  it. 

6181.  Are  you  prepared  to  swear  he  did  not? — I 
should  not  like  to  swear  to  it,  but  I  do  not  recollect  it 
ai  the  present  moment. 

6182.  Did  you  borrow  money  at  any  time  of  any  of 
the  publicans  who  were  in  the  houses  belonging  to  the 
Board  ? — Yes,  I  have  done  in  one  instance ;  in  two 
instances. 

6183.  Who  were  those  ?— Well,  in  three  instances, 
in  the  case  of  Mr.  Welling  of  the  Flying  Horse, 
Mr.  Self  of  the  King's  Arms,  and  also  Mr.  JBenu. 

6184.  These  were  the  same  persons  who  gave  you 
these  sums  of  money  ?»-Quite  so. 

6185.  How  much  did  you  borrow  of  them  r — Mr, 
Benn  I  borrowed  10/.  of,  Mr.  Welling  I  think  I 
borrowed  25/.  or  30/.  of,  and  Mr.  Selfe  I  think  1 
borrowed  50/. — Yes,  I  know  I  did,  because  I  gave  him 
a  bill  for  it. 

6186.  Are  those  stiU  owing? — Yes,  two  of  them  are 
still  owing. 

6187.  Which  is  the  one  that  is  paid  ? — ^Mr.  Welling. 

6188.  What  was  your  sahiry  from  the  Board  ? — 
160/. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White,)  1  have  had  prepared  a 
history  of  the  gentlemen  whose  names  were  men- 
tioned yesterday  [handing  same  to  the  Chairman']. 

6189.  {Chairman,)  You  first  went  into  temporary 
employment  in  the  Compensation  Branch  at  30*.  per 
week  in  1878,  on  the  5th  Mairch  1880  you  were 
appointed  id  the  third  clara  of  officers  at  a  com- 
mencing salary  of  1 10/.  a  year.  In  December  1883 
the  maximum  of  150/ was  "paid,  and  in  March  last 
year  you  were  promoted  to  the  second  class  at  a 
commencing  salary  of  150/.  Does  any  other  name 
or  sum  of  money  occur  to  you  ?— Not  at  the  present 
moment  it  does  not 

6190.  Did  you  make  any  entiy  of  these  in  any 
book  ? — No,  I  have  not. 

6191.  Do  you  keep  any  book  of  account?— No,  I 
I  do  not. 

6192.  Were  they  all  paid  in  notes,  or  any 
cheques  ? — I  think  in  one  or  two  instances  cheques. 

6193.  How  did  you  cash  the  cheques  ?— At  the  bank, 

6194.  You  did  not  pay  them  in  to  any  account? — 
Certainly  not. 

6195.  {Mr,  Bosanquet.)  Did  you  value  Glanfield's 
fixtures  when  he  went  out  i — No,  I  did  not. 

6196.  Were  they  valued  ? — I  am  not  aware  that 
they  were.  I  could  not  speak  definitely  of  that;  I  did 
not  value  them. 

6197  {Chairtnan,)  If  you  did  not  value,  whose  duty 
would  it  be  in  the  office  to  do  so  ?— We  generally 
employ  an  expert  for  that;  a  specially  appointed  man. 

6198.  Somebody  outside  the  office  ? — Yes. 

6199.  Whom  did  they  employ  ? — ^I  do  not  know 
that  any  one  was  employed  in  that  case. 
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6200.  No,  but  when  there  was  an  expert  employed 
who  was  it  ? — Messrs.  Fleuret  or  Messrs.  Lovejoj  & 
Miles,  or  Mr.  Haynes. 

6201.  (Mr,  Studd.)  Do  you  know  the  Crown 
public-house  in  Charing  Cross  Road  ? — I  do  know  it. 

6202.  Did  you  have  anything  to  do  with  their 
putting  anyone  in  there  ? — ^No,  Mr.  Gannaway  was  in 
there. 

.   6203.  Mr.  Gannaway  went  to  the  Beaufort  Arms 
afterwards,  I  suppose  ? — He  did. 

6204.  Tou  had  nothing  to  do  with  his  being  put 
into  the  Crown  ? — ^Whieh  one ;  there  are  two  Crowns. 

6205.  Well,  any  Crown  ? — There  is  a  little  Crown, 
and  a  big  Crown. 

6206.  Did  you  have  anything  to  do  with  either 
Crown? — ^With  the  little  Crown,  certainly. 

6207.  What  had  you  to  do  with  the  little  Crown  ? 
— ^Mr.  Hely  I  think  it  was  went  in  there  with  a 
Mr.  Stephens. 

6208.  Is  that  the  same  Mr.  Stephens  ? — Yes,  that 
is  quite  right. 

6209.  Your  brother-in-law  ? — Quite  right. 

6210.  Did  you  get  anything  from  that  ?— I  did  not; 
I  was  out  of  pocket  over  that. 

6211.  Did  you  do  that  at  all  because  Mr.  Stephens 
was  your  brother-in-law  ?— He  was  not  my  brother- 
in-law  then.  [This  is  a  mistake,  he  was  then  my 
brother-in-law,  and  being  under  age  could  not  hold  a 
license.  Mr.  Hely,  a  friend,  obtained  the  transfer  of 
license  from  the  magistrates  and  paid  the  Board  5/.  or 
61,  per  month  as  rent  This  license  was.  eventually 
found  to  be  not  required,  and  as  no  one  could  make 
a  living  in  the  house  it  was  dosed.] 

6212.  Do  you  know  the  Green  Dragon  in  the 
Shaftesbury  Avenue  ? — Yes. 

6213.  Have  you  had  anything  to  do  with  that  ?— 
To  the  best  of  my  recollection,  no. 

6214.  Do  you  swear  you  have  not  ? — Just  now  I 
should  not  like  to  swear  I  have  not,  but  I  do  not 
think  I  have. 

6215.  Do  you  know  a  public-house  called  the  Robin 
Hood  in  Shaftesbury  Avenue  ? — Yes,  certainly. 

6216.  Have  you  had  anything  to  do  with  that  ? — 
No ;  when  Mr.  Humphreys  came  out  I  recollect  he 
gave  me  5/.  about  six  months  ago.  It  was  after  he 
was  out ;  aAer  the  house  was  sold  by  the  Board. 

6217.  (Chairman.)  By  whom  was  it  bought? — 
It  was  bought  at  public  auction. 

6218.  The  Board  had  nothing  to  do  with  it?— 
Nothing  whatever ;  it  was  sold  by  auction. 

6219.  (Mr.  Siudd.)  What  should  Mr.  Humphreys 
give  you  5L  for.  Had  you  done  anything  for  him  ? — 
No,  I  had  not  even  appointed  him. 

6220.  Had  you  known  him  long  ? — No,  only  since 
he  had  been  there. 

6221.  Did  he  give  you  51.  for  nothing  ? — He  came 
and  saw  me. 

6222.  What  did  he  give  it  to  you  for  ?— Simply,  I 
presume,  to  give  me  a  present ;  that  I  might  I 
presume  tell  him  where  the  Board  had  another  house 
requiring  a  locum  tenens. 

6223.  Where,  at  the  Board  ?— Yes,  at  the  Board. 

6224.  He  came  to  you  at  the  Board  to  give  you  5L 
for  doing  nothing? — To  the  best  of  my  recollection,  yes. 

6225.  Do  you  know  the  White  Hoi-se  in  Whitcombe 
Street  ? — ^Yes,  Mr.  Warren  was  there. 

6226.  Had  you  anything  to  do  with  that  ? — 
Certainly  not ;  nothing. 

6227.  You  will  swear  that  ? — I  will. 

6228.  Do  you  live  with  your  father  ? — No. 

6229.  You  have  a  separate  establishment  of  your 
own  ? — A  separate  house,  yes. 

6230.  Have  you  any  employment  besides  the  salary 
you  get  from  the  Board  ? — Myself,  no. 

6231.  Then  you  live  in  this  house  upon  your 
salary  ? — ^I  did,  certainly  I  did;  I  do  not  now. 

6232-  What  do  you  do  now? — My  wife  is  in 
business  herself. 

6233.  Your  wife  keeps  the  house,  or  helps  keep  the 
house  ? — She  does  not  help  keep  the  house.  She  is 
in  business  for  herself  at  the  present  moment.    I 
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meant  my  wife  keeps  the  house  entirely,  which  is  a 
busmess  house  there  we  live  together.  Up  to  the  last 
two  months  I  lived  in  the  house. 

6234.  But  now  you  do  not  live  there  ? — I  do  not. 

6235.  Where  do  you  live  now.  [  do  not  want  you 
to  give  me  the  address,  but  you  do  not  live  with 
your  father  ? — T  do  not ;  well,  I  was  going  to  say  I 
never  did,  but  not  after  I  was  married. 

6236.  (Chairman,)  You  said  just  now  you  were 
out  of  pocket  with  the  Crown? — Yes;  that  calls 
to  my  mind  another  recollection  that  I  have. 

6237.  What  is  that  ?— Of  course,  I  am  a  little  bit 
nervous.  With  r^ard  to  the  White  Lion,  at  Putney  I 
was  190/.  out  of  pocket  in  the  Crown.  I  became 
security  for  Messrs.  Nicholson  &  Co. ;  about  190/.  I 
had  to  pay  out  of  pocket. 

6238.  But  how.  You  became  security  for  whom— 
for  the  tenant  ? — Yes,  for  Mr.  Stephens. 

6239.  He  was  a  friend  of  yours,  though  not  then 
your  brother-in-law  ? — Quite  so. 

6240.  Now  about  the  White  Lion  at  Putney? — 
After  he  went  there  we  made  no  arrangement,  but  he 
came  and  said,  «*  Look  here.  Matt;  you  are  out  of 
pocket.  I  do  not  want  you  to  be  out  of  pocket,  so 
long  as  I  stop ;  here  is  1/.  a  week. 

6241.  He  was  put  in  as  tenant  for  the  White  Lion  ? 
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6242.  How  much  a  week  did  he  pay  the  Board  ?— 
I  cannot  tell.  I  fancy  he  was  put  in  and  received  a 
rent  for  keeping  the  license  up.  It  was  a  shanty, 
not  a  public  -  house.  The  public  -  house  had  been 
demolished. 

6243.  He  was  put  into  a  shanty  and  received  so 
much  for  keeping  the  thing  up,  and  then  he  gave  you 
1/.  a  week  ? — To  pay  off  this  debt.  [This  house  was 
pulled  down  for  the  approach  to  the  new  bridge  and 
as  the  trade  had  been  entirely  swept  away  the  Board 
paid  him  to  keep  the  license  going.] 

6244.  Did  you  arrange  for  his  getting  into  the 
White  Lion,  Putney  ? — Hb  name  was  put  foiwartl  by 
me,  yes. 

6246.  (Mr,  Studd.)  Do  you  know  anything  of  the 
Black  Horse  at  the  comer  of  Duke  Street,  Blooms- 
bury  ?  Do  you  know  anything  in  connexion  with  it  ? 
— 1  cannot  say  I  do.     Does  it  go  by  any  other  name  ? 

6246.  I  ask  you  under  that  name  ? — No,  I  do  not. 

6247.  The  Black  Lion  ?— No. 

6248.  Have  you  had  any  transactions  with  any 
broker  respecting  property  of  the  Board  ? — Certainly 
not. 

6249.  Nor  any  other  member  of  the  Board  ? — No. 

6250.  Nor  official?— No. 

6251.  Did  you  tell  your  father  of  any  of  these 
payments  to  you  ? — Certainly  not ;  never. 

6252.  Have  you  had  any  reason  for  not  telling 
him  ? — ^I  did  not  think  it  was  worth  while. 

6253.  You  were  in  the  same  office  with  your  father 
you  know,  and  he  was  the  head  of  the  office  ? — Yes. 

6254.  Does  not  it  strike  you  as  rather  curious  that 
you  should  not  have  mentioned  it  to  him  ? — No. 

6255.  It  was  in  connexion  with  the  office  in  which 
you  were  employed  ? — Yes ;  but  there  was  no  reason 
for  my  telling  my  father. 

6256.  (Chairman.)  Did  you  ever  hear  or  know 
that  be  was  getting  money  in  connexion  with  licenses  ? 
—No. 

6257.  (Mr.  Studd.)  Did  you  tell  any  other  official 
at  the  office  that  you  were  receiving  these  payments  ? 
— No,  I  did  not,  certainly  not. 

6258.  You  kept  it  entirely  to  yourself? — I  did. 

6259.  You  cannot  give  any  reason  why  one  of 
those  sums  should  have  been  23/. ;  because  231.  seems 
such  a  very  curious  sum  ? — I  cannot. 

6260.  All  the  others  are  even  figures.  There  is  a 
5/.,  or  a  10/.,  or  20/.,  or  25/.,  or  30/.  ? — ^No ;  at  present 
I  cannot  say  whether  it  was  20/.,  22/ ,  or  23/.  It  was 
more  than  5/.,  most  decidedly.  You  are  talking  of 
Glanfield's  case,  I  believe. 

6261.  Yes,  you  are  not  sure  it  was  23/.  ? — ^I  cannot 
say  whether  it  was  20/.,  or  22/.,  or  23/.  It  was  one  of 
the  three. 
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6262.  Did  you  know  aaytbing  of  the  Cock  in 
Shaftesbury  Avenue ;  did  you  ever  hear  the  name  ? 
—Yes,  I  have  heard  the  name,  but  not  Shaftesbury 
Avenue. 

6263.  Any  other  Cock. 

(Chairman.)  It  is  not  in  Shaftesbury  Avenue,  it  is 
quite  close  there? — ^Litchfield  Street.  In  this  case 
had  I  not  been  able  by  information  gained  in  my 
own  time  amongst  my  friends  this  license  would  not 
have  been  tranrferable  and  the  Board  would  not  have 
sold  the  site  with  a  license  attached  to  it,  for  the  sum 
of  1,500/. 

6264.  (Mr.  Studd.)  Do  you  know  anything  about 
that?— Yes. 

6265.  Have  you  had  any  dealings  there,  or  con- 
nexion with  anyone  there  ?— I  cannot  remember  for 
certain. 

6266.  (Chairman,)  Had  you  ever  any  dealing  with 
Mr.  Bohm  ? — I  do  not  think  so. 

6267.  Or  Mr.  Hoflfman  ?— Yes,  I  did ;  I  had  61.  I 
recollect  now,  I  did.    I  had  5/.  out  of  Mr.  Hoffman. 

6268.  That  is  the  Cock  ?— That  is  the  Cock. 

6269.  When  did  you  get  the  5L  from  him  ? — Aft«r 
he  was  t^pointed  as  a  tenant.  He  never  went  into 
the  house.  They  would  not  grant  him  a  license. 
The  house  was  always  kept  closed. 

6270.  Did  you  ever  have  any  transaction  with 
Mr.  Champness  ? — I  fancy  Mr.  Champness  did  make 
me  a  present  at  some  time.  I  think  that  was  when  he 
went  into  the  Marquis  of  Granby.  I  cannot  say 
exactly. 

6271.  Can  you  tell  me  the  name  of  anyone  who 
went  into  a  public-house  on  your  recommendation 
who  did  not  make  you  a  present  ? — No,  I  cannot  say 
that  I  can  remember  one,  at  the  present  moment. 
Oh,  yes,  I  can;  a  person  of  the  name  of  Matts. 
Mr.  Evans'  house  in  Mon  Street,  Soho.  Mr.  Tru- 
man, Three  Horse  Shoes,  Hampstead.  Mr.  Britten, 
house  corner  of  Elms  Street,  8,  Gray's  Inn  Road. 
Mr.  Migottee,  house  in  Gray's  Inn  Road,  which  he 
sold  to  the  Board  and  remain^  on  as  a  monthly  tenant. 
Mr.  Robinson,  house  called  the  Grapes,  comer  of 
Porter  Street,  Newport  Market.  Mr.  ,  who 
went  in  the  Newport  Arms,  Newport  Mariiet,  and 
sent  me  a  set  of  diamond  studs  which  I  returned 
registered  post.    This  man  also  had  another  house 


aft^r  this,  on  one  of  the  artizan  dwellings  scheme. 
Mr.  Forster,  Tavistock  Arms,  Little  Coram  Street. 

6272.  You  recommended  him,  did  you  ? — Yes. 

6273.  It  was  arranged  through  you  ?— It  was. 

6274.  That  is  the  only  one  you  can  remember  ?— 
That  is  the  only  one  at  present,  yes. 

6275.  How  many  public-house  arrangements  do 
you  suppose  you  mside  altogether  ? — It  is  an  impossible 
question  for  me  to  answer  without  referring  to  the 
bookS' 

6276.  Have  you  any  book  kept  by  yourself  which 
will  show? — ^None  at  all.  I  can  only  turn  to  the 
Board's  reports.  The  name  then  of  course  would 
come  before  me  as  tenants. 

6277.  (Mr.  Studd.)  Do  you  know  Mr.  W.  Grey 
at  all,  the  brother  of  Robertson  ? — ^No,  I  never  had 
the  pleasure  of  meeting  him. 

6278.  You  are  not  the  Mr.  Goddard  who  is  a 
creditor  of  Mr,  Greys  ? — I  am  not. 

6279.  Do  you  know  what  Mr.  Goddard  it  is  ?— 
That  is  my  brother, 

6280.  Has  he  anything  to  do  with  the  Board  ? — 
Not  the  slightest. 

6281.  (Mr.  Bosanquet.)  What  was  it  Mr.  Champ- 
neys  gave  you.  You  said  he  gave  you  a  present  ? — 
I  cannot  say  for  certain,  either  15/.  or  20/. 

6282.  (Chairman.)  When  did  you  first  begin  this 
work  of  arranging  for  people  to  go  into  public-houses  ? 
—I  fancy  in  about  1884  or  1883. 

6283.  So  that  all  these  transactions  you  have  been 
speaking  of  would  be  within  the  last  four  or  ^\q 
years  ? — Yes,  they  would. 

6284.  (Mr.  Studd.)  Did  you  value  the  fixtures  of 
the  Fox  at  Islington  ? — I  did  not.  In  this  cage  the 
Board  served  Mr.  Bonn  with  a  jury  notice  and  the 
case  was  contested,  Mr.  Benn  losing  by  the  trans- 
action over  1,000/.  I  personally  bought  he  had 
been  badly  treated,  and  this  was  my  principal  reason 
for  recommending  that  he  should  be  allowed  to 
remain  on  as  the  Board's  tenant.  I  believe  he  had  to 
deposit  with  the  .oard  two  months'  rent  in  advance 
and  500/.  for  the  fixtures,  no  interest  being  paid  to 
him. 

6285.  Had  you  nothing  to  do  with  it  ?— Nothing 
whatever. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  William  Haigh  recalled ;  further  examined. 


jlfr^  (The  Witness.)  Your  Lordship  asked  me  to  look 

W.  Haigh.     Up  my  papers.     The  matters  on  which  you  examined 

—      me  at  the  last  sitting  were  the  Swan  and  the  adjoining 

premises,  Tite  Street,  the  plot  100  in  Theobald's  Road, 
Piccadilly  Restaurant,  Somerset  House,  and  the  Nag's 
Head.  I  have  looked  up  my  papers,  and  I  find  that 
with  regard  to  Theobald's  Road  this  would  appear  to 
be  an  agreement  from  the  Board  to  a  Mr.  !^ngT;«ell, 
but  I  cannot  ascertain  the  address ;  and  under  that 
Mr.  Robertson  would  be  entitled  to  a  sub-lease  of  a 
portion  of  it  at  25/.  a  year,  but  I  cannot  find  that 
anything  came  of  it,  and  I  am  under  the  impression 
that  it  roll  through.  Well,  then,  as  to  the  Nag's  Head, 
I  can  find  no  papers  referring  to  that.  The  only 
record  I  have  of  it  is  in  my  cost  book,  which  I  have 
produced  to  you,  and  that  does  not  show  any  stamping 
of  the  agreement,  and  therefore  I  assume  that  that  fell 
through.  In  addition  to  those  that  I  have  mentioned 
and  already  referred  to,  there  are  those  that  have  been 
spoken  about  in  the  evidence  of  Mr.Pett,  90,  Worship 
Street,  and  21,  Clerkenwell  Road,  and  those  in 
the  evidence  of  Mi*.  Garke,  Commercial  Street, 
Goulston  Street,  Bedfordbury,  and  Camberwell ;  and 
the  facts  as  stated  to  you  by  them  are  substantially 
correct.  I  think  you  asked  me  to  give  you  some  more 
inf<n*mation  with  regard  to  Worship  Street.  That> 
was  originally  13,  Appold  Street,  and  there  was  an 
agreement  from  the  Board  on  the  27th  of  March  or 
April  1882  to  Mr.  Wells.  That  appears  to  have  been 
a  joint  enterprise  with  Mr.  Wells  and  Mr.  Jdra  Gbrey, 


Mr.  Wells  and  Mr.  John  Grey  assigned  the  interest 
in  that  to  Mr.  Pett  for  100/.  Then  followed  a  lease 
from  the  Board  to  Mr.  Pett  on  Septembei*  27  th  1882, 
for  80  years,  at  53/.  Then  there  vras  an  arrange* 
ment,  I  think  Mr.  Pett  has  already  referred  to  it^ 
that  in  consideration  of  Mr.  Robertson's  financing  him, 
he  was  to  have  half  the  letting  and  pix>fits  arising 
generally  from  that.  I  notice  an  inquiry  about  Mr 
Well's  address.  I  find  that  the  address  at  that  date 
was  384,  Old  Street,  City  Road,  Ironmerchant. 

6286.  (Chairman.)  Have  you  the  initial  ot 
Mr.  Wells  ?— Mr.  Wells,  I  thmk  it  is.  I  have  not 
it  here,  but  speaking  from  memory  I  think  it  is 
W.  Wells ;  but  I  will  supply  that.  Then  21,  Clerken- 
well  Road.  I  do  not  thmk  I  can  add  anything  to 
Mr.  Pett's  evidence  except  to  give  you  the  date  of 
the  agi'eement  with  the  Board.  That  was  the  23rd  of 
December  1878  at  30/.  a  ^ear.  That  was  as  stated 
by  Mr.  Pett  a  joint  enterpnse.  Then,  with  regard  to 
the  Swan,  it  appears  that  there  was  a  lease  from  the 
Board  to  Mr.  John  Grey  in  March  1878,  for  80  years, 
at  70/.,  with  a  payment  of  1,000/.  premium  if  the 
license  was  granted.  Mr.  Grey  then  granted  a  lease 
to  Mr.  Pett  of  the  adjoining  premises  in  consideration 
of  400/.,  and  I  understand  (I  have  no  knowledge  of 
the  fact)  400/.  was  paid  by  Mr.  Robertson.  That 
lease  was  at  a  peppercorn,  with  the  right  to  call  for 
the  ft^eehold  upon  the  payment  of  a  nominal  sum  of 
10/.  On  July  18th,  1879,  there  was  a  mortgage  to 
Messrs,  Ooombes  for  4,000/#,  and   current  account 
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upon  the  Swan.  On  the  12ih  of  April  1881,  there 
was  a  lease  by  Mr.  Pett  to  Mr.  Grej  of  the  basement 
of  the  adjoining  premises,  for  42  years,  at  30/.  a  year. 
On  the  31st  of  December  1881  the  freehold  was 
bought  from  the  Board  at  1,960/.  by  Mr.  W.  W.  Grey. 
The  reason  I  gave  your  Lordship  last  time.  On 
February  8th,  1882,  there  was  a  sale  of  the  Swan 
ground  to  Mr.  Pinchin,  whose  address  I  was  asked 
for,  and  it  appears  on  my  papers  as  8,  Church  Street, 
Bethnal  Green  Bead.  On  the  same  <lay,  that  is 
8th  February  1882,  for  the  purposes  of  the  title,  there 
was  an  apportionment  of  the  rent,  69/.  I9s,  lid,  being 
apprc^ated  to  the  Swan,  and  one  penny  to  the 
adjoining  premises,  and  then  following,  on  the  20th  of 
February,  a  conveyance  of  the  freehold  by  Mr,  W.  W. 
Grey  and  Mr.  John  Grey  to  Mr.  Pett.  Then  your  Lord- 
ship asked  me  to  give  you  some  information  with  regard 
to  the  Tite  Street  dealings.  The  agreement  from  the 
Board  is  dated  the  18th  July  1878  to  a  Mr.  Legge, 
and  it  comprised  plots  89  to  45,  Tite  Street.  In  1881, 
February  22nd,  a  lease  from  the  Board  of  plots  39,  40, 
and  part  of  41  was  granted  for  the  term  of  80  years 
from  the  24th  June  1878  at  50  per  annum;  an 
underlease  of  tiiiat  was  granted  to  ^Messrs.  Jackson 
and  Graham  for  a  term  of  80  years  about  a  similar 
period  at  84/.  per  annum.  That  was  followed  on  the 
14th  March  1884  by  an  assignment  to  the  Prudential 
of  the  leasehold,  and  by  a  conveyance  to  the  Prudential 
of  the  freehold.  Then,  of  plots  part  41  and  42  in 
1880,  December  30th,  there  was  a  conveyance  from 
the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  and  following  there 
was  a  lease  to  Mr.  Dicey  for  a  term  of  80  years,  less 
10  days  at  the  rent  of  40/.  That  |plot  was 
mortgaged,  but  in  1881,  December,  there  was  a 
conveyance  to  Mr.  Dicey  of  the  freehold,  the  mortgage 
being  paid  off.  Plots  43,  44,  and  45,  were  leased  from 
the  Board  in  1881,  February  22nd,  and  subleased  to 
Mr.  Wortley.  The  lease  from  the  Board  is  28/.  per 
annum,  and  the  sublease  86/.  per  annum.  In  that  case 
there  was  the  assignment  of  th^  lease ,  to  the  Pru* 
dential  ^^'^  the  conveyance  by  ,the  Board  of  the 
freehold  to  the  Prudential  in  IJial-ch  1884.  Then  I 
find  in  my  costs  account  an  eiitry  referring  to  pieces  of 
ground  adjoining  to  the  Baynard's  Castle,  but  nothing 
appears  to  have  come  of  that.  There  was  a  proposition 
that  it  should  be  acquired,  and  the  draft  agreement  was 
prepared,  but  it  never  came  to  anything.    The  same 


remark  applies  to  a  piece  of  ground  in  the  Bethnal 
Green  Road :  nothing  came  of  that.  There  was  li 
proposition  to  take  it  up,  but  it  fell  through  ;  it  was 
not  dealtwith  in  any  way.  I  have  ascertained  that 
360,  Old  Street  is  the  same  as  155,  Curtain  Eoad. 
With  regard  to  the  cheque  of  400/.,  I  i^pear  to  have 
been  in  error  in  stating  that  to  have  been  an  exchange 
cheque.  It  was  the  only  thing  that  occurred  to  my 
mind  at  the  moment.  I  am  not  particularly  clear 
about  it  now,  but  as  well  as  I  can  make  out,  it  wag 
advanced  to  me  by  Mr.  Robertson.  I  got  it  on  ike 
29th  of  September  and  repaid  it  on  October  1st.  I 
find  on  the  other  side^that  I  had  a  large  payment,  not  on 
his  behalf,  but  a  large  payment  to  make  on  behftlf  of 
another  client,  and  the  only  conclusion  I  can  draw  is 
that  I  asked  him  at  the  time  to  lend  me  that  amount 
temporarily.  I  think  that  must  have  been  so,  because 
there  is  no  rhyme  or  reason  in  the  exchange  of  the 
cheques. 

6287.  (Mr.  Grenfell,)  He  happened  to  have  the 
money  at  the  time  ? — He  happened  to  have  the  money 
at  the  time.  I  thought  first  of  all  the  sugges- 
tion Mr.  Bosanquet  made  was  a  likely  one,  that  I 
was  probably  about  to  make  some  purchase  for  him  at 
that  time,  but  1  cannot  find  any  entry  or  any  trace  at 
all  of  it,  and  that  is  the  only  conclusion  I  draw,  and  I 
think  it  is  the  correct  one.  I  think  that  is  all  I  have 
to  say.  I  should  only  like  to  add,  with  your  permission, 
that  I  had  no  interest  in  these  transactions  beyond  my 
professional  charges.  I  might  also  add  this,  that 
there  seems  to  be  some  little  doubt,  or  rather  change, 
in  the  arrangement  with  regard  to  the  Swan.  I  told 
you  my  impression  at  the  last  meeting  was  that 
Mr.  John  Grey  was  the  nominee  of  Mr.  Robertson. 
I  still  think  that  originally  he  was  his  nominee 
undoubtedly,  but  there  may  have  been  a  change  in  that 
arrangement  since,  and  that  the  Swan  became  a  joint 
adventure  of  the  two  Greys,  and  that  Mr.  Robertson's 
interest  was  confined  to  the  adjoining  house,  for  which 
he  appeared  to  have  paid  400/. 

6288.  With  regard  to  that  sum  of  400/.,  you  say 
you  wanted  it  for  some  client,  or  you  think  you  did  ? 
Yes ;  I  have  no  objection  whatever  to  show  you   my 
pass  book  [handing  same  to  Mr,  Gren/elQ. 

(Chairman,)  1  should  think  that  that  is  a  very 
probable  explanation. 


Twdtth  Day. 
so  June  1888. 

W.  Haigh, 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Studd  desires  to  say  cm  behalf  of  Mr.  William 
Woodward,  A.R.I.,  BA.,  architect  and  surveyor  of 
7,  Ihike  Street,  Adelphi,  W.C,  that  that  gentleman 
had  suffered  oonsiden^le  annoyance  in  having  been 


mistaken  for  the  Mr.  Woodward  whose  name  had 
been  mentioned,  and  he  desired  to  state  that  he  was 
not  the  gentieman  who  had  been  mentioned  to  the 
Commission. 


Mr.  Alfred  Millwood  sworn  and  examined. 


6290.  (Chairman,)  You  are  in  the  employ  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ? — I  am. 

6291.  In  their  Accountants  Department  ? — In  the 
Architects  Department. 

6292.  Yon  desire  to  make  a  statement  with  regard 
to  what  was  communicated  to  the  Commission  yester- 
day by  Mr.  Pett,  one  of  the  witnesses  who  was  called  ? 
— i  should  like  to  do  so  with  your  leave.  I  entered 
the  services  of  the  Board  in  January  1878,  and  soon 
after  I  found  my  duties  partly  consisted  of  examining 
the  accountants  of  Mr.  Pett  as  a  contractor.  This 
continued  up  to  the  early  part  of  1888,  when  a  number 
of  accounts  I  left  over  for  examination  by  Mr.  Walker, 
who  succeeded  me,  I  being  transferred  to  the 
Buildings  Act  Department.  I  wish  to  say  that  five 
years  after  my  commencing  Uds  examination  of  Pett's 
accounts — that  was  in  the  year  1882 — I  consulted  him 
as  to  some  repairs  to  my  house.  I  was  living  in  a 
small  house  of  about  30/.  a  year  rent.  I  was  buying  it 
by  the  aid  of  a  building  society.  The  works  consisted 
principaUy  of  matters  in  connexion  with  the  kitchen  and 
W.C,  and  things  like  that.  He  pressed  me  to  let  him 
put  the  matters  right.  X  did  so,  and  consequent  upon 
that  there  were  other  works  done,  his  workmen  being 


in  the  place.    On  and  off  I  believe  they  went  into  the  Mr, 

next  year,  1883.    I  pressed  Mr.  Pett  to  send  me  in  M*  Millwood, 

tlie  account,  as  I  wished  to  know  my  liabilities.     I 

found  the  amount  was  much  more  than  I  expected, 
and  I  delayed  the  payment,  as  I  had  no  means  at  that 
time  of  meeting  it.  I  never  asked  Mr.  Pett  to  do  the 
work  without  payment.  I  always  intended  to  settle 
for  it,  but  I  was  unable  to  do  so,  and  put  it  off  from 
time  to  time,  and  I  regarded  the  account  as  a  debt. 

6293.  Was  there  an  account  sent  in  ? — He  did  send 
an  account  in.  I  forget  now  what  it  was.  I  do  not 
know  the  exact  amount.  I  have  not  it.  I  cannot 
find  it.  While  I  was  debating  in  my  mind  about  this 
account  whether  I  should  call  on  Pett  or  write  to 
him,  one  day  some  weeks  ago,  more  than  a  month 
ago,  he  called  at  my  house.  I  was  not  at  home.  He 
saw  my  wife,  and  he  asked  for  the  payment  of  the 
account.  I  thought  the  matter  had  better  be  settled 
right  off,  and  I  got  a  cousin  of  mine  to  go  and  tender 
the  money.  He  saw  me  after  he  had  been  there,  and 
he  said  Pett  had  refused  to  take  it,  and  said  there  was 
no  occasion,  and  I  have  not  known  exactly  what  to  do 
since  with  regard  to  it.  I  have  left  it.  I  thought 
it  had  better  wait,  so  that  it  should  not  be  suspicious. 

(;c  2 
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Twelflh  Dftj. 
90  Jime  1(188. 

A.MiUwocd. 


Mr. 
>  GunpwH, 


Mr. 

.  Maddox, 


There  was  no  work  done  by  Mr.  Pett  for  me  after 
1883  till  last  year,  1887,  that  is  four  years  between. 
Meeting  Mr.  Pett  one  day  in  the  office,  I  asked  him 
whether  he  would  send  me  a  plumber  to  do  a  little 
work,  as  a  man  I  had  employed  was  going  on  in  a 
very  unsatisfactory  manner.  His  plumber  came  and 
did  that  work,  and  not  wishing  to  increase  the  amount 
any  more  than  I  already  owed  him,  I  paid  for  it  light 
off.  I  have  made  a  payment  to  Mr.  Pett  which  I  do 
not  think  has  occurred  in  evidence  (Juinding  an 
account  to  his  TAfrdship),  I  shall  of  course  only  be  too 
glad  to  pay  it  and  have  done  with  it. 

6294.  That  was  in  December  last  year  ? — Yes,  I 
saw  in  the  paper  that  the  accounts  were  stated   to 


range  over  a  period  from  1880  to  1887,  some  long 
time,  but  I  can  assure  you  that  it  was  only  at  those 
timed  I  name  that  work  was  done. 

6296.  In  October  he  sends  in  his  account  for 
11/.  7*.  5  J.,  and  that  you  paid  on  the  6th  December 
last  year  by  a  cheque  ? — Yes. 

6296.  The   other   account  you    cannot    find? I 

cannot  find  it.  I  sold  that  house  ;  the  work  was  done 
to  some  three  yeai-s  ago,  and  I  did  not  keep  the 
papers  in  connexion  with  it.  I  have  moved  from 
there. 

6297.  Is  there  anything  you  wish  to  add  ?— Nothing 
more. 


The  witness  ^vithdrew. 


Mr.  George  Campion  sworn  and  examined. 


629S.  {ChcUrman.)  Are  you  in  the  employ  of  tho 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ? — ^I  am. 

6299.  In  what  capacity  ? — Examiner  of  accounts. 

6300.  In  the  Accountants  Department  ? — Yes. 

6301.  You  wish  I  believe  to  make  a  statement  with 
regard  to  some  evidence  that  was  given  yesterday  ? — 
I  think  I  have  given  it  in.  \_A  paper  was  handed  to 
his  Lordship.'] 

6302.  I  understand  you  never  had  but  one  tmns- 
action  with  Mr.  Pett  ? — That  was  the  only  one. 

6303.  About  3^  years  ago  you  found  you  would 
require  a  cupboard  in  the  lavatory  of  the  house  to 
which  you  were  removing  ? — Yes. 

6304.  You  asked  Pett,  who  was  a  carpenter  and 
builder,  to  make  one  for  you  ? — I  did. 


6305.  You  told  him  you  would  pay  him  for  it?— 
I  did. 

6306.  I  believe  he  has  not  sent  the  account  ? — ^He 
has  not. 

6307.  Have  you  asked  for  it  ? — I  asked  him  for  it 
when  the  cupboard  came  in. 

6308.  Have  you  always  expected  to  pay  it?^I 
always  expected  to  pay  it,  and  I  was  quite  ready  to 
pay  it  whenever  it  came.. 

6309.  That  was  the  only  transaction  you  had?— 
That  was  the  only  transaction  1  had. 

6310.  What  was  the  amount  of  it? — ^I  did  not 
know  till  1  saw  it  in  the  paper  thi?  morning, 
1/.  \Ai.  6d, 


The  witness  withdrew. 
Mr.  Alfred  Maddox  sworn  and  examined. 


6311.  (Chairman,)  You  are  in  the  employ  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ?-*I  am. 

6312.  In  what  capacity  ? — lam  Inspector  of  Arti- 
zan's  dwellings  under  the  Metropolitiin  Board  of 
works. 

6313.  You  wish  to  make  a  statement  with  regard 
to  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Pett  ? — Yes ;  I  was  not  aware 
of  anything  between  us  in  any  shape  whatever  till  I 
was  told  of  it  last  evening  that  it  had  been  mentioned 
here.  This  is  all  I  can  suppose  it  can  relate  to 
[handing  a  paper  to  his  Lordship"]. 

6314.  You  say  that  the  only  work  you  have  ever 
known  Mr.  Pett  to  do  for  you  was  done  in  a  house 
belonging  to  the  Board  which  you  were  occupying  as 
caretf&er  about  seven  years  since  ? — About  seven 
years  since. 

6315.  27,  Marlborough  Road  ?— Yes. 

6316.  You  found  the  water  and  gas  cut  off,  and 
asked  Mr.  Pett  to  restore  the  supply  ? — That  was  so. 


6317.  And  to  put  the  cistern  into  proper  condition  ? 
— ^Into  proper  condition. 

6318.  Did  you  ask  him  for  his  aocount? — ^I  did  on 
two  occasions,  if  not  three. 

6319.  What  did  he  say  ?— He  said  that  would  be  all 
right. 

6320.  Wh^t  did  you  understand  by  that  ? — I  con* 
eluded  that  he  had  made  it  right;  thiM^  the  Board 
would  pay  it. 

6321.  It  being  one  of  the  Board's  houses  ?— Yes  ; 
I  could  not  live  there  without  water. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White,)  Mr.  Campion  has  been  in 
the  employment  of  Conmiissloners  ol  Sewers  and  of 
the  Board  ever  since  1846.  The  Board  succeeded 
the  Commissioners  of  Sewers  and  took  over  their 
servants. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Walter  Knight  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr,  6322.  (Chairman.)  Did  you  become  the  purchaser 
\V,  Knight      of  the  Marquis  of  Granby  public-house  ? — Yes. 
6323.  And  the  Cock  ?— Yes,  and  the  Cock. 

6324.  I  believe  the  Cpck  and  the  Marquis  of  Gi-anby 
were  put  up  as  lots  2  and  3,  together  with  the  George 
and  Dragon  lot  1  ? — That  is  so. 

6325.  No  bidding  came  up  to  the  reserve,  and  then 
the  reserve  was  mentioned  of  lot  3,  the  Marquis  of 
Granby  as  being  1,500/.;  on  that  bidding  ensued, 
and  you  purchased  it  for  2,230/.  ? — ^That  is  so. 

6326.  You  afterwards  purchased  the  Cock  at  the 
resei've  price  of  1,500/.  ? — That  is  so. 

6327.  That  was  in  1885?— Yes. 

6328.  Did  you  make  any  payments  with  respect  to 
(he  licenses  of  those  houses  beyond  that  ? — Only  in 
accordance  with  the  conditions  of  sale — whatever  was 
provided. 

6329.  You  mean  the  proportion  for  the  current 
licenses  ? — Yes,  that  is  all. 


6330.  Did  you  make  no  payment  beyond  that  ? — 
None. 

6331.  To  no  one  ?— To  no  one. 

6332.  You  made  no  payment  to  Mr.  Goddard  in 
respect  of  this  ? — ^Nothing  at  all. 

6333.  Or  to  anyone  else  ?— No. 

6334.  You  made  no  payment  to  the  person  who 
went  in? — Nothing  at  all.  The  conditions  of  sale 
were  strictly  carried  out,  and  that  was  all. 

6335.  Did  you  build  upon  the  plots  ?— rl  did. 

6336.  Who  was  the  architect  ?— The  architects  I 
employed  were  Wilson  and  Long,  of  Wellington  Street, 
Strand,  but  the  plans  were  already  prepared,  and  were 
handed  over  to  me  by  the  Board,  and  they  were  simply 
the  architects  to  carry  out  those  plans. 

6337.  Did  yon  pay  anything  additional  ? — No. 

6338.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  magistrates 
require  plans  before  they  grant  licenses  ? — ^They  were 
provisional   grants   for   licenses,  and  these   plans  of 
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whidi  the  magistrates   had   approved  were  handed 
over  to  me  with  the  deeds  at  the  time  of  settlement. 

6339.  {Chairman,)  You  have  nothing  to  do  with 
the  pablic-houses  at  the  opposite  comer  between  Moor 
Street  and  the  street  leading  to  Tottenham  Court 
Road  ? — ^Yes,  that  was  my  property. 

6340.  That  was  your  property  already  ? — No,  not 
at  that  time.     I  purchase  it  afterwards. 

6341.  Had  the  Board  taken  any  part  in  it  ? — No, 
nothing  whatever. 

6342.  Was  thei^  an  existing  public-house  there  ? — 
There  was. 

6343.  So  that  now  what  you  are  doing  is  rebuilding 
it  ? — It  is  rebuilt.  I  built  the  whole  block,  and  there 
is  some  land  adjoining  as  well,  which  I  have  covered. 

6344.  Had  it  been  Board  property  ? — No. 

6346.  It  is  at  this  x;omer,  is  it  not  ? — Yes,  between 
Moor  Street  and  (Sharing  Cross  Road.  I  believe  that 
house  was  scheduled,  but  it  was  not  acquired  by  the 
Board. 

6346.  {Mr.  Meadows  White)  It  was  scheduled 
but  not  ti^en.  They  had  power  to  take  it,  but  they 
only  took  as  much  as  they  wanted? — ^The  freeholder 
of  the  property  granted  me  a  lease.  I  purchased  the 
lease  of  him. 

6347.  {Chairman,)  Were  you  buying  for  yourself; 
was  it  your  affair  ? — For  myself. 

6348.  Exclusively?— Yes. 

6349.  Have  you  had  any  transactions  with  the 
Board  of  Works  or  any  of  its  officials  besides  this  ? — 
Yes ;  I  bought  a  site  called  tlie  Dock  Head  Stores  in 
Tooley  Street.  That  was  put  up  to  public  auction. 
It  was  not  sold,  and  I  bought  it  at  the  reserve  price, 
through  Mr.  Miles,  the  auctioneer. 


6350.  Did  you  have  any  communication  about  that 
with  Mr.  Robertson,  or  any  officers  of  the  Board? 
•  —No,  not  at  all. 

6351.  Was  there  any  other  site  ? — No  other  site. 
They  widened  the  street  in  Tooley  Street.  I  had 
some  property  there  which  I  surrendered  to  the  Board 
by  sale.     That  was  negotiated  thi'ough  Mr.  Goddard. 

6362.  Did  you  make  any  payment  to  Mr.  Go^tdard  ? 
— Not  a  shilling. 

6353.  Is  that  the  only  transaction  ? — I  think  that 
is  alL  Yes ;  I  do  not  know  of  any  other.  I  have 
had  compensation  cases  for  clients.  I  am  an 
auctioneer,  and  I  have  had  compensation  cases  which 
I  have  settled  with  Mr.  Goddard  in  the  ordinary  way 
of  business. 

6354.  You  appearing  for  the  claimant,  and  Mr. 
Goddard  for  the  Board  of  Works  ?— Yes. 

6355.  You  did  not  arrange  to  give  him  any  part  ol 
the  commission  ? — No,  never  dreamt  of  it. 

6356.  And  never  did  give  it  him  ? — No,  I  never 
dreamt  of  suggesting  such  a  thing  to  Mr.  Goddard. 

6367.  {Mr,  Studd.)  Have  you  never,  in  any  way, 
directly  or  indirectly,  made  any  payments  to 
Mr.  Goddard  or  his  son  ?— Exactly. 

6358.  Or  either  of  his  sons  ? — ^Neither  one  or  the 
other. 

6369.  Are  you  sure  ? — Certainly. 

6360.  Can  you  tell  us  who  is  the  architect  of  thi?. 
corner  building  ? — Which  one  ? 

6361.  The  one  my  Lord  referred  to.  I  do  not 
know  the  name  of  it. 

6362.  {Chairman)  The  King's  Arms?  — The 
same  architect,  Wilson  and  Long,  employed  by  me, 
and  paid  by  me. 


The  witness  withdrew. 
Adjourned  to  Tuesday  next  at  11  o'clock. 


THIRTEENTH  DAY. 


Twelfth  Day. 

so  June  ISSS. 

Hit. 
W.  Knight, 


Tuesday,  26th  June  1888. 


PRBSBKT : 


Lord  HERSCHELr., 


I 


Mr.  Grbnfell. 
Lord  HERSCHELL  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  Bosanqdet,  Q.O., 


{Mr.  Meadows  White)  Will  your  Lordship  allow 
me  to  draw  your  attention  to  one  matter  hefore  you 
hegin  the  business  of  the  day  ?  I  trust  that  your  Lord- 
ship has  had  in  your  hands  some  correspondence 
which  the  Board  felt  it  their  duty  to  forward  to  you, 
and  it  arises  in  this  way.  When  Mr.  Stimson  was 
examined  by  your  Lordship  certain  disclosures  were 
made  as  to  sharing  commissions.  The  Board  thought 
it  their  duty  at  once  to  take  it  into  consideration,  and 
passed  a  resolution  that  a  letter  should  be  addressed 
to  all  the  auctioneers  in  different  parts  of  London 
whom  they  were  in  the  habit  of  employing.  This  is 
the  letter  which  was  sent : — '^  The  attention  of  the 
'*  Works  and  General  Purfioses  Committee  of  the 
**  Board  has  been  drawn  to  the  evidence  recently 
*<  given  before  the  Royal  Commission  by  an  auctioneer 
**  employed  by  the  Board  in  the  selling  and  letting  of 
''  surplus  land,  from  which  it  appears  that  the  auc- 
*^  tioneer  in  question  was  in  the  habit  of  sharing  his 
'^  commission  with  a  person  who  was  at  the  time  a 
"  responsible  officer  <rf  the  Board.  The  Committee 
"  have  read  this  evidence  with  surprise  and  regret, 
**  and  they  feel  it  to  be  their  duty  to  inquire  whether 
*'  the  sharing  of  commissions  has  been  in  any  sense  a 
**  prevailing  custom.    They  have  accordingly  passed 


^'  a  resolution  directing  me  to  'inquire  and  report 
'*  *  whether  any,  and  if  any,  what  douceur  or  gratuity 
«  <  has  been  given  or  promised  to  any  person  employed 
''  <  by  the  Board  for  the  sale  or  letting  of  the  Board's 
''  '  property,  and  if  so  to  whom  the  gratuity  has  been 
*'  *  promised  or  paid.'  In  accordance  with  this  direc- 
^'  tion  I  have  now  to  ask  you  to  be  good  enough  to 
'<  inform  me  as  early  as  possible  whether  you  have 
"  ever  given  or  promised  to  any  person  who  was  at 
'^  the  time  an  officer  of  the  Board  any  payment  or 
''  gratuity  whatever,  and  if  so,  what  was  the  nature 
''  and  amount  of  such  payment  or  gratuity,  and  the 
'^  name  of  the  officer  to  whom  it  was  given  or  pro- 
'*  mised."  That  was  sent  to  the  various  auctioneers 
employed  by  the  Board,  and  replies  were  received 
from  Uiem  which  have  been  forwarded  to  your  Lord- 
ship for  your  Lordship  to  do  as  you  think  best.  There 
are  two  or  three  replies  to  which  no  doubt  your  Lord- 
ship's attention  will  be  more  prominently  directed. 
They  are  from  persons  in  the  largest  practice  in  that 
particular  line  in  the  metropolis. 

(  Chairman)  One  of  these  persons  had  abready  been 
summoned  as  a  witness  to-day  before  that  communica- 
tion was  received.  Since  that  communicatioii  wa9 
receiis^  the  others  have  been  summoned. 

Cc  3 


Thirteenth 
Day. 

26  June  188S 
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Thirtaentli 
Day. 

36  Jose  188«. 


Afr. 
J.  EUwret. 


(Mr.  Roger  Wallaee.)  I  am  inatructed  to  make  an 
applicatiop  on  behalf  of  Mr.  T.  J.  Bobertson.  He 
was  examined  before  joar  Lordship  and  the  Commis- 
sion, and  on  the  acyourned  meeting  he  was  not  in 
attendance.  He  wrote  a  letter  to  his  partner,  which 
has  been  read  before  your  Lordship,  which,  of  coarse, 
I  do  not  attempt  to  ezcnse  in  any  way,  and  I  do  not 
attempt  to  offer  any  excuses  for  his  conduct,  except  to 
say  that  he  has  been  either  erroneously  advised  or  not 
advised  at  all.  I  need  not  say  anything  more  about 
that,  because  he  says  that  he  has  not  been  in  a  proper 
state  of  h^th  to  i4>preciate  the  very  great  risks  he  was 
running.  Certainly  he  has  not  ap[Hreciated  the  powers 
and  ike  duties  of  this  Commission.  He  is  now  very 
anxious  to  atone  for  what  he  has  done  by  offering  to 


your  Lordship  to  tender  any  farther  evidence  in  his 
power,  and  to  answer  any  questions  that  may  be  pat 
to  him.  Of  coarse  he  is  bound  to  do  that,  and  I  do 
not  ask  you  in  his  own  interest,  bat  in  the  interests 
of  the  inquiry  upon  which  you  are  engaged. 

(Chairman,)  The  Commissioners  will  consider  here- 
after what  is  the  course  they  will  take  with  regaid  to 
Mr.  Robertson  ;  all  I  can  say  at  present  is  that  he  did 
not,  when  he  was  called,  make  a  full  and  true  dis- 
closure ;  he  withdrew  himself  from  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Commission,  and  only  offered  to  return  and  make 
a  disclosure  when  he  saw  that  the  disclosure  had  been 
made  without  him.  What  course  the  Commission 
will  take  diejr  will  hereafter  determine, 


Mr.  JoHK  Flbxtebt  sworn  and  examined. 


6363.  (Ckairman.)  You  are  a  member  of  the  firm 
.of  Fleuret  and  Sons  ? — I  am. 

6364.  Of  whom  does  the  firm  consist  ? — It  consists 
of  my  brother  and  myself ;  my  father  has  just  retired 
from  the  business. 

6365.  You  have  done  work  for  the  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works  ? — Our  firm  has  for  many  years,  I 
should  say  for  about  16  years  or  something  like  that. 
I  will  not  be  quite  certain  ;  roughly,  I  should  say 
15  years. 

6366.  What  has  been  the  nature  of  the  work  of 
your  firm  ?— The  only  work  I  have  had  for  the  Board 
of  Works  has  been  making  valuations  of  furniture 
and  effects,  reporting  to  the  Board  on  the  yalue; 
mining  valuations  of  public-houses  when  they  have 
required  them,  and  reporting  to  the  Board  as  to  the 
value.  I  have  had'  nothing  at  all  to  do  with  the 
settlement  either  of  the  valuations  of  fixtures  and 
furniture  or  of  the  valuations  of  leasehold  and  freehold 
interest.  I  have  simply  reported,  and  in  no  case  have 
I  sold  property  for  the  Board. 

6367.  Have  you  acted  for  claimants  against  the 
Board  ? — ^I  have  at  times. 

6368.  With  what  official  or  officials  of  the  Board 
did  you  come  in  contact  in  doing  the  work  you  did  ? 
— Chiefly  with  Mr.  Groddard. 

6369.  Have  you  ever  been  employed  by  Mr.  God- 
dard  ? — Not  directly  on  any  occasion. 

6370.  Indirectly  ? — ITie  only  time  I  can  say  I  have 
ever  acted  indirectly  would  be  in  the  sale  of  the 
« Black  Horse,"  and,  if  you  please,  I  will  give  you 
the  account  of  that  from  the  b^inning  to  the  end,  and 
then  you  can  cross-examine  me  upon  it,  i£  you  please. 

6371.  The  "Black  Horoe,"  Kentish  Town  ?— The 
"  Black  Horse,"  Kentish  Town.  On  the  25th  Octo- 
ber 1880  I  received  a  letter  from  Mr.  Goddard  of 
the  Board  of  Works :  "  I  beg  to  send  you  list  of 
^  fixtures  in  the  above  matter,  which  please  value  and 
"  return.*^  I  simply  made  the  valuation,  and  sent 
the  award  in  to  Mr.  Gkxldard. 

6372.  What  is  it  headed  ?— That  is  the  Kentish 
Town  Head  improvement — Edwin  Beck, 

6378.  Who  was  Edwin  Beck  ?— The  owner  of  the 
house  at  the  time  the  Board  of  Works  acquired  the 
property.  I  then  received  a  second  letter:  **This 
"  case  is  appointed  to  be  heard  Wednesday,  the  16th, 
**  at  10.30,  24,  Red  Lion  Square.  Will  you  be  kind 
**  enough  to  attend  and  give  evidence  as  to  the  value 
"  of  the  fixtures  ?  "    That  I  attended. 

6374.  Who  is  that  letter  from?  — From  Mr. 
Goddard.  Then  I  attended  the  change.  Here  is  a 
statement  of  the  change  {handing  same  to  his  Lord- 
ship) where  we  purchased  from  Beck,  where  the 
Board  of  Works  took  possession  from  Mr.  Beck.  It 
appears  by  this  that  Mr.  Beck  received  1,756/.  for  the 
lease  and  the  goods,  and  Mr.  Weedon  took  possession 
as  the  Board's  tenant.  My  impression  is  that  Mr. 
Weedon  was — ^well,  I  must  say  that  I  afterwards  knew 
Mr.  Groddard  had  something  to  do  with  it.  Mr.  Weedon 
was,  I  think,  nominee  for  him.  He  had  something  to 
do  with  putting  Mr.  Weedon  into  possession.  I  think 
it  is  right  for  me  to  state  at  this  juncture  that  as  far 
as  I  am  concerned  I  did  not  receive  one  pennjr  from 


this  transaction  except  a  fee  of  dve  guineas,  which  the 
Board  paid  me  for  attending  that  change.  If  you 
look  at  that  statement,  you  will  see  the  total  diaiges 
{handing  same  to  his  Lordship),  You  will  see  there 
are  no  (barges  by  me  at  all,  if  you  take  the  last  page. 

6375.  This  shows  first  1,756/.  as  the  pHce  which 
was  paid  to  Mr.  Edwin  Beck  to  go  out  F^nFust  ao, 

6376.  What  is  this  stock,  Ac.,  to  Goddard,  22/12/81? 
That  is,  I  suppose,  your  report  ? — ^It  is. 

6377.  <*  Present,  Huggins  &  Oo. ;  Burnett  &  Co. 
<'  Coldham,  solicitor.  Eicho,  solicitor,  Board  of 
"  Works.  A.  C.  F.  Whittaker."  What  are  those  ?— 
Those  are  the  people  who  attend  the  change.  We 
generally  put  the  names  of  those  who  attend  the 
change  On  our  statement  paper  we  make  a  note  of 
the  persons  who  attend  the  chai^;B. 

6378.  "  Mr.  George  Weedon,  tenant  of  the  Board, 
«*  paid  for  license,  24/."  ?— That  is  what  he  paid. 

6379.  Total,  62/.  19^.  What  he  had  to  pay  was 
paid  by  one  cheque.  **  Burnett  &  Co.,  24/.  10s" 
Who  were  Burnett  &  Co.  ? — Distillers,  who  took  over 
the  stock. 

6380.  That  was  paid  to  them  for  what  was  due  ?— • 
Quite  so  ;  they  made  a  book  debt  of  it. 

6381.  Two  notes  of  10/.  each.  Did  you  receive 
them  ? — I  received  them  from  Weedon.  It  was  only 
after  that  transaction  that  I  knew  Mr.  Groddard  had 
anything  to  do  with  it. 

6382.  There  are  no  charges  of  yours  here  at  all  ? 

No,  I  did  not  charge  anything  to  the  tenant.  I 
never  did  in  Board  of  Works  cases,  I  looked  to  the 
Board  of  Works  for  my  charges.  If  your  Lordship 
would  like  to  retain  these  papers  I  shall  be  glad  to 
leave  them. 

6383.  What  was  the  next  you  had  to  do  in  con- 
nexion with  it? — I  am  speaking  from  memory,  I 
have  had  nothing  to  do  with  this.  A  Mr.  Powell,  a 
builder,  I  think,  became  mixed  jup  with  the  property. 
In  what  way  I  cannot  tell,  and  Mr.  Groddard  was  in 
some  manner  or  form  in  partnership  with  him,  but 
I  know  nothing  about  that  I  had  nothing  to  do 
with  it.  That  came  out  afterwards  when  we  subse- 
quently sold  tlie  property.  Mr.  Powell,  I  believe, 
took  the  property  to  Messrs.  Courage  &  Co.  for  a 
loan.  He  got  into  some  difficulties,  I  fancy.  He 
must  haye  done  so,  I  am  speaking  from  memory,  I 
have  no  books  to  show  it ;  he  got  into  difficulties,  I 
believe,  and  then  we  were  instructed  by  Messrs. 
Courage  &  Co.  to  sell  the  property  for  them  as 
mortgagees.  I  have  the  documents  relating  to  that 
sale.  We  put  the  property  up  on  the  28th  May 
1883  by  direction  of  the  mortgagees,  Messrs.  Courage 
&  Co.  The  property  did  not  sell  at  that  sale.  It 
was  subsequently  sold  to  Mr.  Francis  John  Moss 
privately  on  the  21st  June.  No,  it  must  have  been 
earlier  ;  the  change  was  on  the  21st  June,  I  should 
say  early  in  June.  It  was  on  the  7th  June,  it  was 
sold  to  Mr.  John  Moss  under  this  contract.  This  is 
the  statement  of  change.  I  acted  for  Mr.  John  Moss 
and  Messrs.  Courage  &  Co.  When  Mr.  Moss  pur- 
chased he  borrowed  from  Messrs.  Courage  3,500/,, 
and  he  borrowed  from  Mr.  Goddard  500/.,  and  that 
is  how  I  knew  that  Mr.  Goddard  was  interested  in 
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the  property.  To  encourage  the  sale  he  lent  on  the 
second  mortgage  500/.  to  Mr.  Moss.  Then  it  came 
out  that  Mr.  Goddard  was  interested  in  the  property ; 
I  knew  it  then,  not  before.  Messrs.  Yickers  &  Co. 
drew  a  cheque  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Moss  for  800/.,  and 
Mr.  Moss  seems  to  have  put  in  100/.  cash  of  his 
own.  There  is  the  statement  (handing  same  to  his 
Lordship), 

6384.  Did  you  charge  Mr.  Goddard  for  that?— 
No;  I  was  instructed  by  Messrs.  Courage.  My 
charges  on  that  occasion  were  to  Messrs.  Courage 
h  Co.  60/.,  and  Mr.  Moss,  the  purchaser,  15  guineas. 
As  you  see  shown  by  that  statement,  Mr.  Goddard 
never  paid  me  one  penny  not  throughout  the  whole 
transaction. 

(Mr,  Meadows  White,)  In  accordance  with  your 
Lordship's  request,  the  minutes  relating  to  this  have 
been  looked  out  and  can  be  furnished  to  your  Lord- 
ship {the  same  were  handed  to  his  Lordship),  There 
is  a  copy  of  most  of  them. 

6385.  {Chairman,)  Does  this  plan  correctly  repre- 
sent the  state  of  things  ?  Are  there  artizans'  dwell- 
ings all  round  the  ''Black  Horse"? — I  think  they 
are  chiefly  built  now ;  they  were  not  at  that  time. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White,)  In  pursuance  of  the  Act 
of  Parliament,  Sir  William  Harcourt  as  Home  Secre- 
tary gave  permission  that  there  should  be  an 
exchange  of  the  land.  The  magistrates  sanctioned 
the  transfer  of  the  license. 

6386.  ( Chairman.)  Is  it  now  in  the  midst  of  the 
artizans'  dwellings  ? 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  I  understand  it  is. 

6387.  {Chairman,)  The  first  that  seems  material 
is  the  28th  November  1881.  "Works  Committee, 
"  Kentish  Town  Road.  Improvement '  Black  Horse ' 
"  public-house.  In  accordance  with  the  instructions 
''  of  the  Committee  that  I  should  find  a  locum  tenens 
''  to  these  premises,  I  beg  to  say  that  Mr.  George 
"  Weedon,  of  the  'Roebuck,'  Cannon  Street  Road, 
''  is  willing  to  purchase  the  stock,  to  become  the 
"  Board's  locum  tenens  of  these  premises,  and  pre- 
"  serve  the  license  for  the  benefit  of  the  Board." 
(Signed)  George  Vulliamt  and  initialed  F.W.G. 
That  is  approved  by  the  Board.  On  the  27th  January 
1882  there  is  a  letter  j&om  Messrs.  Fortham,  Obbein, 
and  Nash,  a  firm  of  solicitors,  11,  Queen  Victoria 
Street,  addressed  to  Mr.  Goddard.  "We  are  in- 
"  structed  by  Mr.  Charles  Powell  to  oflfer  500/.  for 
^^  the  lease  by  the  Board  to  him  of  the  plot  of  land, 
"  30  feet  X  60  feet,  at  the  side  of  the  '  Black  Horse ' 
**  Tjavem,  Cain's  Place,  Kentish  Town  Road,  for  80 
*'  years  at  50/.  per  annum,  or  700/.  for  the  lease  of 
'*  the  plot  of  land  at  the  proposed  corner  of  the 
'^  intended  road  adjoining  the  present  tavern  as  shown 
^  on  the  plan  for  the  same  term  at  75/.  per  annum, 
^  subject  to  the  approval  by  the  magistrates  of  the 
'^  plot  to  be  leased  on  the  site  for  the  erection  of  an 
^'  intended  new  tavern,  and  subject  to  the  licenses 
''  being  transferred  and  granted  to  Mr.  Powell,  the 
''  plot  to  be  leased  to  Mr.  Powell  to  be  such  one  of 
'<  the  above  nlots  as  the  magistrates  will  approve  of 
'*  as  the  site  tor  the  erection  of  a  new  tavern.  Mr. 
"  Powell  will  undertake  to  erect  on  the  land  to  be 
''  leased  a  new  tavern  at  a  cost  of  1,500/.  at  the 
"  least."  Then  on  the  30th  January  1882  there  is  a 
report  from  the  Superintending  Architect's  Depart- 
ment :  "  I  beg  to  report  that  the  locum  tenens  of  the 
"  Board,  Mr.  George  Weedon,  died  on  the  18th  instant, 
'*  after  four  days'  illness,  of  typhoid  fever,  contracted, 
'*  I  am  afraid,  from  the  foul  state  of  the  drains  and 
"  cesspools  on  the  premises.  As  his  widow  declines 
'^  to  administer,  I  was  obliged  to  close  the  house  and 
"  give  fresh  notices  for  the  transfer  of  the  license, 
"  I  ha.ve  obtained  the  necessary  resigned  notices  from 
"  Mr.  Beck,  the  late  proprietor,  and  have  induced 
«  Mr.  Charles  PoweU,  hite  of  the  'Albion,'  East 
"  Smithfield,  to  take  charge  of  the  premises.  The 
"  day  of  transfer  is  the  73i  Februarv,  the  day  of  re- 
^'  .newal  the  1  st  March.  Great  opposition  is  threatened 
*'  to  the  renewal  of  this  license  on  the  Ist  March,  and 
"  I  have  therefore  considered  whether  it  would  be 


"  desirable  to  ti^e  steps  to  preswve  it.     The  site      Thirtaeiith 
"  upon  which  it  stands  is  that  allotted   to  the  re*  Day. 

"  housing  of  the  artizans  disturbed  by  this  improve-  

"  ment,  and  it  may  be  doubtful  whether  the  Secretary    ^*  ^^^^  ^^•* 
**  of  State  will  permit  any  portion  of  the  site  to  be  "^ 

"  devoted    to    other    purposes.      I    have   therefore      J,Fle»ret 

"  decided  to  preserve  the  two  licenses,  viz. :  '  Nag's      J ' 

'^  Head '  and  '  Black  Horse,'  and  re-impose  the  new 
"  license  upon  the  site  of  the  '  Nag's  Head,'  dropping 
"  that  of  the  '  Black  Horse,'  as  shown  on  plan  ? 
"  Perbi^  now  if  the  magistrates  were  shown  the 
"  alternative  sites,  colour^  blue  and  red,  the  one 
"  adjoining  the  present  premises,  and  the  oUier  at  the 
"  junction  of  the  two  roads,  they  might  be  induced  to 
"  sanction  one  of  them,  and  as  an  inducement  I 
"  have  obtained  two  ofiers  from  Mr.  Powell,  who  has 
"  dealt  with  the  Board  before  and  carried  out  his  build- 
"  ing  agreements  very  satis&ctorily,  viz.:  50/.  per 
^  annum  for  the  site  adjoining  with  500/.  premium, 
"  or  75/.  per  annum  for  the  comer  fix>ntage  and 
<'  750/.  premium;  I  think  this  latter  should  be  made 
"  1,000/.  In  the  present  aspect  of  things  it  would 
"  be  more  desirable  that  a  private  individual  should 
"  apply,  being  in  agreement  with  the  Board  than 
"  that  the  Board  should  apply  itseli^  as  I  fear  in  that 
"  case  the  magistrate  would  decline  to  transfer  the 
"  license  to  any  spot  the  Board  might  submit. — 
<'  (Signed)  Geobgb  Vulliaht.  Plans  of  the  sites  of 
"  the  public-houses  were  laid  before  the  Committee. 
"  Resolved  that  the  report  be  approved,  and  tiiat  the 
"  necessary  steps  be  taken  for  upholding  the  license 
««  of  the  'Black  Horse.'"  On  the  31st  January 
1882  Mr.  Goddard  writes  to  Mr.  Powell  :  **1 
"  presented  your  letter  yesterday,  and  the  Board 
''  have  agreed  to  the  terms  pn^sed,  viz. :  That  you 
^'  shall  have  a  lease  for  80  years  of  the  site  adjoining 
"  the  'Black  Horse'  at  a  rent  of  50/.  per  annum, 
'^  with  a  premium  of  500/. ;  you  to  expend  not  less 
"  than  1,500/.,  or  a  lease  of  the  site  of  the  comer  of 
'^  the  Kentish  Town  Road  and  College  Street,  Monte 
'<  Video  Place,  at  a  rent  of  75/.  per  annum,  premium 
"  1,000/.  This  arrangement  to  be  subject  to  the 
"  direction  of  the  magistrates.  Upon  their  decision 
"  being  made  a  proper  agreement  shall  be  executed." 
Was  it  a  site  adjoining  the  old  "Black  Horse,"  or 
was  it  the  site  at  the  comer  of  the  Kentish  Town 
"  Road  and  College  Street,  Monte  Video  Place  ?— ^^ 
am  not  sufficiently  acquainted  with  the  matter  to  give 
you  an  answer,  I  have  nothing  to  do  with  it.  I  think 
the  "  Black  Horse  "  was  removed  from  its  old  site. 

6388.  I  should  think  it  was  the  first  of  these  sites  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  It  is  the  original  "  Black 
Horse"  site.  The  magistrates  agreed  to  sanction 
that. 

{Chairman.)  '*6  February  1882,  Mr.  VuUiamy 
"  reported  to  the  Committee  last  Monday  sug^^ting 
"  that  means  should  be  taken,  if  possible,  to  induce 
"  the  justices  to  state  that  they  would  grant  the 
"  license  to  Mr.  Chas.  Powell  of  a  new  public- 
"  house  to  be  erected  upon  this  improvement  in 
'<  lieu  of  the  two  publio-houses,  the 'Black  Horse' 
"  and  the '  Nag's  Head,'  which,  as  I  understand,  Mr. 
"  Vulliamy  proposes  the  Board  should  abandon  if  the 
"  suggestion  is  adopted.  I  believe  this  to  be  the  pur- 
'*  port  of  Mr.  VuUiamy's  report  and  the  desire  of  the 
«'  Committee,  although  the  order  of  the  Committee  is 
*«  as  follows : — '  Resolved  that  the  Report  be  approved, 
"  '  and  that  the  necessary  steps  be  taken  for  uphold- 
*'  '  ing  the  license  of  the '  Black  Horse.'  I  understand 
"  that  Mr.  Vulliamy  to  be  of  opinion  that  it  is  a  case 
•*  of  so  much  difficulty  that  it  would  be  expedient  to 
"  instruct  Mr.  Besley  to  represent  the  Board,  and  no 
"  doubt  there  is  so  much  hostility  to  the  Board  ex- 
^  hibited  by  the  magistrates  in  these  cases  that  the 
*•  assistance  of  counsel  is  desirable.  If  the  Committee 
**  so  determine  I  will  give  tiie  requisite  instmctions  to 
'*  Mr.  Besley  as  counsel  to  get  a  promise  of  a  license 
**  for  the  new  site."  Then  on  the  13th  Febmarjr 
"  the  application  for  the  transfer  of  the  license  to 
<*  Mr.  Charles  Powell  came  before  the  St.  Ptaicraa 
<<  division  of   magistrates.     The  Bench  would    not 
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"  listen  to  the  ptoposed  transfer  of  the  site,  stating  that 
<*  was  not  the  proper  time  or  occasion  for  such  an  appH- 
"  cation^  which  they  said  should  be  made  on  the  annual 
"  licensing  day.  The  Bench  further  explained  that  the 
**  fact  of  their  agreeing  to  the  transfer  of  the  license  to 
"  Mr.  Powell  was  not  to  be  taken  in  any  sense  to 
*«  their  consenting  to  either  of  the  Board's  proposi- 
**  tions.**  Then  on  the  llth  February  Mr.  Goddard 
tends  to  the  solicitor  copy  of  a  letter  received  from 
Mr.  Powell  addressed  to  him.  "  I  beg  to  say  that  in 
*«  the  event  of  the  Board  altering  its  intention  of 
"  applying  to  the  magistrates  for  a  transfer  of  the 
**  license  of  the  *  Black  Horse '  to  the  site  of  its  pre- 
**  sent  position,  or  to  the  corner  of  the  Kentish  Town 
"  Road  and  Monte  Video  Place,  respectively  coloured 
^  blue  and  red  in  the  plans,  prepared,  I  am  willing 
"  to  take  a  lease  for  the  same  term  of  80  years  at  a 
•*  rent  of  (K)/.  per  aunum,  with  a  premium  of  500/.,  for 
^<  so  much  of  the  site  of  the  <  Black  Horse '  as  shall  be 
"  left  after  the  widening  of  the  street  as  shown  on 
<<  plan."  Then  the  magistrates  renewed  the  license. 
On  the  27  th  May  Mr.  Vulliamy  asks  that  the  solicitor 
roan  prepare  the  agreement  with  Mr.  Powell.  Then 
Uie  elevations  and  ground  plan  are  submitted,  and  are 
carefully  examined  and  found  correct.  Then  they  ask 
to  be  relieved  from  the  obligation  to  build  artizans' 
dwellings  on  that  part,  and  iJiat  another  piece  of  land 
may  be  substituted,  and  that  was  granted. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White*)  That  was  by  the  Home 
Secretary. 

6389.  {Chairman.)  Yes,  on  the  llth  August  1882 
the  lease  was  granted  to  Mr.  Powell.  Have  you  in 
any  other  matter  acted  f ot  Mr.  Goddard  ?—  Not  to 
my  knowledge.     I  do  not  recollect  any  matter. 

6390.  Al*e  you  prepared  to  say  you  have  not  ? — 
No,  I  have  not. 

6391.  Or  your  firm  ? — Or  my  firm. 

6392.  Are  you  able  to  speak  to  the  transactions  of 
your  firm  ? — Yes,  I  think  so. 

6393.  Have  you  had  any  pecuniary  transactions 
with  Mr.  Goddard? — I  have.  Occasionally  he  has 
borrowed  a  little  money  from  me. 

6394.  Did  that  frequently  happen  ? — Once  or  twice 
only. 

6395.  Has  he  repaid  it  ? — Yes. 

6896.  Have  you  never  made  him  any  payment  ? — 
I  have. 

6397.  What  amount? — It  was  an  arrangement 
made  when  we  first  worked  for  the  Board  of  Works 
about  15  years  ago — I  did  not  make  the  arrangement 
myself — that  we  should  allow  him  one  third  of  the 
amount  we  received.  I  must  ask  you  to  allow  me  in 
self-defence  to  state  that  I  have  never  received  from 
any  person  outside,  apart  from  the  Board  of  Works, 
any  commission  or  fee  of  any  description  whatever. 
It  has  been  simply  handing  back  to  Mr.  Goddard  a 
proportion  of  the  fees  I  have  received  from  the  Board 
of  Works,  but  outside  those  fees  I  have  received 
nothing  from  any  person. 

6398.  Did  you  allow  him  any  part  of  the  fees  yon 
received  from  claimants  ? — Certainly  not. 

6399.  Never  ? — Never.  It  simply  referred  to  fees 
I  received  from  the  Board  of  Works. 

6400.  When  did  you  make  that  arrangement  with 
him  ? — I  did  not  ma^e  that  arrangement  at  all.  My 
father  did  many  years  ago,  and  since  I  have  had  the 
Board  of  Works  business  in  hand  I  have  continued 
to  do  so.  If  you  will  allow  me,  my  father  specially 
requests  me  to  state  that  it  was  his  own  arrange- 
ment, not  mine. 

6401.  I  am  afraid  we  must  trouble  your  father  to 
attend,  then  ? — ^He  is  a  very  old  gentleman ;  he  will 
hardly  be  able  to  do  it.  He  will  attend,  no  doubt ; 
but  he  is  very  feeble. 

6402.  If  he  prepares  a  statement  in  writing,  perhaps 
he  will  dictate  to  you  exactly  how  and  under  what 
circumstances  the  arrangement  was  made.  If  yon 
attend  with  that  we  will  see  if  we  can  relieve  him 
from  the  necessity  of  coming  ? — Yes,  no  doubt  he  can 
do  that. 


6403.  Have  you  made  any  payment  to  any  other 
official  of  the  Board  ? — None. 

6404.  Have  you  acted  on  behalf  of  any  members  of 
the  Board  ? — I  have  done  some  business  for  Mr. 
Fowler. 

6405.  In  connexion  with  what? — With  private 
property  of  his  own ;  not  the  Board  of  Works  pro- 
perty, but  private  property. 

6406.  Not  any  property  sold  to  the  Board  of  Works  ? 
— None  at  all  ;  no,  certainly  not.  I  can  mention  two 
properties  in  which  I  have  had  business  for  him,  and 
those  are  the  only  two.  One  is  a  tavern  in  the  Strand 
which  is  just  opposite  Chancery  Lane,  the  other  is  a 
little  beershop  or  winchouse  called  the  Globe  in  Wych 
Street.     Nothing  to  do  with  the  Board  of  Works. 

6407.  They  were  not  sold  to  the  Board  of  Works 
or  taken  by  them  in  any  way  ? — No,  only  I  had  to  do 
with  the  tenancy  for  him. 

6408.  For  any  other  member  of  the  Board  ? — ^None 
at  all ;  no  other  member. 

6409.  You  have  acted  for  claimants,  you  say  ? — On 
a  few  occasions,  yes. 

6410.  Have  those  been  tenants  or  owners  of  public- 
houses  ? — ^They  have  been  the  owners  of  the  public- 
houses,  not  the  tenants. 

6411.  Are  those  lands  sold  for  improvements? — 
Lands  sold  for  improvements  ?  Yes. 

6412.  In  any  of  those  had  any  member  of  the 
Board  as  far  as  you  know  any  interest  ? — ^I  know 
nothing  of  any  arrangement  at  all.  It  never  came  to 
my  knowledge. 

6413.  You  did  not  see  or  come  across  anything  ?— 
No,  I  heard  of  nothing;  I  knew  nothing  about 
anything. 

6414.  Have  you  told  us  as  far  as  you  are  aware  of 
all  the  pecuniary  transactions  you  have  had  with  any 
member  or  any  official  of  the  Board  of  Works  ? — ^I 
have. 

6415.  When  was  the  last  occasion  on  which  you 
say  your  firm  was  employed  by  the  Board  of  Works  ? 
— I  have  something  in  hand  now. 

6416.  When  was  the  last  payment  you  made  to 
Mr.  Goddard? — I  should  think  about  three  months 
ago. 

6417.  {Mr.  Bosanguee.)  You  said  you  came  in 
contact  chiefly  with  Mr.  Goddard  when  you  were 
asked  what  official  you  came  in  contact  with  ? — Yes. 

6418.  What  other  official  of  the  Board  did  you 
come  in  contact  with  ? — ^I  had  occasionally  to  see  Mr. 
Ward  at  consultations. 

6419.  You  mean  the  solicitor? — The  solicitor. 

6420.  Anybody  else  ? — ^The  conveyancing  solicitor 
sometimes  I  saw,  but  very  seldom  Mr.  Robertson ;  I 
do  not  think  I  saw  him  on  more  than  one  or  two 
occasions. 

6421.  Is  there  anybody  else  in  the  Board's  employ- 
ment that  you  used  to  come  in  contact  with  ? — ^No, 
nobody.  I  used  to  meet  Mr.  Matthew  Goddard,  the 
son,  at  changes.  But,  of  course,  he  simply  attended 
there  as  a  clerk. 

6422.  Was  anybody  associated  with  you  in  the 
valuing  the  fixtures  or  the  interests  in  public-houses? 
— I  made  the  valuations  myself.  Other  auctioneers 
were. 

6423.  Were  there  other  auctioneers  as  well  as  you 
for  the  Board? — Yes,  other  auctioneers  as  well  as 
myself. 

6424.  With  you? — ^No,  certainly  not.  I  always 
made  my  own  valuations.  I  simply  sent  in  my  report 
to  Mr.  GK)ddard.  I  would  view  the  properties ;  take 
out  the  trade,  and  send  in  my  report  of  the  value  to 
Mr.  Goddard  and  there  the  matter  ended. 

6425.  Did  no  official  of  the  Board  in  any  way  act 
with  you  when  you  were  making  those  valuations  ? 
Did  anybody  assist  you  or  act  with  you  ? — Certainly 
not.  On  some  occasions  I  have  consulted  the  ac* 
countant  of  the  Board  to  see  if  his  figures  as  to  the 
trade  were  the  same  as  my  own. 

6426.  Who  would  that  be  ?— S<Mnetimes  Mr.  Wood 
iind  sometimes  Mr.  Woolley. 
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6427.  Did  you  ever  receive  any  inBtructions  either 
trom  Mr.  Goddard  or  from  them  as  to  the  valuations 
you  were  to  make  ? — Mostly  I  received  my  initruc- 
tions  from  Mr.  Goddard. 

6428.  You  received  merely  an  instruction  that  you 
were  to  value  ? — That  is  all. 

6429.  No  instructions  as  to  how  you  were  to  value  ? 
-^Certainly  not. 

6430.  (Chairman,)  Can  you  give  us  Mr.  Powell's 
address  ? — 1  am  afraid  he  is  dead.  The  last  time  I 
saw  him  was  two  or  three  yeais  ago.  He  seemed  to 
be  a  dying  man  then. 

6431.  (Mr.  Bosanquet.)  When  you  say  your  never 
charged  the  tenants  of  the  Board  anything,  you  mean 
you  looked  to  the  Board  itself  for  payment  ? — I  never 
received  from  anybody  outside  the  Board  one  six- 
penca 

6432.  You  say  you  never  charged  the  tenant  ? — I 
never  charged  or  received  any  amount  from  any 
person  outside  the  Board. 

6433.  You  got  your  regular  charges,  of  course  ? — 
I  t^ot  my  charges  from  the  Board  when  I  was  acting 
for  them.     I  never  received  one  sixpence  outside. 

6434.  {Mr,  Winch,)  You  were  speaking  of  Mr. 
Fowler;  he  employed  you.  Did  Mr.  Fowler  pay 
you  ? — Certainly. 

6435.  Your  regular  charges  ? — Certainly. 

6436.  Did  you  value  the  <*  Fox"  at  Islington  ?— I 
reported  on  the  value  of  that  property. 

6437.  How  much  was  that  ? — I  have  not  my  papers 
with  me. 

6438.  It  was  very  large,  was  not  it ;  about  14,000/.  ? 
— I  beheve  it  was. 

6439.  Did  you  solely  value  on  that  occasion  ? — 1 
cannot  tell  you  that. 

6440.  You  valued  on  behalf  of  the  Board  ? — I  did. 
I  surveyed  the  property,  and  valued  on  behalf  of  the 
Board. 

6441.  Was  anyone  joined*  with  you  to  value  on 
behalf  of  the  Board? — Allow  me  to  explain.  I  re- 
ceived a  letter  from  Mr.  Goddard.  They  sent  me  the 
claim,  "  Please  value  this  property  and  report  to  me 
on  the  value.*'  I  sent  him  my  report,  and  then  I  had 
done  with  the  matter. 

6442.  What  would  your  charge  be  for  conunission 
on  14,000/.? — Our  proper  charge  would  be  Ryde's 
scale.  I  think  the  Board  generally  took  off  one  third 
off  Ryde's  scale. 

6443.  How  much  per  cent,  on  14,000/.  would  you 
charge? — It  is  not  a  per-centage ;  it  is  a  scale. 

6444.  Whatever  the  ocale  is,  how  much  would  it 
come  to  ?—  I  cannot  tell  you  unless  I  had  the  scale 
here.     I  should  think  60/.  or  70/. ;  it  might  be  90/. 

6445.  Do  I  understand  in  a  case  of  that  sort, 
having  valued  at  14,000/.  and  got  60/.  or  70/.,  you 
did  send  Mr.  Goddard  a  cheque  for  22/.  or  23/.  ?— 
We  sent  in  our  bills  about  once  a  y«ar. 

6446.  He  got  a  third  of  thnt  ? — Quite  so. 

6447.  So  that  you  were  interested,  and  so  was  Mr. 
Goddard,  in  valuing  this  property  as  high  as  possible  ? 
— I  must  ask  you  to  believe  that  I  should  not  be 
guilty  of  a  thing  like  that. 

6448.  I  do  not  say  that,  but  that  would  be  your 
interest? — Certainly  not.  I  have  been  20  years  m 
this  business,  and  I  have  a  character  that  no  man  can 
say  one  word  against,  therefore  it  is  not  likely. 

6449.  Mr.  Goddard  was  interested  ? — My  dear  sir, 
I  have  been  in  this  business  20  years,  there  is  no 
man's  name  stands  higher  than  mine,  and  it  is  an 
insult  for  you  to  infer  that  I  should  run  a  valuation 
up  for  the  purpose  of  getting  costs. 

6450.  I  was  not  inferring  anything.  It  is  an 
observation  on  the  fact  ? — It  is  an  insinuation.  I 
have  not  been  brought  here  to  be  insulted. 

{Chairman.)  You  gave  Mr.  Groddard  a  third  of 
your  commission.  Mr.  Goddard  had  no  public  repu- 
tation in  connexion  with  getting  this  property  jus  low 
as  possible;  therefore  Mr.  Goddard  certainly  had  no 
interest  in  checking, 
i    54142. 


{Mr.  Meadows  Whiie.)  The  witnesses  were  paid      Tliurte«ntfl 
according  to  two  thirds   of  Ryde's  scale;   it  is  less  ^^' 

than  the  ordinary  scale  and  upon  the  amount  awarded.    2$  June  188S. 

6451.  {Chairman.)  That  is  when   it  went  to  an          , 
award.     It  did  not  always  go  to  an  award.     It  would           Mr. 
sometimes  be  settled,  I  suppose,  without  it  going  to      •^-  FUurei. 
an  arbitration  ? — I  shoidd  get  the  same  fees.  

6452.  Whether  it  went  to  arbitration  or  not. 
Would  the  amount  of  your  fee  depend  on  the  settle- 
ment ? — Yes,  but  I  must  ask  you  to  believe  that  I,  a 
man  in  my  position,  would  not  raise  a  value  for  the 
purpose  of  making  a  paltry  10/.  or  20/.  Referring 
to  giving  Mr.  Goddard  a  third,  it  is  a  very  common 
thing  for  auctioneers  to  give  a  third  of  their  commis- 
sion. 

6453.  {Mr,  fVinch.)  That  was  not  the  object  or 
purport  of  my  question.  It  was  to  bring  your  mind 
to  it  as  a  fact ;  the  higher  the  valuation  the  more  you 
got  ? — That  is  an  insinuation. 

6454.  {Chairman,)  It  was  not  the  higher  the 
valuation,  but  it  was  the  higher  the  settlement  Of 
course  that  would  not  matter  as  far  as  you  were  con- 
cerned, but  the  higher  the  settlement  the  larger  your 
commission  ?  —  Undoubtedly.  The  insinuation  is 
that  I  would  raise  the  amount  in  order  to  get  the 
commission. 

6455.  We  are  not  dealing  with  you.  That  is  a 
matter  of  small  importance.  Does  it  strike  you  at  all 
that  Mr.  Goddard,  whose  business  it  was  to  see  that 
the  settlement  was  as  favourable  to  the  Board  as 
possible,  had  a  direct  interest  in  the  settlement  beinir 
as  unfavourable  as  possible  ? — I  should  say  not. 

6456.  What  reputation  had  he?  You  had  youi* 
reputation  against  putting  too  high  a  valuation  on. 
That  was  a  check  on  you.  That  is  quite  true. 
What  deck  was  there  on  Mr.  Goddard  in  advising  a 
settlement?  His  employers  did  not  know  he  was 
receiving  this  money ;  he  had  no  reputation  to  gain 
or  to  lose  by  it,  and  yet  he  had  a  direct  interest  in 
the  settlement  being  as  unfavourable  to  his  employers 
as  possible.  Did  that  never  occur  to  you  ? — It  never 
occurred  to  me,  and  I  never  looked  at  it  in  that 
light. 

6457.  Do  not  you  see  that  it  is  so  ? — Yes ;  but  an 
insinuation  is  made  against  Mr.  Goddard  which  ought 
not  to  be  made  against  me. 

6458.  We  are  not  investigating  the  case  as  regards 
you.  It  may  be  your  reputation  might  be  enough  to 
prevent  your  being  influenced  by  the  fact  at  all  that 
you  would  get  a  larger  sum  according  to  the  settle- 
ment, but  the  settlement  did  not  rest  with  you  ?— Not 
at  all. 

6459.  It  rested  very  much  with  Mr.  Goddard  ? — 
Yes 

6460.  {Mr,  Winch,)  You  told  us  you  acted  for 
claimants  with  regard  to  the  sale  of  public-houses  to 
the  Board  ? — Yes. 

6461.  Do  you  remember  any  particular  claimant 
cropping  up  very  often  among  the  Board  sites  ? — 
No. 

6462.  Was  there  anyone,  in  your  recollection,  a 
claimant  for  a  public-house  more  than  once  ? — I  do 
not  think  I  ever  did  business  for  a  man  who  pur- 
chased one  of  the  Board  of  Works'  houses.  I  am 
spealcing  from  memory. 

6463.  {Chairman.)  Or  sold  to  the  Board? — I  do 
not  think  I  ever  did  business  for  a  person  who  pur- 
chased one  of  the  Board  of  Works*  si  tea. 

6464.  For  any  person  who  sold  ? — Yes,  I  have 
occasionally. 

6405.  {Mr.  Winch,)  You  occasionally  acted  for 
sellers  to  the  Board  ? — Yes. 

6466.  Did  anyone  of  those  sellers  come  before  you 
more  than  once  as  sellers  to  the  Board  ? — No. 

6467.  You  do  not  recollect  any  ?— No.  If  you  can 
call  my  attention  to  any 

6468.  No,  I  am  asking  you  for  information.  With 
regard  to  the  sellers  that  you  acted  for,  have  there 
been  any  of  the  sellers  that  have  acquired  the  sites 
within  a  year  or  two  of  selling  to  the  Board  ? — ^Not 
one  to  my  recollection. 
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6469.  Howinany  public-bouses  in  rouud  figuves  in 
this  year  have  you  liad  ?  We  know  you  are  in  a  very 
large  way  of  business  ? — At^  I  have  been  known  to  be 
acting  for  the  Board,  as  a  rule  people  have  not  come 
to  me  to  conduct  their  claims.  They  have  looked 
upon  me  rather  as  being  employed  by  the  Board. 

6470.  On  the  other  side  ?— Yes. 

6471.  {Mr.  Meadows  White,)  In  the  cases  in 
which  you  have  acted  for  the  Board  many  of  them 
have  proceeded  to  arbitration  and  some  to  juries,  I 
suppose  ? — They  have. 

6472.  As  to  the  mode  of  payment,  it  has  been  two 
thirds  of  what  is  called  Hyde's  scale  upon  the  amount 
of  the  verdict  or  awani  ? — I  am  speaking  from 
memory,  I  believe  it  is.  I  do  not  send  in  the  accounts. 
The  accounts  are  sent  in  by  a  clerk  from  our  office, 
and  I  do  not  go  through  the  accounts. 

6473.  It  is  a  third  off  Eyde's  sc^le  ? — I  believe  so. 
{Chairman,)  One  knows  perfectly  well  that  that  is 

the  way  in  which  the  payments  are  made.  It  ofteu 
seemed  to  me  rather  a  strange  way  and  open  to  some 
criticism,  but  still  no  imputation  rests  on  anyone  for 
doing  that  which  one  knows  is  done  by  everybody. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White,)  I  only  wish  to  make  it 
clear  that  the  Board  have  been  insisting  on  fees  some- 
what below  the  usual  amoait. 

6474.  Have  you  been  paid  in  any  case  more  than 
your  usual  fees  from  other  public  bodies  ? — Certainly 
not.     Oh,  I  beg  pardon,  from  other  public  bodies  ? 

6475.  Or  o&or  persons  ? — I  do  a  great  deal  of 
business  for  the  City  Sewers.  I  think  they  give  me 
the  full  Byde  scale.     I  am  not  sure. 

6476.  {Chairman.)  The  learned  counsel  asks  you 
if  the  Metropolitan  Board  have  paid  you  more  than 
you  got  from  others? — Certainly  not,  not  one  penny. 

6477.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  If  any  thing,  then,  the 
fees  you  have  received  from  the  Boai'd,  which  you  have 
afterwards  shared  with  Mr.  Goddard,  have  been  less 
than  the  ordinai*y  amount  ? — Rather  less. 

6478.  (  Chairman.)  Supposing  the  case  went  through 
to  a  jury  or  to  arbitration,  then  the  amount  of  the 
award  settled  the  amount  of  tees  that  you  got  according 
to  Ryde*8  scale  ? — Quite  so. 

6479.  Supposing  the  case  was  settled  by  arrange- 
ment without  going  to  a  jury  or  to  an  arbitrator,  or 


without  being  determined  by  them,  then  it  was  the 
amount  of  the  settlement  which  regulated  your  fees  in 
the  same  way  ? — Quite  so. 

{Chairman.)  One  knows  it  is  the  universal  plan, 
but,  of  course,  whatever  the  objections  may  be  as 
regards  the  persons  employed  to  value,  and  who  give 
evidence  about  the  value,  the  objection  is  of  a  very 
different  character  when  it  comfts  to  an  official  ot  the 
Board  who  may  have  to  determine  on  the  settle- 
ment. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  am  anxious  to  make  it 
clear  that,  as  far  as  the  Board's  knowledge  was  con- 
cerned, they  were  only  paying  fees  something,  if  any- 
thing, below  the  usual  scale.  Therefore  they  could 
not  suppose  from  that  that  there  was  any  sharing. 

6480.  {Mr.  GrenfeU,)  To  put  it  shortly,  the  fees 
were  less  to  the  Board  of  Works  than  to  the  Sewers  ? 
— To  the  best  of  my  impression  they  are. 

6481.  {Mr.  Bosanquet,)  I  suppose  the  valuation  of 
a  publican  on  his  coming  out,  or  the  valuation  paid  on 
the  public-house,  would  depend  partly  on  the  length 
of  term  he  had  remaining  ? — It  would  depend  a  groat 
deal  on  the  length  of  the  lease.  That  would  govern 
the  value  of  the  property. 

6482.  Supposing  a  public-house  was  not  wanted  for 
two  or  three  years,  would  you  pay  more  if  you  took 
it,  say,  now  than  if  you  took  it  two  or  three  years 
hence  ? — Oh,  yes  ;  certainly. 

6483.  Then  the  Board  would  be  paying  more  if  they 
compensate  a  man  some  two  or  three  years  before 
they  wanted  to  use  a  public-house  ? — In  all  probability 
they  would. 

6484.  {Chairman.)  Do  you  know  how  long  Mr. 
Beck's  lease  had  to  run  when  they  took  it  in  1881  } — 
I  am  afraid  I  do  not  know.  I  had  nothing  to  do  with 
ccmpengatinn. 

6485.  It  does  not  appear  on  the  documents  ? — Xo, 
it  does  not. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Under  the  Acts  of  Par- 
liament they  would  be  bound  to  give  their  notice  to 
treat  within  a  certain  time. 

{Chairman,)  You  will  furnish  that  stutemont,  and 
you  will  be  communicated  with  if  it  is  necessary  to 
ntnd  again. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Robert  Furniss  sworn  and  examined. 


6486.  {Chainnan.)  You,  I  believe,  are  now  a 
member  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ? — 
Yes. 

6487.  How  long  have  you  been  a  member? — 17 
years. 

6488.  Had  you  any  transactions  with  Mi\  Goddard  ? 
— No,  not  any. 

6489.  Of  any  kind  ?— Of  any  kind. 

6490.  You  were  not  connected  in  any  way  with 
the  "Bhick  Horse"?— No,  not  all.  I  knew  the 
"Blade  Horse,"  of  course;  I  live  in  the  neightour- 
hood.  I  know  the  **  Black  Horse  "  very  well.  I  saw 
it  every  day  almost  while  it  was  building. 

6491.  You  had  nothing  to  do  with  it  ? — Not  the 
slightest. 

6492.  Did  you  know  Mr.  Goddard  had  to  do  with 
it?_No. 

6493.  You  have  had  no  pecuniary  transactions  at 
all  ? — Not  any  at  all. 

6494.  Is  there  any  other  person  of  your  name  who 
lives  in  that  neighbourhood  ? — ily  son.  He  lived 
within  a  stone's  throw. 


649.5.  Do  you  know  whether  Jie  had  uu}  thing  to 
do  with  it  ? — He  never  would  tell  me  what  his 
business  was.  He  was  an  architect.  He  was  an 
obstinate  sort  of  man,  he  would  never  allow  me  to 
interfere  with  his  business. 

6496.  You  had  no  interest  in  it? — Nor  che 
slightest. 

6497.  Have  you  sold  or  had  an  interest  in  the  t^alc 
nf  any  land  to  the  Board? — No,  I  should  not  be 
likelv. 

6498.  Or  in  the  purchase  of  it  ? — Not  any. 

6499.  Does  your  son  practise  as  an  architect  in 
that  neighbourhood  ? — He  is  dead.  It  was  about  four 
years  ago  I  managed  to  get  a  partnership  with  his 
widow  and  one  of  his  clerks,  and  they  carry  on  the 
business  as  architects  now,  and  they  do  a  good 
business. 

6500.  Did  your  son  do  any  work  for  the  Board  ? — 
Not  that  I  know  of.  He  has  done  work  against  the 
Board  in  compensation  cases,  but  I  never  knew  him 
do  anything  for  the  Board,  not  to  my  recollection. 

6501.  I  suppose  you  do  not  know  anything  of  tho 
transactions  ? — Not  at  all  about  his  business. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr. 

C.  WilmoU 


Mr.  Chables  Wilmot  sworn  and  examined. 


6502.  {Chairman.)  You  were  interested  ui  Terry's 
Theatre  which  Mr.  Emden  was  designing  ? — Y'es,  as 
the  proprietor. 


6503.  Mr.  Emden  tells  us  that  during  tho  course  of 
the  building  of  the  theaii*c  you  told  him  that  a  sug- 
gestion had  been  made  to  you  that  someone  should  be 
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joined  with  hiro  as  architect  ? — That  was  from  Mr.  E. 
W.  Grodwiii.  He  is  dead.  It  was  not  from  a  member 
of  the  Board  of  Works. 

6504.  And  not  about  a  member  of  the  Board  of 
Works?— No. 

6505.  (Mr.  Meadows  Tfhite,)  Mr.  Godwin  was  a 
well-known  architect  ? — Yes. 

6506.  {Chairman.)  Mr.  Cmden  appears  to  have 
been  under  the  impression  that  it  was  in  order  to 
smooth  the  way  for  the  plans  ? — Mr.  Godwin  said  to 
me,  Mr.  Emden  was  in  bad  odour  at  the  Board  of 
Works,  and  he  suggested  that  a  friend  of  his,  a  member 
of  the  Board,  should  join  him  to  get  the  plans  passed. 

6507.  Then  Mr.  Godwin  did  not  suggest  employing 
himself  ? — No. 

6508.  He  suggested  that  you  should  employ  some 
member  of  the  Board  as  architect  ? — Yes,  to  join  with 
Mr.  Emden. 

6509.  Did  he  name  the  member  of  the  Board  ? — 
Yes,  I  forget  the  name  of  the  gentleman.  It  is 
several  years  ago. 

6510.  It  is  only  two  or  three  years  ago? — It  is 
three  years  ago.  He  mentioned  the  name  of  a  gentle- 
man, but  I  really  forget  the  name. 

6511.  We  know  who  the  architects  of  the  Board 
were.  Was  it  Mr.  Fowler  or  Mr.  Saunders  ? — ^No,  I 
really  could  not  remember  the  name  of  the  gentleman. 

6512.  Mr.  Godwin's  suggestion  was,  that  if  you 
were  to  employ  one  of  those  architects  that  would 
smooth  the  way  for  passing  yoar  plans  ? — Yes,  that 
was  the  idea. 

6513.  Did  he  give  you  jmy  reason  for  thinking  so  ? 
— Yes,  he  said  Mr.  Emden  was  in  very  bad  odour 
with  the  Board,  and  that  they  would  put  obstacles  in 
his  way  in  passing  the  plans. 

6514.  Did  he  give  you  any  reason  or  experience  of 
his  own  to  think  that  that  was  so  ? — It  was  from 
whnt  he  had  heard.  I  suggested  this  to  Mr.  Emden  ; 
lie  refused  to  have  anything  to  do  with  it. 

6515.  That  is  all  you  can  tell  us  about  it? — That 
is  all. 

6516.  You  are  sure  you  cannot  remember  the  name  ? 
— I  could  not  remember  the  name. 

6517.  Have  you  had  any  other  theatres  or  buildings 
of  yours  which  have  come  before  the  Board  ? — No, 
only  the  Grand. 

6518.  Who  was  the  architect  there? — Mr.  Frank 
Matcham. 

6519.  You  did  not  have  any  of  the  Board's  members 
on  ? — No. 

6520.  Did  you  have  difficulties  or  delays  raised 
thei-e  as  to  passing  plans  ? — Yes,  great  delay.  Over 
three  months.  Of  course  I  know  nothing  about  the 
cause  of  the  delay. 

6521.  Are  they  passed  now  ? — Oh,  yes. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  They  were  passed  in  a 
month.     Mr.  Wilmot  is  mistaken. 

6522.  {Chairman.)  The  learned  counsel  says  they 
were  ]>a8sed  very  quickly  ? — Of  course  they  are  only 


passed  about  a  month  since.  The  theatre  was  burnt 
down  last  December.  I  do  not  know  the  particulars  as 
to  the  full  plans  being  sent  in.  I  fieincy  something  has 
been  kept  from  me. 

6523.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Was  not  there  a 
preliminary  discussion  as  to  whether  the  Grand  Theatre, 
which  was  formerly,  I  believe,  the  Philharmonic,  at 
Islington,  had  been  so  destroyed  by  fire  as  that  the 
theatre,  when  re-erected,  should  be  deemed  a  new 
theatre  and  subject  to  the  regulations  ?  — Yes. 

6524.  The  plans  were  brought  forward  on  June  1 8th, 
1882,  and  I  i>elieve  they  were  approved  on  the  28th 
July  1882  ? — That  is  news  to  me,  as  far  as  the  plans 
going  in  at  that  time  is  concerned. 

6525.  Do  not  you  remember  the  date  when  they 
went  in  ? — I  understood  the  plans  went  in  considerably 
before  that  ;  some  time  before. 

6526.  Are  you  speaking  of  the  first  plan  for  i-e* 
construction,  or  the  second  as  a  new  theatre  ? — ^The 
second. 

6527.  Was  Mr.  Matcham  your  architect  ? — Yes. 

6528.  Who  is  Mr.  C.  Head  ?— He  is  the  proprietor. 

6529.  I  thought  you  said  you  were  the  proprietor  ? 
—Of  Terry's  Theatre. 

6530.  I  understood  you  to  say  you  were  connected 
with  the  Grand  Theatre  ? — Yes,  I  am  the  leasee  o£ 
the  Grand  Theatre. 

6531.  Mr.  Head  was  the  proprietor^  and  it  was  on 
his  behalf  the  plans  were  submitted  ? — Yes. 

6532.  He  would  have  the  conduct  of  that? — He 
would  have  the  conduct  of  it. 

6533.  And  Mr.  Matcham  as  architect  ? — Yes. 

6534.  You  have  not  got  in  your  head  the  exact 
dates  ? — I  have  not.  I  only  know  I  have  suffered  by 
delays ;  that  is  all. 

6535.  You  were  anxious,  I  daresay.  I  have  put 
those  dates  to  you  ? — I  could  not  tell  you  exactly  the 
date. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Perhaps,  if  necessary,  we 
might  give  a  few  of  those  dates  to  your  Lordship 
afterwards. 

6536.  {Mr,  Bosanquet.)  Do  you  know  any  of  the 
members  of  the  Board  who  are  architects? — I  do 
not, 

6537.  Do  you  know  Mr.  Saunders  or  Mr.  Fowler  ? 
— I  do  not. 

6538.  Have  you  been  in  communication  with  any 
of  the  officials  of  the  Board  lately  ? — No. 

653P,  Never  since  this  mattei*  of  the  Grand  Theatre, 
Islington  f — I  was  not  in  communication  with  them 
then. 

g6540.  You  did  not  have  to  send  the  plans  in  ? — 
Not  at  all. 

6541.  I  suppose  Mr.  Godwin  did  mention  some 
name  to  you  ? — He  did  mention  a  name,  but  I  forget 
the  name. 

6542.  (Cliairmaii.)  Was  that  a  mere  friendly  sug- 
gestion ? — A  friendly  suggestion  in  his  office. 


Thirteenth 
Day. 

26  June  1888. 

M^ 

a.  WUmoU 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  RoBBBT  Collier  Driybr  sworn  and  examined. 


6543.  {Chairman.)  You  are  an  auctioneer  and  a 
land  agent  ? — Yes  ;  surveyor,  land  agent,  and  auc- 
tioneer. 

6544.  Had  you  any  pecuniary  transactions  with 
Mr.  Goddard  ? — Yes ;  may  I  make  a  few  remarks  ? 

6545.  Certainly,  if  they  are  relevant? — I  have 
known  Mr.  Goddard  for  the  last,  I  should  think,  40 
years,  say  35  years ;  viz.,  before  he  went  into  business 
on  his  own  account,  when  he  was  in  business  on  his 
own  account,  and  since  he  has  been  appointed  to  the 
Board  of  Works.  He  was  also  a  brother  Mason  of 
many  years'  standing,  and  we  were  very  intimate. 
I  have  known  all  his  affairs  from  time  to  time,  and  I 
have  known  that  he  has  had  money  troubles  and 
other  sc»rious  troubles,  and  I  believe  for  the  last 
few  years  his  mind  had  lost  its  balance,  for  he  has 
entered  deeply  into  spiritualism,  and  told  me  wh.T^ 


he  has  manifested  and  seen,  and  from  this  and  other 
matters  I  firmly  believe  that  in  those  last  few  years 
the  mind  had  entirely  lost  its  balance.  I  merely 
make  these  remarks  to  show  that  I  am  well  acquainted 
with  him  and  all  his  troubles  from  time  to  time. 

6546.  I  suppose  you  did  not  know  that  he  was 
receiving  large  sums  in  connexion  with  the  Board's 
transactions  without  their  knowledge  ? — I  had  not  the 
slightest  knowledge.  I  always  believed  him  to  be  a 
most  upright  and  honest  man,  but  very  peculiar  in 
his  views  on  religion  and  latterly  on  spu-itualism,  and 
things  of  that  sort. 

6547.  Have  you  had  any  pecuniary  transactions 
with  him  ? — I  have. 


6548.  Of  what  nature  ? — I  have  lent  him 
and  I  have  presented  him  with  money. 

Dd  2 


money. 


Mr. 
H.C.Diiver. 
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6649.  What  have  you  presented  the  money  for  ? — 
When  he  was  in  trouble;  I  think  the  first  cheque 
that  I  gave  him — in  fact  I  know  it  was — was  105/.  I 
think  that  was  after  his  wife's  long  illness  in  1882. 

6550.  Had  you  any  business  transactions  with  the 
j^oard  ? — I  have  been  engaged  for  claimants  against 
the  Board  since  1860,  and  for  the  Board  since 
1870,  I  think.  I  have  had  during  that  period  against 
the  Board  118  cases,  those  compensations  were 
656,000/.  odd,  and  my  fees  were  5,095/.  I  have 
been  concerned  in  compensations  for  the  Board  in 
2,037,000/.,  viz.,  115  cases ;  and  my  fees  were  6,471/. 
I  have  been  concerned  in  umpirages  of  over  100,000/. 
between  party  and  party,  and  ray  fees  have  been 
1,826/.  These  totals  have  been  taken  out  of  our 
books.  I  have  not  been  able  to  verify  them,  because 
I  was  in  bed  all  yesterday  and  the  day  before  in 
consequence  of  a  severe  cold. 

6551.  Had  you  any  arrangement  as  to  giving  Mr. 
Goddard  any  pum  or  any  part  of  your  fees  ?— Never  ; 
nor  have  I  given  him  a  single  shilling  for  business 
given  to  me.  I  agreed  that  in  contested  cases  I  should 
not  act  for  claimants,  but  for  the  Board.  I  was  asked 
by  the  Board,  I  suppose,  16  years  ago  to  tell  them 
with  regard  to  the  various  districts  with  which  I 
was  particularly  conversant  consequent  on  having 
agencies  therein.  I  presumed  that  had  reference  to 
being  called  in  by  the  Board  where  they  had  con- 
tested cases,  and  1  accepted  that  ^retainer,  and  I 
did  not  go  on  the  other  side  for  claimants  except  for 
my  own  clients. 

6552.  You  did  act  for  some  claimants  during  the 
time  you  were  acting  for  the  Board  ? — For  my  own 
clients  ;  but  I  never  made  any  bargain  of  any  sort 
or  kind  with  Mr.  Goddard,  nor  have  I  ever  bought 
businass  in  my  life,  never. 

6553.  Mr.  Goddard  would  have  to  do  with  the 
settlement  of  those  claims  where  you  acted  for 
claimants  ? — He  would. 

6554.  That  matter  was  very  much  left  in  his 
hands,  was  not  it? — I  believe  it  was  wholly  left  in 
his  hands.  No,  not  wholly ;  it  was  left  in  his  hands 
subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Board. 

6555.  The  Board  would  not  have  much  opportunity 
of  revision  really  ? — I  do  not  know  that  that  had  any- 
thing to  do  with  me.  These  were  not  cases  of  my 
own.  They  were  for  clients,  and  if  Mr.  Goddard 
gave  my  client  too  much  I  received  no  benefit  from 
it  ;  my  fees  are  only  the  ordinary  fees  which  are 
payable  to  surveyors  according  to  Ryde's  scale. 

6556.  A  hundred  guineas  looks  a  little  like  a  fee  ? 
— It  may  look  like  it,  but  when  a  man  is  an  old  friend 
and  an  old  Mason  and  gets  into  trouble,  and  I 
know  that  he  is  in  trouble,  I  do  not  think  100 
guineas  is  a — what  shall  I  say,  I  do  not  know  what 
to  call  it,  I  cannot  call  it  a  Christmas  box.  All  I  can 
say  is  I  gave  it  to  get  him  out  of  his  trouble  and  never 
expected  to  get  it  back  again,  and  I  never  anticipated 
getting  any  business  from  him  by  such  gift. 

6557.  How  often  did  that  happen? — Four  times, 
including  the  time  I  lent  him  100/. 

6558.  Were  the  three  times  each  time  100  guineas  ? 
—No,  one  was  100/.  In  1883  I  had  a  letter  from 
him  here  stating  that  he  had  outrun  his  means ;  there 
is  one  word  I  cannot  read ;  I  will  read  it  as  far  as 
I    can.      "Metropolitan    Board    of    Works,   March 

**  16th,  1883.     My  dear  sir, — I  want  you  to  " 

"  extend  me,"  1  think  it  is,  "  a  little  favour,"  or  "  in- 
**  crease,"  I  suppose  it  is.  "  I  have  been  engaged  on 
"  a  building  speculation  which  has  outrun  my  means, 
"  and  if  you  could  oblige  me  with  100/.  for  three 
"  months  I  should  esteem  it  a  particular  favour,  and 
•*  I  shall  then  be  in  a  position  to  return  it.  I  am 
"  ashamed  to  ask,  and  so  write."  I  sent  him  a 
cheque  for  100/. 

6559.  That  was  the  loan  you  refen-ed  to  ? — That 
was  the  loan.  He  had  two  little  entanglements, 
which  had  been  notorious.  I  believe  they  were  in 
the  newspaper.  I  believe  one  of  these  cheques  was 
to  get  him  out  of  one  entanglement  ti'ouble. 


6560.  The  first  was  in  1882  ?— The  fii-st  was  in 
1882.  I  have  never  expected  business  from  him,  nor 
have  I  ever  bought  business  of  him  ;  nor  have  1 
knowingly  got  more  business  because  of  it,  nor  was 
there  any  arrangement  of  any  hort  or  kind,  verbal  or 
otherwise. 

6561.  Is  he  the  only  official  of  the  Board  with 
whom  you  have  lia«l  any  pecuniary  transactions  ? — 
The  only  one.  1  should  not  have  had  it  with  him 
but  for,  as  1  tell  you,  the  loug  acquaintanceship  tliat 
existed  between  us — I  should  think  from  30  to  40 
years.  I  have  had  lots  of  transactions  with  him  after 
1860,  before  I  gave  him  this  cheque,  and  I  had  a  great 
many  transactions  for  the  Board  also,  and  nothing 
given  by  me  to  him  iu  respect  of  any  of  those 
services,  nor  was  this  cheque  given  to  him  in  con- 
sequence of  the  business  given  by  the  Board. 
I  have  quite  sufficient  business  to  do  without  buy- 
ing any,  and  I  never  purchased  any ;  I  defy  any 
man  to  say  I  ever  gave  him  anything.  I  have 
refused   a   great  quantity   of    business   in    my  time 

rom  solicitors  who  have  said,  "  There  is  the  busi- 
*  ness;  we  accept  your  fees;  give  us  a  third."  I 
have  said,  "  I  cannot  do  it,"  and  I  shall  continue  to 
say  so.  I  say  conscientiously,  and  on  my  oatli,  that 
J  have  not,  and  that  what  I  gave  Goddfuxl  was  out 
of  pure  sympathy  and  friendship. 

6562.  (Mr.  Winch.)  There  are  a  number  of  cheques 
there.  Have  they  anything  to  do  with  this  matter  ? — 
Those  are  the  cheques. 

6563.  The  cheques  you  gave  Mr.  Goddard  ? — Yes. 

6564.  {Chairman.)  There  are  four,  I  understand? 
— There  are  four. 

6565.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  Three  gifts  and  one  loan  ? 
—I  might  have  suppressed  some  if  I  had  liked, 
because  they  have  not  all  gone  through  the  bankers. 

6566.  {Mr.  Winch.)  Pavable  to  Mr.  Goddard  or 
order — this  one  has  gone  through  the  bank  ? — Yes. 

6567.  This  is  crossed  ;  this  nmst  have  gone 
through  ?— That  is  payable  to  myself.  I  did  not 
know  how  to  enter  that,  it  is  my  private  account ; 
I  did  not  know  how  to  enter  it  in  my  private  ledger, 
so  I  asked  our  cashier  to  give  me  a  counter  cheque  for 
it.  That  is  one  sent  to  Mr.  Goddard.  That  is  a 
counter  cheque,  because  of  the  entry  in  our  ledger. 
I  could  not  enter  it  in  my  private  ledger,  but  as  a 
counter  cheque,  for  I  did  not  know  how  to  do  it. 

6568.  As  I  understand,  you  treated  it  as  a  business 
matter,  because  you  drew  a  business  cheque,  and  it  is 
charged,  I  suppose,  in  your  business  account  to  your 
private  account  ? — No,  I  have  two  sons  and  a  son-in- 
law  in  my  business,  and  it  has  been  so  for  some  year«. 
I  have  a  large  capital  in  the  business,  and  instead  of 
their  being  regular  partners,  as  they  will  be  when  I 
die,  and  the  business  will  go  to  them,  I  give  them  each 
a  very  substantial  sum,  and  keep  my  capital  intact; 
and  therefore  all  that  is  given  is  out  of  my  own  pocket, 
not  interfering  with  the  business. 

6569.  For  the  purpose  of  keeping  the  accounts  }'ou 
appear  to  have  treated  it  as  a  business  matter  ? — 
Because  it  should  be  put  against  me. 

6570.  Have  you  any  private  bankers  ? — Yes,  that 
is  the  private  bank  for  my  house  account. 

6571.  So  that  if  you  had  been  treating  it  entirely 
as  a  private  matter,  if  you  had  drawn  a  cheque  on 
your  private  bankers,  it  would  have  been  your  own 
private  affifiir,  but  you  draw  first  of  all  a  cheque  on 
the  firm  ? — Yes. 

6572.  You  draw  it  out  of  the  firm  so  as  to  treat  it 
as  a  business  matter,  get  it  to  your  private  account, 
and  then  draw  against  it  on  your  private  account  ? — 
My  business  account  is  m/private  account,  but  I  have 
a  private  banker  for  my  house  account,  otherwise  my 
business  account  is  my  private  accouut.  There  are  a 
great  many  affairs — loans  I  make  to  clients  and  personal 
friends  where  they  give  me  their  deeds,  and  things  of 
that  sort,  property  for  sale.  I  advance  them  money. 
All  those  appear  in  my  business  account.  I  did  not 
know  where  to  put  it  in  the  ledger  account. 

6573.  The  19th  of  March  1883  is  the  loan  business  ? 
—Yes. 
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6574.  Yoxx  see,  you  put  Mr.  Goddard's  name  in  the 
cheque,j)ayable  to  his  order,  and  you  drew  it  on  your 
own  London  and  County  Bank  ? — ^Yes. 

6575.  The  three  other  transactions,  which  are  gifts, 
you  first  of  all  draw  on  Messrs.  Drummond's,  which 
is  the  firm  of  bankers  in  every  instance,  get  the 
amount  from  them,  pay  it  into  your  private  account^ 
and  then  draw  upon  your  private  account  in  this  form, 
"Pay  Sundries,"  "Pay  R,  C.  Driver,  Esq.,"  "Pay 
Self,"  80  that  Goddard's  name  does  not  appear  on 
those  three  entries  at  all? — JNo,  but  it  does  in  our 
books.  There  is  no  intention  to  deceive  one  way  or 
the  other. 

6576.  Does  not  that  look  as  if  you  wanted  to  keep 
it  a  little  secret  ? — No,  otherwise  I  should  not  have 
put  it  in  my  books. 

6577.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  think  your  busi- 
ness has  been  chiefly  advising  the  Board  in  com- 
pensation cases,  and  giving  evidence,  if  necessary, 
before  arbitrators  and  juries? — ^Yes,  I  have  had  a 
large  business  for  them  on  that  head. 

6578.  And  parliamentary  ? — ^Yes,  a  very  large 
business  in  parliamentary  cases. 


6579.  Can  you  tell  me  from  whom  your  retainer 
came  ? — From  the  solicitor  of  the  Board  of  Works 
always. 

6580.  The  witnesses  in  compensation  eases  and 
compensation  matters  are  selected  by  the  solicitor,  are 
they  not? — They  are.  I  do  not  know  of  a  single 
instance  where  I  have  not  been  retained,  or  rather 
had  my  instructions  direct  from  either  Mr.  Smith, 
who  was  the  predecessor  of  Mr.  Ward,  or  from  Mr, 
Ward  himself. 

6581.  I  believe  you  have  been  appointed  not  long 
since  by  the  Home  Office  as  standing  arbitrator  in 
some  of  the  artizans*  dwellings  schemes  ?—  I  have,  by 
the  Home  Secretary,  I  think  ^ve  or  six,  some  very 
large  ones. 

6582.  And  that  is  to  act  according  to  the  Act  of 
Parliament  between  the  Board  and  all  claimants  ?— 
Yes ;  as  standing  arbiti-ator. 

6583.  {Chairman.^  These  cheques  were  ultimately 
debited,  I  understand,  to  your  private  account  ? — les, 
entirely  to  my  private  account ;  nothing  to  do  with 
the  business,  so  to  speak,  nothing  whatever. 
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Mr. 
R.  C.  Driver^ 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Robert  Reid  sworn  and  examined. 


6584.  {Chairman.)  You  are  an  auctioneer  and 
valuer  ? — I  am. 

6855.  Have  you  acted  on  behalf  of  the  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works  at  times  ? — For  2  {  years. 

6586.  Have  you  also  acted  for  claimants  against 
thera  ? — I  have,  very  frequently. 

6587.  Have  you  sometimes  acted  for  claimants  on 
the  introduction  or  at  the  suggestion  of  Mr.  Goddard  ? 
— On  one  occasion. 

6«588.  Only  on  one? — Only  on  one  occasion. 

6589.  What  Ciise  was  that  Y — Mrs.  Gillingwater. 

6590.  Did  he  ask  you  to  send  in  hei*  claim  ? — I 
have  the  papers  here.  I  had  a  letter  of  introduction 
which  I  can  read.  J  have  a  letter  without  a  date,  io 
July  1884,  from  Mrs.  Gitlingwater  stating  she  had  a 
letter  of  introduction  from  Mr.  Goddard  and  would  call 
to-morrow  (Saturday)  about  half-past  eleven.  I  wrote 
in  reply,  acknowledging  the  letter,  and  saying,  "  If  it 
^*  is  convenient  to  make  your  call  at  one  to-morrow, 
"  instead  of  half-past  eleven,  I  shall  be  obliged,  as  I 
'*  have  an  engagement  at  eleven."  Mrs.  Gillingwater 
attended  and  produced  this  letter,  dated  July  16, 1884  : 
"  1  have  the  pleasure  to  introduce  Mrs.  R.  G.  Gilling- 
**  water  to  protect  her  interests  in  a  claim  against  the 
«  Board." 

6591.  Did  Mr.  Goddard  make  out  the  form  of  the 
claim  you  were  to  send  in  ? — Oh,  no.  I  had  a  great 
deal  of  difficulty  in  the  matter.  This  was  on  the 
19th  July.  I  was  unable  to  send  in  a  claim  until  the 
22nd  October.  There  was  a  great  deal  of  difficulty 
about  her  trade  claim.  The  lady  kept  no  books,  and 
the  whole  matter  was  in  a  state  of  great  confusion. 

6592.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  Was  it  a  public-house?— 
No.  Gillingwater,  you  may  remember  many  years 
ago,  advertised  as  a  hairdresser,  or  more  as  a  perfumer 
at  Islington.  He  carried  on  a  large  business  at 
Islington. 

6593.  (Chairman.)  Goddard  communicated  with 
you,  did  he,  after  that  about  sending  in  the  claim  ? — 
No. 

6594.  Did  not  he  write  to  you  to  send  in  her  claim 
as  early  as  possible  ? — That  is,  I  think,  when  it  was 
getting?  late.  Two  or  three  times  when  I  was  at  the 
Board's  offices  he  asked  me  why  I  did  not  send  it  in. 
I  said  I  am  waiting  to  get  evidence  about  the  trade 
claim.  If  it  would  not  be  taking  up  your  time,  I  can 
show  you  what  I  was  doing  during  that  time.  On  the 
19th,  at  my  interview  with  her  I  made  a  note 
"  receiving  instructions  and  conference  on  the 
"  matter,  and  on  the  documents  necessary  to  be 
**  furnished  to  me  in  order  to  prepare  the  claim. 
"  Arranging  to  call  upon  her  to  receive  same  on 
**  Wednesday   next."     That   appointment  was  post- 


poned, and  I  attended  on  the  2Sth.  She  made  an 
appointment  at  her  house  at  Canonbury  Park  South. 
I  took  a  clerk  with  me,  and  obtained  takings-books 
from  January  1st,  1882,  to  March  1884  and  examined 
the  lease  and  such  invoices  as  she  had.  They  ap- 
peared very  incomplete  and  very  irregularly  kept,  and 
I  made  a  schedule  of  the  names  and  addresses  of  the 
firms  of  whom  goods  had  been  purchased.  I  find 
afterwards  I  wrote  letters  to  42  such  persons,  which 
she  signed.  The  books  were  very  imperfect ;  I  en- 
deavoured to  ascertain  the  amount  of  her  purchases. 

6595.  Did  you  inquire  how  Mr.  Goddard  came  to 
send  her  to  you  ? — ^No ;  I  did  not.  I  knew  Mr.  God- 
dard for  a  great  many  years.  I  remember  on  one 
occasion  afterwards,  I  think,  he  said  he  knew  some- 
thing of  her  family  or  something  of  that  kind  ;  would 
I  protect  her  interests  ? 

6596.  Did  not  you  communicate  with  her  at  all  as 
to  the  form  of  claim  ? — No ;  I  am  very  conversant 
with  how  to  prepare  claims. 

6597.  No  doubt;  but  did  not  you  discuss  the 
matter  with  Mr.  Goddard  ? — No,  not  at  all.  I  pre- 
pared the  claim.  I  had  a  great  deal  of  discussion  with 
the  lady.  She  wanted  me  to  take  her  house  au  a  very 
high  rate. 

6598.  Mr.  Goddard  did  communicate  with  you  and 
urge  your  sending  in  the  claim  quickly  ? — I  think  he 
did.  It  was  delayed  a  very  long  time,  I  admit,  but  I 
was  not  prepared  to  send  it  in,  and  at  last  I  was 
obliged  to  base  the  trade  claim  upon  her  expenditure. 
I  8ft id  what  do  you  spend.  She  said  she  lived  out 
of  her  business,  and  I  got  from  her  what  she  spent. 

6599.  She  got  a  very  satisfactory  settlement,  did 
she  not  ? — I  think  it  was  about  what  I  considered  I 
should  get  at  starting  from  what  she  then  told  me. 

6600.  Who  would  have  to  deal  with  it  on  behalf  ot 
the  Board  ? — Mr.  Goddard.     I  met  Mr.  Goddard  upon 
it.     I  met  him  on  one  occasion  after  1  received  an  \ 
oifer  from  the  Board ;  near  the  end  of  the  matter  1 
received  an  offer  of  3,190/. 

6601.  You  negotiated  it,  in  short,  with  Mr.  God- 
dard ? — I  did.  I  did  not  consider  the  3, 190/.  sufficient, 
and  I  knew  it  would  not  satisfy  my  client  because  she 
expected  a  great  deal  more. 

6602.  You  negotiated  it  with  Mr.  Goddard.  You 
knew  that  Mr.  Goddard  was  not  only  interested  in 
the  lady,  but  had  introduced  her  to  you,  and  was 
writing  to  you  urging  you  to  send  the  claim  in  ? — It 
had  been  a  long  time  in  my  hands,  but  on  that  occa- 
sion he  said,  "  I  wish  you  would  write."  I  urged  that 
I  ought  to  have  more  money  for  the  lady,  and  he  said 
"you  write  me  a  letter  which  I  will 'put  before  the 
Board  '* ;  and  I  wrote  a  letter  accordingly. 

Dd  3 


Mr.  R.  Had, 
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6603.  Wore  you  paid  by  the  lady? — No,  by  thi! 
Board  only.  Tbe  Board  pay  the  fees  always.  I  had 
no  other  fees. 

6604.  Who  settles  the  amount,  Mr.  Goddard? — 
The  amount  of  the  fee  ?     It  is  a  scale  charge. 

6605.  On  the  amount  of  the  settlement  ? — On  the 
lunount  of  the  settlement.  The  Board's  accountant  sent 
to  me  for  a  meeting  about  the  accounts,  and  I  was  care 
f ul  to  write  them  as  to  how  I  arrived  at  my  valuation, 
so  that  there  should  be  no  question  about  it.  I  wrote  on 
the  8th  -November.  On  the  7th  November  there  was 
a  letter  from  the  Board's  accountant  proposing  to 
call  on  my  client  to  commence  the  investigation  of  her 
claim  for  trade,  requesting  me  to  communicate  with  her, 
and  for  her  to  have  all  the  books  and  papers  relating 
to  the  business  remly  for  his  inspection.  I  wrote  to 
him  at  once,  **My  client  has  not  kept  any  books 
^  beyond  a  takings  book,  and  that  seems  to  have  been 
"  kept  in  a  very  loose  and  irregular  manner.  The 
"  invoices  for  purchases  have  never  been  filed.  I 
'*  have  collected  as  many  as  could  be  found,  but  they 
"  are  so  imperfect  as  to  be  perfectly  unreliable  for  the 
'*  purpose  of  making  out  a  balance ;  and,  moreover,  I 
"  am  informed  that  many  cash  purchases  have  been 
**  made  of  which  there  is  no  record.  Under  these 
"  circumstances  I  endeavoured  to  inform  myself  of 
"  the  expense  at  which  Mrs.  Gillingwater  waa  living, 
**  and  her  circumstances  generally,  to  enable  me  to 
**  form  an  opinion  approximately  of  the  income  de- 
"  rived  from  her  business,  and  the  result  I  arrived  at 
"  is  that  it  cannot  well  be  less  than  500/.  a  year." 
That  was  the  amount  I  took  in  the  claim.  I  could 
get  no  evidence,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  except  that 
of  her  expenditure.  She  told  me  she  lived  out  of 
her  business.  Certainly,  from  the  way  the  lady 
dressed  and  lived  in  Islington  she  could  not  have 
been  spending  less  than  500/.  a  year.  At  any  rate,  I 
stated  al  once  upon  what  I  based  my  valuation. 

6606.  Did  you  express  a  fear  that  Mrs.  Gilling- 
water would  in  her  unreservedness  injure  her  cause 
and  advise  her  to  know  nothing  but  to  refer  all  to 
you? — I  wrote  her  a  letter.  I  do  not  think  those 
were  the  words  I  used,  but  I  can  read  the  letter,  if 
vou  please.  1  was  afraid  she  might  get  inti7  com- 
munication with  the  Board's  officials.  I  begran  to 
find  the  lady  was  very  odd  in  her  manner.  When  I 
send  in  a  claim  I  wish  to  deal  with  the  matter 
entirely  and  not  to  be  meddled  with,  and  I  have  the 
letter,  which  I  shall  ha\o  much  pleasure  in  reading, 
wh'Vh  I  wrote  on  that  occasion.  When  I  am  manag- 
ing a  business  I  do  not  lika  to  be  interfered  with.  I 
take  the  blame  or  the  credit,  whichever  it  may  happen 
to  be.  This  is  the  letter,  dated  the  20th  October  : — 
**  Dear  Madam. — I  duly  received  your  letter  of  the 
"  16th  instant,  and  I  have  now  the  pleasure  to  enclose 
"  form  of  claim  in  duplicate,  which  please  sign  as 
*•  pencilled  and  return  both  copies  to  me  as  early  as 
"  possible.  Should  you  receive  any  letters  from  the 
"  ofiicers  of  the  Board,  please  do  not  reply,  but 
**  forward  them  to  me;  also,  should  they  call  upon 
"  you,  make  no  communication  except  to  refer  them 
"  to  me."  That  I  wrote,  as  I  did  not  wish  to  be 
meddled  with  in  the  matter. 

G607.  I  think  there  is  something  beyond  that.  Did 
you  advise  her  to  state  that  she  lived  entirely  out  of 
the  revenue  of  the  business,  and  spent  about  500/.  a 
year  ? — No.     This  is  the  press  copy  of  the  letter. 

6608.  There  may  have  been  communications  besides 
by  letter  ? — No. 

6609.  Did  you  tell  Mr.  Goddard  that  you  had  done 
so  ?— No. 

6610.  Are  you  sure  you  had  no  communication  with 
Mr.  Goddard  on  the  subject  ? — Not  any.  My  o>vn 
impression  towards  the  later  part  of  the  case  was 
that  Mrs.  Gillingwater  was  in  communication  with 
Mr.  Goddard,  and  I  was  very  careful  to  write  eveiy- 
thing.  That  is  one  of  the  reasons  why  I  wrote  to  the 
Board's  accountant  about  Mrs.  Gil  ling  water's  books. 

6611.  You  did  not  know,  I  suppose,  that  the  first 
letter  that  was  sent  in  about  the  claim  was  drafted 
for  her  by  Mr.  Goddard  ? — No,  I  did  not. 


6612.  On  nth  July  1884?— No,  T  knew  nothing  of 
that. 

6G13.  She  writes:  «  F.  W.  Goddard,  Esq.  Sir,— 
**  I  am  advised  to  place  myself  in  communication  with 
"  you  with  reference  to  my  leasehold  interest  in 
"  Upper  Street,  Islington  I  hold  three  shops  and 
*•  premises  under  Benham's  Trees.  One  of  the  shops 
•*  ic  my  own  occupation  as  a  perfumery  and  hair- 
**  dresser's  establishment ;  that  in  Barnsbury  Street  is 
"  in  the  occupation  of  a  greengrocer,  but  No.  167, 
"  formerly  the  Devon  and  County  Dairy  Co.,  is  now 
'*  vacant.  I  have  several  applications  to  take  a  lease, 
"  but  before  I  enter  into  any  engagement  and  create 
"  fresh  interests  to  be  purchased  by  the  Board,  I  have 
"  been  recommended  to  ask  you  whether  the  Board 
"  would  not  be  willing  to  serve  rae  with  notice  to 
**  treat  and  deal  with  me  at  once.  I  may  add  that 
"  being  a  widow  I  am  not  so  well  able  to  manage 
"  business  matters  as  my  more  fortunate  neigh- 
"  hours  "  ? — I  never  heard  about  it.  The  first  com- 
munication was  that  which  I  read  to  your  Lordship. 

6614.  Did  you  know  that  Mr.  Goddard  had  written 
to  her  on  the  10th  July  1884,  the  day  before  that : 
"  Dear  Madam, — I  have  thought  it  better  to  sketch 
"  out  the  letter  you  should  send  to  me.  Please  copy 
**  it,  and  send  to  me  before  Saturday  next "  ? — No. 

6615.  That  letter  enclosing  a  copy  of  the  documeiit 
which  I  have  just  read.^ — No. 

6616.  The  following  letter  has  been  received  from 
Mrs.  Gillingwater,  the  lessee  of  the  above  houses. 
Then  it  sets  out  that  letter : — ^*'  It  seems  very  desiral)Io 
"  to  prevent  the  creation  of  new  interefits,  and  the 
"  Committee  will  perhaps  wish  to  instruct  the  solicitor 
"  to  serve  notice  to  treat  for  Mrs.  Gillingwater  s 
**  interest.  (Signed)  George  Vulliajit."  Whose 
handwriting  is  that  ? 

(Mr,  Meadows  White,)  It  is  the  writing  of  the 
clerk,  initialled  by  Goddard.  Every  document  from 
that  department  would  have  Mr.  Goddard's  initials 
upon  it. 

{Chairman.)  It  is  July  14th,  1884.  Where  does 
this  letter  come  from  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  They  all  come  the  files  of 
Jhe  Boanl.  It  would  be  in  the  architect's  case  of 
papers  relating  to  the  case.  There  is  the  original 
letter  with  the  stamp  of  the  office  on  it  {handing 
same  to  his  Lordship),  I  suppose  it  was  placed  by 
the  clerk  on  the  file. 

6617.  {Chairman.)  Is  that  your  letter  saying  that 
the  offer  is  not  high  enough,  which  is  addressed  to  Mr. 
Goddard? — Yes.  That  was  after  an  interview.  1 
had  a  letter  from  the  Board's  surveyor,  dated  1st 
December,  saying  he  was  instructed  to  offer  the  sum 
of  3,190/.  without  prejudice.  I  knew  from  what  Mrs. 
Gillingwater  had  repeatedly  said  that  it  would  be  un- 
satisfactory to  her,  and  1  adopted  a  course  of  action 
that  I  invariably  adopt.  If  an  offer  is  made  which  I 
know  is  not  satisfactory,  my  practice  is  to  call  upon 
the  surveyor  of  the  Board  or  of  the  railway  company 
to  discuss  the  matter  with  a  view  to  getting  an  im- 
proved offer  that  I  may  be  in  a  better  position  to 
advise  my  client  whether  she  should  contest  the  case 
or  what  she  should  do.  I  adopted  that  course  on 
this  occasion.  I  called  on  Goddard  and  discussed 
figures  with  him,  which  ended  in  his  saying,  "  Well, 
you  had  better  write  a  letter  that  I  can  place  before 
"  the  Board,"  and  I  accoixlingly  did  so.  You  have 
the  letter  before  you,  I  suppose. 

6618.  What  was  it  finally  settled  at?— I  should 
like  to  call  your  attention  to  something  that  very  much 
stmck  me,  and  which  I  did  not  feel  very  comfortable 
about.  When  I  read  a  letter  ftt)m  Mrs.  Gillingwater 
dated  **  Friday,"  which  I  shall  produce,  I  felt,  as  the 
phrase  is,  a  sort  of  cold  perspiration.  This  was  the 
concluding  part  of  the  business,  and  if  I  had  had  some- 
thing of  the  sort  sooner,  so  that  I  could  really  have 
been  in  a  position  to  have  thrown  my  client  overboard, 
I  think  I  should  have  done  it.  I  wrote  to  Mr.  God- 
dard the  letter  you  have  pleading  the  lady's  case,  and 
when  I  was  with  him  I  rather  chaffed  him.  I  said  I 
should  put  the  widow  in  the  box,  and  get  the  sym- 
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pathy  of  the  jury  and  so  on,  which  I  think  your  Lord- 
ship will  find  repeated  in  the  letter.  At  the  same 
time,  because  I  wished  to  be  in  a  position  to  deal  with 
the  cavse  (for  she  would  have  to  go  to  trial  or  take  the 
money,  and  it  must  be  immediately  settled),  I  wrote  on 
the  same  day  to  Mrs.  Gillingwater :  "  I  am  in  receipt  of 
**  offer  of  3,190/.  in  settlement  of  your  claim.  You  may 
**  perhaps  remember  the  amount  claimed  is  4,812/.  9^. 
^  Will  you  kindly  give  the  matter  your  consideration, 
**  and  give  me  a  call  at  your  early  convenience  ? 
**  I  shall  be  at  home  to-morrow  until  12  o'clock, 
**  and  on  Saturday  from  1  to  2."  The  next  com- 
munication I  received  from  her  was  the  letter  dated 
"  Friday,"  and  which  I  confi^s  was  not  altogether  what  I 
expected : "  Friday.  I  have  seen  Mr.  Goddard,  and  think 
"  it  better  to  wait  until  Monday  before  goinj^  into  the 
"  claim  again."  So,  in  spite  of  all  my  warnings  to 
come  direct  to  me,  she  evidently  had  run  to  Mr. 
Goddard  to  know  whether  I  was  giviug  her  whole- 
some »dvice  or  not.  I  never  saw  her  from  that 
time  to  this;  but  on  1 5th  December  I  got  a  letter 
from  Mi\  Goddard:  **I  am  instructed  to  accede 
"  to  your  terms,  and  to  consider  this  case  is  settled 
**  at  3,600/. ;  your  fee  is  42/.,  solicitor's  preliminary 
"  fee  five  guineas;  contract  in  due  course."  That 
ended  the  matter.  I  had  some  slight  suspicion  that  I 
was  not  being  straightforwardly  dealt  with  before,  but 
not  sufficient  to  say  in  'the  middle  of  a  case  that  I 
would  go  no  further  with  it ;  but  this  letter  did  very 
much  astound  me.  That  ended  the  correspondence 
as  to  the  amount  of  the  claim.  I  never  saw  her  again 
from  that  date  to  the  present. 

6619.  You  have  told  us  that  you  have  acted  for  the 
Board  in  compensation  cases.  Have  you  made  any 
payment  to  Mr.  Goddard  ? — I  have.  1  think  I  shall 
save  you  time,  and  that  of  the  Court,  if  I  read  a 
paragraph  from  a  letter  which  I  wrote  to  the  Metro- 
politan Board  of  Works  in  answer  to  a  letter  they  sent 
me  a  few  days  ago:  "I  was  first  employed  by  the 
*'  Metropolitan  Board  in  1866,  without  m  any  way 
"  seeking  such  employment.  In  1870  Mr.  Groddard 
"  intimated  that  he  would  expect  that  I  should  pay 
"  him  something  out  of  any  fees  I  received  from  the 
*'  Board  in  respect  ^f  the  business  on  which  I  have 
"  been  employed,  which,  as  you  know,  consists  of  sales 
"  by  public  auction,  and  compensation  cases,  in  both 
"  of  which  the  scale  of  fees  is  fixed  by  the  Board.  I 
"  was  very  averse  to  make  any  payment  to  him,  as  it 
"  is  not  my  practice  to  share  commission  with  solici- 
"  tors  or  others  introducing  business  (although  I 
"  believe  it  is  commonly  done),  and  I  have  conse- 
"  quently  lost  very  large  amounts  of  business.  Fear- 
"  ing,  however,  that  Mr.  Goddard  might  have 
"  opportunities  (as  he  intimated)  of  diverting  busi- 
'*  ness  which  would  otherwise  come  to  me  from  the 
*'  Board  as  heretofore,  I  submitted,  and  have  paid 
**  various  sums  of  money  from  time  to  time  to  Mr. 
"  Goddard  out  of  my  commission,  after  receiving 
"  cheques  from  the  Board,  which  payments  I  find 
"  have  not  exceeded  16  per  cent,  of  my  commission." 

6620.  Did  you  pay  him  any  fixed  sum  ? — No,  but 
I  kept  a  watch  on  it  as  well  as  I  could,  that  I  was 
not  getting  too  extravagant. 

6621.  Did  you  make  the  payments  in  irregular 
suras  then  ? — There  is  a  minute  by  the  Board  when- 
ever I  got  a  cheque.  It  is  on  the  minutes  and  he 
sees  it,  and  very  soon  after  I  would  have  an  intimation. 
Sometimes  he  would  borrow  money.  He  would  be 
in  advance,  if  I  may  say  so.  I  really  kept  a  watch 
upon  it.  There  was  no  contract  absolutely  of  any 
kind. 

6622.  If  the  money  did  not  come  you  got  an  inti- 
mation ? — Yes. 

6623.  (Mr.  GrenfeU.)  It  amounted  to  a  sixth,  do 
you  say  ? — ^Between  a  sixth  and  a  seventh.  I  should 
say  about  15  per  cent,  as  near  as  possible.  It  is  under 
15. 

6624.  {Chairman.)  Can  you  tell  us  what  the 
amount  was  ? — I  can.  I  have  searched  bacK  for  the 
whole  20  years,  and  the  whole  amount  in  20  years  is 
1,643/. 


6625.  Is  that  spread  all  over  the  time  ? — All  over 
the  time. 

6626.  It  began  as  far  back  as  that  ? — Yes.  I  have 
bearched  my  books  for  20  years. 

6627.  1870  is  the  first  date  ?— I  think  I  said  in  1870 
was  the  first  intimation.     Yes,  in  1870. 

6628.  There  was  very  little  in  the  earlier  years,  I 
see  ? — In  the  later  years  I  had  some  successful  sales 
where  I  had  a  good  commission.  I  do  not  know 
that  he  was  entitled,  because  he  had  no  control  over 
any  of  the  sales,  but  still  I  submitted. 

6629.  I  see  that  down  to  1879  it  only  amounted 
altogether  to  170/.,  and  therefore  the  bulk  of  it  has 
been  since  that  date  ? — You  have  all  the  amounts* 
there. 

6630.  On  the  7th  April  of  this  year,  145/.  ?— He 
came  to  me  very  pressingly  and  sent  his  son  to  mc 
very  pressingly.  I  account  for  it  by  what  I  have 
seen  in  the  papers  since,  that  he  was  at  that  time  very 
much  in  want  of  money. 

6631.  The  largest  seems  to  be  in  1883,  when  it 
was  354/.  in  the  course  of  the  year  ? — I  think  I  had 
some  successful  sales,  and  my  commissions  were 
larger. 

6632.  Were  those  all  commissions  that  you  received 
on  sales  by  auction  or  compensation  ? — On  sales  by 
auction  and  compensation  cases.  All  the  fees  are 
fixed  by  the  Board.  The  Board  is  no  loser.  There 
is  a  scale  of  fees  fixed,  and  the  commission  is  fixed. 

6633.  Some  of  them  are  in  compensation  cases  ? — 
Yes. 

6634.  In  the  case  of  compensation  cases  the  scale 
is  fixed  on  the  amount  of  the  award  or  settlement  ? — 
On  the  award  of  the  property  I  was  paid  on  the  pro- 
perty settlement,  not  on  the  trade  settlement. 

6635.  Supposing  the  settlement  was  a  high  one, 
your  fees,  of  course,  would  be  larger? — My  settle- 
ments were  generally  court  settlements  when  I  acted 
for  the  Board. 

6636.  Were  they  always  court  settlements  ?  Were 
they  never  settled  without  going  to  the  jury  or  arbi- 
trator?— When  I  acted  for  the  Board  they  went 
to  arbitration  as  well  as  to  trial. 

6637.  They  never  were  settled  without  going  to 
the  arbitrator  or  the  jury  ? — Sometimes  the  solicitor 
would  think  it  well  to  settle,  but  I  had  nothing  to  do 
with  that. 

6638.  I  suppose  Mr.  Goddard  would  be  the  person 
who  would  say  whether  the  Boai'd  would  iski-.  the 
money  or  not  ? — When  a  surveyor  is  once  called  in 
there  would  perhaps  be  a  consultation,  and  the  solici- 
tor would  decide  it. 

6639.  Mr.  Goddard  would  be  at  those  consulta- 
tions?— Yea. 

6640.  He  was  the  person  who  on  behalf  of  the 
Board  was  supposed  to  be  advising  them  as  to  wh.it. 
ihey  ought  to  settle  at? — When  once  it  went  to 
arbitration  the  consultations  were  always  in  tho 
presence  of  the  soUcitor,  and  he  heard  what  took  place. 
I  was  always  under  the  impression  that  he  decided. 

6641.  I  suppose  Mr.  Goddai*d  did  not  hold  his 
tongue  ? — No. 

6642.  He  would  advise  whether  they  should 
settle  or  fight  ? — Undoubtedly.  He  would  give  his 
opinion. 

6643.  What  is  that  in  April  this  year;  was  it  a 
sale  by  auction  ? — That  was  a  sale  by  auction  last 
year,  the  latter  end  of  the  year. 

6644.  Mr.  Goddard,  you  say,  intimated  that  he 
would  have  the  means  of  diverting  business  if  you 
did  not  pay  him  something  ? — That  was  the  intima- 
tion ;  if  you  remember  ihat  the  members  of  the 
Board  are  continually  changing  you  will  see  ihat  the 
permanent  officials  do  have  great  control.  So  far  as 
the  sales  go  the  instructions  always  came  from 
another  department.  I  do  not  think  he  had  the 
slightest  control  over  those,  as  far  as  I  know,  although 
he  claimed  the  right. 

6645.  You  have  told  us  you  acted  lor  the  claimftuts 
too  r-^Frequently. 

Bd  4 


Thirteenth 
Day. 

26  June  18&S. 
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6646.  Did  you  ever  make  any  payment  in  relation 
to  these  matters  ?— Not  the  slightest.  1  have  known 
Goddard  a  great  many  years  and  I  do  not  want  to 
sound  his  praises,  but  as  far  as  my  experience  of 
him  goes,  the  only  wrong  act  he  did  was  to 
induce  me  to  do  that  which  I  have  not  done  in 
any  other  single  case.  When  I  have  met  him  upon 
cases  I  always  found  I  had  all  1  could  do  to  get 
a  fair  price  for  my  clients,  I  will  say  that  for 
Gdldard.  He  never  offered  me  anything.  If  I  may 
say  so,  I  have  sustained  an  unblemished  reputation 
for  50  years,  and  I  can  produce  thousands  of  people 
who  will  uphold  my  conduct,  and  not  one  man  will 
say  a  word  against  me  except  in  this  confounded 
business  which  I  was  dragged  into  some  time  ago. 
There  are  not  many  auctioneers  can  stand  as  I  do 
here,  and  say  **  I  do  not  allow  a  solicitor  anything." 
How  many  are  there  who  can  say  that  ?  I  say  I  do 
not,  and  many  of  them  know  it.  My  business  would 
be  three  times  as  much  as  it  is  if  I  were  to  do  so. 
The  commission  is  rncontrolled  there  to  a  great 
extent,  but  in  the  matter  of  the  Board  if  anybody 
was  robbed  it  was  myself  and  not  the  Boai*d.  The 
fee  was  fixed.     The  Board  sustained  no  loss. 

6647.  Does  it  not  occur  to  you  that  if  the  person 
whose  business  it  is  to  prouict  the  Board  in  the 
settlement  oC  claims  has  an  interest  in  the  settlement 
being  a  high  one  l^ecause  he  is  likely  to  get  a  larger 
gift  from  the  person  who  gets  the  larger  commission 
that  the  Board  may  possibly  be  prejudiced  in  their 
interests  ? — But  the  scale  is  so  low  it  would  require 
a  very  large  amount.  I  can  give  you  the  difference 
between  a  thousand  or  two.  The  scale  is  so  low  that 
it  would  reqii're  a  very  large  amount  to  make  it 
worth  a  man's  while. 

6648.  That  may  be.  The  smaller  the  scale  is  in 
proportion  the  larger  the  sum  a  man  has  to  be  willing 
to  take  in  order  to  make  a  good  thing  for  himself  ? — 
He  would  have  to  increase  it  U>  such  an  amount  that 
he  would  very  soon  explode  the  whole  affair. 

6649.  That  never  occurred  to  yoa  ? — No.  If  you 
consult  any  of  the  officers  of  the  Board  they  will  let 
you  know  that  any  inducement  in  that  way  was  in- 
sufficient. 

6650.  It  all  depends  on  how  much  a  man  cares 
about  making  money,  5/.  extr^.  may  be  a  consideration. 
People  would  rather  have  it  vhan  noi  if  they  can  get 
it  for  nothing? — I  will  not  say  for  liow  small  an 
amount  a  man  will  do  a  dishonest  thing. 

6661.  I  am  not  supposing  now  that  the  roan  pur- 
posely runs  up  the  price,  but  there  is  suc'i  a  thing  as 
being  vigilant  of  peoples  interests  wh'.ch  you  are  sup- 
posed to  protect,  and  not  being  6p3c*»lly  vigilant^  and 
if  you  have  a  pecuniary  motive  i  i  being  rather  lax 
instead  of  vigilant,  is  not  that  rather  against  the  interest 
of  your  employer  ? — It  would  be  so.  In  the  cases  of 
settlement  I  had  I  found  no  favour ;  I  never  received 
anything  nor  offered  anything  in  my  life. 

6652.  You  do  not  mean  to  say  that  in  no  case  did 
he  get  more  than  15  per  cent,  of  the  commission  ? — 
No,  in  no  case  did  he  get  more  ;  I  kept  it  down.  If 
necessary,  I  shall  be  able  to  furnish  you  with  chapter 
and  verse  for  every  one  of  those. 

6653.  Take  the  last  one.  Was  your  fee  1,000/.  on 
that  sale  ? — It  was  somewhere  about  that.  It  was 
a  very  large  sale  indeed  in  Shaftesbury  Avenue.  It 
was  very  successful,  and  it  was  nearly  the  whole  of 
the  property. 

6654.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  Is  it  your  impression  that 
Goddard  fought  for  the  interests  of  the  Board  ? — I 
always  found  that  he  did  so. 

6655.  {Chairman.)  In  Mrs.  Gill ing water's  case? — 
I  suspected  nothing  until  the  end  of  it,  and  then  I 
did  not  believe  I  got  more  than  the  lady  was  entitled 
to.  When  I  first  looked  over  it  I  led  her  to  expect  I 
should  get  some  such  sum. 

6656.  The  materials  for  supporting  her  claim  were 
very  imperfect,  were  they  not? — For  the  trade 
claim? 

6657.  Yes  ? — I  could  not  be  more  open  about  that, 
I  was  at  that  time  getting  a  little  suspicious,  and  that 


is  why  I  wrote  that  letter.  .  I  would  take  no  req)onsi- 
bility  for  the  trade  claim.  It  was  for  the  Board  to 
deal  with  it  as  they  liked. 

6658.  You  say  that,  except  to  Mrs.  Gillingwater, 
Mr.  Goddard  did  not  introduce  you  to  any  claimant? 
— Not  in  a  single  case. 

6659.  Did  you  frequently  act  for  claimants  in  the 
case  of  the  Board's  improvements  ? — Oh,  yes. 

6660.  Have  you  any  reason  to  suppose  that  in  any 
case  in  which  you  have  acted  any  member  of  the 
Board  was  interested  ? — Not  that  I  know  of. 

6661.  You  have  had  no  reason  to  suppose  that  ? — 
Not  any. 

6662.  Of  course  you  Ijave  not  acted  for  any  of 
them  ? — No. 

6663.  I  am  not  speaking  of  your  actually  acting  for 
them,  but ? — I  have  had  no  suspicion.  I  cer- 
tainly had  a  suspicion  that  my  character  and  my 
reputation  were  being  traded  upon  as  to  Mrs.  Gilling<- 
water.  It  is  a  most  unfortunate  business.  It  is 
rather  a  hard  thing  for  a  man  tx)  blow  his  own  trumpet, 
but  I  have  been  fifty  years  in  business  and  never  had 
the  slightest  aspersion  on  my  reputation  in  any  way. 

6664.  {Mr.  Winch.)  About  Mrs.  Gillingwater; 
she  was  the  lady  who  afterwards  brought  an  action 
against  Mr.  Goddard  ? — She  was.  Thai  is  rather  a 
confirmation  of  my  view. 

6665.  At  the  time  you  did  not  know  anything  of  it  ? 
— Not  the  slightest. 

6666.  Did  not  you  find  he  was  visiting  the  lady  ? — 
I  had  not  the  slightest  notion.  He  was  not  visiting  her 
then  so  far  as  I  know.  She  called  on  him  at  the 
end  of  the  case.  I  did  not  know  he  had  any  sneaking 
kindness  for  the  widow — not  the  least  in  the  world. 

6667.  As  I  understand,  she  dressed  up  to  500/.  a 
year,  and  you  valued  her  accordingly. 

{Chairman,)  I  did  not  know  that  it  was  in  evidence 
that  there  was  any  particularly  friendly  relations  at 
the  commencement  of  this  matter. 

{Mr,  Winch.)  It  is  1884,  the  early  part  of  1884. 
I  was  in  court  when  the  action  was  going  on. 

{Chairman.)  I  think  you  will  find,  if  you  inquire 
into  it,  that  it  was  subsequent  to  the  commencement 
of  being  sent  to  Mr.  Eeid  that  there  was  any  friendli- 
ness between  them.  1  think  it  grew  out  of  the  com- 
pensation case. 

6668.  {Mr,  Meadows  White.)  Your  Lordship  saw 
among  these  documents  that  this  was  referred  to  the 
liccountant  of  the  Board,  who  made  a  report  on  the 
trade.  Mr.  Goddard  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  trade 
claims  ? — Nothing ;  I  was  applied  to  in  the  usual  way 
by  the  accountant. 

6669.  Did  you  meet  the  accountant  on  the  matter  ? 
— I  did  not.  If  there  had  been  any  question  to  discuss 
I  should  have  done  so.  I  had  had  the  matter  in 
hand  two  or  three  months. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  There  a  the  report  from 
the  accountant  and  solicitor  on  the  case  {handing  in 
same). 

6670.  The  more  important  mAtter  in  the  claim  was 
the  value  of  the  beneficial  interests  in  the  lease  ? — 
That  was  the  more  important  matter. 

6671.  And  I  see  in  the  claim  you  claim  something 
like  1,500/.  for  the  trade?— Yes  ;  I  treated  it  as 
annihilation,  three  years.  Of  course  I  did  not  expect 
to  cret  it. 

6672.  In  the  settlement  you  got  640/.  for  the  trade. 
Your  claim  was,  besides  fixtures  and  furniture,  loss  of 
rent  and  value  of  stock  ?— I  do  not  know  how  the 
Board  made  up  the  items. 

6673.  As  to  your  claim  made  for  leasehold  interest, 
do  you  consider  that  is  a  fair  and  reasonable  claim  ? — 
It  was  too  high,  and  I  did  not  get  it. 

6674.  What  did  you  get  ? — You  will  have  the  items. 
I  considered  the  premises  worth  200/.  a  year.  Mrs. 
Gillingwater  would  have  it  they  were  worth  250/.  a 
year,  and  she  insisted  on  it,  and  you  must  do  as  your 
clients  wish,  and  so  I  put  it  in  the  claim.  I  should 
say  it  was  settled  at  about  200/.  a  year,  but  I  do  not 
know  how  the  Board  made  it  up. 
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667^.  That  is  a  memorandum  for  the  settlement 
found  in  the  usual  place  (handing  in  same).  It  is  a 
t^opy  of  the  valuation,  that  is,  of  the  architect's  valua- 
tion, of  the  leasehold.  That  does  not  take  any  account 
of  the  trade  claim  at  alL  That  goes  to  the  accountant 
who  reports  on  the  matter.  In  your  experience  when 
•a  matter  of  the  Board  comes  into  the  court  or  into 
the  arbitration  room  the  settlements  are  very  rare 
indeed? — They  are  very  rare.  In  fact  the  solicitor 
•doos  not  employ  tlie  surveyors  until  he  thinks  there 
may  be  a  contest,  as  far  as  I  understand. 

6676.  You  are  retained  when  a  contest  is  threatened  ? 
— When  a  contest  is  threatened. 

6677.  Your  retainers  come,  I  think,  through  the 
solicitor's  department? — Through  Mr.  Vulliamy,  now 
Mr.  Blashill.  I  think  they  come  through  the  superin- 
tending architect. 

6678.  Have  you  got  any  of  your  i-etainers  with 
you  ?  Mr.  Driver  told  us  that  oil  his  came  i'rom  the 
solicitor's  department? — I  fancy  the  letters  were 
generally  from  the  superintending  architect,  but  I  am 
not  sure. 

6679.  I  wish  you  would  search,  because  it  is 
<jontrary  to  my  instructions  ? — Oh !  in  cases  that  are 
fought  I  always  have  a  letter  from  the  solicitor,  with 
an  appointment  to  meet  in  the  solicitor's  room. 

6680.  And  the  discussion  as  to  the  business  is  held 
in  the  solicitoi^'s  room  ? — In  the  solicitor's  room. 

6681.  The  solicitor  being  present  ?— Yes;  the 
appointment  is  always  in  the  solicitor's  room,  the 
discussion  takes  place  there. 

6682.  Have  yon  ever  given  any  credit  or  present 
to  any  of  the  other  officers  of  the  Board  other  than 
Mr.  Goddard  ? — ^Not  another  soul,  hut  Mr.  Goddard. 

6683.  And  a  fortiori  to  any  member  of  the  Board? 
— Certainly  not ;  I  never  have  asked  any  member  of 
the  Board  to  give  me  business.  I  never  solicited 
business  in  my  life.  I  do  not  solicit  business.  Perhaps 
I  am  too  independent. 

6684.  I  believe  you  have  sold,  by  auction,  land 
quite  dose  to  the  Piccadilly  Circus,  where  the 
Pavilion  site  is,  Hendrie's  perfumery,  across  the  street, 
and  you,  I  believe,  can  give  information  as  to  that. 
Did  you  sell  Mr.  Hendrio's  site  by  auction  ? — Yes. 

6685.  When  was  that,  alter  the  building  of  the 
Pavilion  ? — Oh,  yes.  The  building  was  erected  and 
the  road  formed. 

6686.  And  the  full  advantage  of  the  street  was 
tHere  ?— Yes. 

6687.  There  was  a  large  proportion  of  frontage  in 
proportion  to  back  land  ? — ^Yes.  I  have  not  the 
figures  with  me. 

66S8.  Can  you  remember  at  all  at  wliat  price  per 
foot  it  monied  out  ? — ^There  were  three  plots  together, 
which  fronted  the  Pavilion,  and  they  averaged 
5*.  10-7rf.  per  foot,  area  10,310  feet. 

6689.  With  a  considerable  proportion  of  frontage  ? 
—Yes. 

6690.  That  wns  a  sale  by  auction  after  the  Pavilion 
was  erected  ? — It  was  only  the  other  day ;  very  re- 
cently. It  was  the  last  sale,  I  think,  that  was  held  in 
the  Avenue. 

6691.  Do  you  remember  at  all  having  any  personal 
interview  with  Mr.  Vulliamy  as  to  the  Pavilion  site  ? 
— A  long  time  ago,  I  do. 

6692.  It  has  been  stated  in  a  letter  which  was  read 
here  that  you  had  expressed  an  opinion  or  been  con- 
sulted in  some  way  about  the  Pavilion  site  ?— No, 
except  in  this  way.  Sometime  ago,  while  the  old 
Pavilion  was  in  existence,  I  was  in  Mr.  VuUiamy's 
room  on  some  matter  of  business,  and  he  did  then  as 
he  had  often  done  before ;  he  took  a  plan  down,  and 
he  said,  '*  Beid,  what  do  you  think  of  this  site  ?"  I 
looked  at  it ;  there  was  a  large  plot  of  land  which,  if 
I  remember  right,  was  to  be  built  upon  in  front  of  the 
present  Pavilion.  **Well,"  I  said,  *' what  are  you 
^*  going  to  do  ?"    "  Oh,"  he  said,  "  they  are  going  to 


*'  have  a  music  hall  there."  I  said,  "  What  a  pity,  to 
*'  be  sure,  on  a  mRgniticent  site  like  that  to  have  a 
«  music  hall."  'MVell,"  he  said,  «I  cannot  help 
**  that,  the  Board  has  decided  that.  They  are 
"  loolung  to  the  money,  I  suppose;"  and  they 
"  can  get  15,00(7.  premium  and  5#.  a  foot,  with  an 
«  outlay  of  30,000/.  or  40,000/.  on  that  site."  '*  Well 
**  then,"  I  said,  "  all  I  can  say  is,  that  it  is  a  very 
'*  good  thing  lor  the  Board."  He  said,  "  You  think 
so  ?"  I  said,  <<  Yes."  I  did  not  consider  I  was  giving 
a  professional  opinion ;  it  was  a  matter  of  conversation. 
I  have  made  no  note  of  it.  I  often  had  a  similar 
conversation  in  Mr.  VuUiamy's  room. 

6693.  (Mr.  Winch.)  This  is  the  letter  referred  to. 
It  is  set  out  in  question  3921,  "Dear  Mr.  Villiers,— 
"  With  regai-d  to  R.  he  tells  me  he  has  packed  up,  and 
**  is  ready  to  start  at  once  with  the  honorarium  in 
"  black  mail  of  1,000/.  extorted  from  me.  Both  Reid 
'*  and  Driver  will  support  the  price  paid,  so  far  so 
**  good."  Do  I  understand  that  you  have  not  given 
any  opinion  ? — ^No  professional  opinion. 

6694.  This  letter  is  written  by  Robertson  on  the 
1st  of  March  in  this  yeai'? — I  remember  Goddard 
callinp:  on  me  and  wanting  to  know  if  I  ever  did  give 
an  opinion,  I  said  "  No,  1  gave  none,"  but  I  do  re- 
collect, whether  before  or  after  the  site  was  let,  I  am 
not  sure,  having  a  conversation  iji  Mr.  VuUiamy's 
room. 

6695.  Did  Goddard  call  upon  yoj  this  year? — It 
must  have  been  this  year. 

6696.  On  the  Ist  of  March,  he  writes,  "  Both  Reid 
"and  Driver  will  support  the  price  paid"? — It  was 
not  long  ago  when  he  called. 

6697.  Would  it  have  been  just  before  this  letter  ? — 
It  might  have  been.  I  told  him  then  what  I  have 
told  you  now. 

6698.  You  went  into  it  no  more  than  that  ? — ^Not 
at  all.  It  was  a  mere  gratuitous  opinion,  I  did 
not  know  it  would  ever  be  recorded.  I  am  not 
ashamed  of  it  now.  I  think  it  was  quite  right.  I  am 
still  of  the  same  opinion.  Before  I  leave,  may  I  state 
this :  This  is  a  public  court  and  a  good  deal  has 
been  said,  but  an  act  has  been  committed  by  the 
Board  which  I  should  like  to  go  forth.  I  wrote 
to  the  Board  in  answer  to  a  letter  they  sent  to 
me.  I  acted  straightforwardly.  I  have  at  th!s 
moment  advertised  two  plots,  the  only  two  plots  that 
were  not  sold  by  the  Board  in  Shailesbury  Avenue. 
They  are  advertised  at  this  moment  for  sale  by  me.  I 
received  an  intimation  to-day  that  that  sale  is  to 
be  taken  out  of  my  htmds  and  someone  else  is  to  con- 
duct it  as  if  I  was  not  worthy.  I  believe  it  is  so,  from 
a  letter  I  have  seen.  There  will  be  some  announce- 
ment, possibly,  to  the  effect  that  Mr.  Reid  is  not  to  be 
trusted  with  a  sale,  not  that  I  care  a  rap  about  the 
commission  on  the  sale,  but  I  am  to  be  stopped  in  mid 
career,  and  the  business  taken  out  of  my  hands  and 
another  man's  name  is  to  be  put  forwaixl.  It  is  a 
monstrous  thing  that  the  Board  should  stop  me  mid- 
way and  say  **you  are  not  fit  to  carry  on  your 
business." 

6699.  {^Chairman.)  That  is  a  matter  entirely, between 
you  and  the  Board,  with  which  the  Commission  have 
no  concern  ? — My  only  object  in  putting  it  before 
you  is  that  it  may  go  forth  to  the  public  that  the 
Board  has  behaved  in  a  very  arbitrary  and  cruel 
manner  by  withdrawing  business  in  mid  career  and 
employing  somebody  else  as  if  I  was  unworthy  to 
do  it. 

6700.  Do  you  know  what  the  corner  site  near 
Hendries  fetched  ? — It  was  8*.  2  •  8^.  per  foot,  but  that 
was  a  small  ar^  with  a  very  large  frontage.  It  was 
circular,  like  a  section  of  a  cheese  or  a  circle,  but 
there  are  10,310  feet  which  averaged  Ss.  10 '7^.  That 
would  be  a  fair  comparison.  The  Pavilion  site,  I 
think,  was  12,000  feet. 


Thirteenth 
Day. 

26  Jane  1888. 

Mr.  R.  Reid. 


The  witness  withdrew. 
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METBOPOLITAN   BOABD  OP  WORKS   INQUIRY  COMMISSION: 


Mr.  Matthew  Miles  sworn  and  examined. 


Thirteenth 
Day. 

96  June  1888. 

Mr.  M.  MUea. 


6701.  (Chairman.)  I  believe,  you  wish  to  make  a 
statement  ?— Yes.  I  was  lately  a  member  of  the  firm 
of  Walters,  Lov^,  and  Miles.  Sometime  in  the 
year  1879,  probably  November  20th,  as  I  have  since 
learnt,  Mr.  Goddard  called  on  Mr.  William  Lovgoy, 
the  then  senior  partner  of  the  firm,  and,  as  it  was 
subsequently  explained  to  me  by  Mr.  Lovejoy  himself, 
Groddard  made  an  urgent  request  for  a  loan,  and  that 
he,  the  late  Mr.  Lovcjjoy,  then  gave  Goddard  a  cheque 
for  100/.  on  his  private  account  at  the  London  and 
Westminster  on  bhink  paper,  for  which  Goddard  gave 
his  I.O.U.  This  I.O.U.  was  found  afterwai*ds,  after 
Mr.  Ix)vejoy's  death,  in  January  1880,  amongst  his 
papers.  Previously  to  his  death  Mr.  Lovejoy  had 
said  to  me  that  he  never  expected  Goddard  would 
repay  him  the  100/.,  and  the  amount  ought  to  be 
debited  in  the  business  disbursements.  To  this  I  had 
assented,  and  so  it  was  dealt  vdth  in  settling  tlie 
accounts  between  the  surviving  partners  and  the 
executor,  and  the  I.O.U.  was  thereupon  cancelled  or 
handed  to  Goddaid  early  in  1880.  I  have  brought 
an  account  of  the  business  transactions  we  have  had 
between  the  firm  and  the  Board.  The  business 
transactions  on  behalf  of  the  Board  had  been  increas- 
ing from  1873  to  1879,  and  for  that  period  the  amount 
was  1,825/.  9*.  The  amount  had  been  paid  by  the 
Board.  No  other  payment  had  been  made  to  anyone 
else  in  connexion  with  the  Board.  Subsequently  the 
surviving  members  of  the  firm  of  Walters,  Lovejoy, 
and  Miles,  Matthew  Miles  and  C.  W.  Lovejoy,  con- 
tinued  to  be  employed  by  the  Boai-d  from  1880  to 
1886.  An  intimation  was  made  by  Mr.  Goddard,  on 
April  the  22na,  1880,  that  the  late  Mr.  Lovejoy  had, 
prior  to  his  death,  probably  in  November  1879, 
assented  to  a  reduced  scale  of  commission,  namely, 
2  per  cent,  instead  of  2^  per  cent,  as  formerly  on 
auctions,  including  all  expenses.  I  did  not  know  this 
until  Goddard  told  me.  The  total  amount  of  fees 
received  from  the  Board  during  that  period  was 
1,264/.  105.  6d.  I  gave  Mr.  Goddarrd,  in  1882, 
August  14th,  a  cheque  for  90/.;  m  1883,  September 
5th,  90/. ;  and  in  1885,  July  24th,  88/. 

6702.  Willyou  tell  me  how  those  amounts  came  to 
be  given? — Will  you  allow  me  to  finish  my  state- 
ment? Since  then,  from  1886  to  1888,  I  have 
received  on  my  own  account  from  the  Board  for  pro- 
fessional services  rendered,  914/.  Ss.  I  gave  Goddard, 
on  March  the  6th  of  this  year,  a  cheque  for  100/. 
No  other  payment  has  ever  been  made  to  anyone  else 
connected  with  the  Board.  At  no  time  did  I  ever 
make  any  bargain,  promise,  or  any  offer  or  suggestion 
to  Goddard,  or  any  other  official  of  the  Board,  to 
divide  fees.  Goddard  used  to  come  to  my  office,  and 
as  he  led  me  to  suppose  he  was  in  pecuniary  straits,  I 
used  to  yield  to  his  requests  for  money.  My  instruc- 
tions for  sales  came  from  the  solicitor,  or  assistant 
solicitor,  to  the  Board,  or  the  superintending  architect. 
'.Che  professional  services  of  my  firm  and  of  myself  to 
the  Board  were  solely  in  respect  of  compensation  cases 
as  to  public-house  property;  and  the  sales  by  auction 
of  public-house  sites. 

6703.  Did  you  act  at  any  time  for  claimants  intro- 
duced to  you  by  Goddard  ?— Never. 

6704.  Your  transactions,  apparently,  were  solely 
with  reference  to  public-house  sites  ? — Solely  ;  and 
disputed  cases  of  compensation  in  reference  to  public- 
house  property  as  well. 

6705.  Only  with  reference  to  public-house  property  ? 
Quite  so. 

6706.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  On  the  6th  of  March  do 
you  say  you  gave  Goddard  100/.  ? — I  did. 

6707.  What  was  that  for  ?— He  came  to  me  saying 
he  had  been  landed  in  very  severe  expenses  in  conse- 
quence of  a  recent  action ;  and  made  a  strong  appeal 
tome  for  assistance,  and  I  gave  him  a  cheque  for  100/. 

6708.  Was  it  at  Goddard's  request ;  did  he  come 
and  ask  you  for  it  ?— He  came  and  asked  me  for  it. 


6709.  Bid  he  say  how  much  he  wanted.  Did  he 
say  he  wanted  100/.  ? — No. 

6710.  Did  he  give  you  any  reason  why  he  wanted 
100/.  then  ? — No,  he  did  not  mention  any  particular 
amount  until  it  came  to  the  question  of  how  much  he 
was  to  receive. 

6711.  On  what  ground  was  he  to  receive  it? — ^He 
made  the  appeal  to  me  in  consequence  of  the  profes- 
sional advantages  in  connexion  with  the  Board  of 
Works.     That  was  his  appeal  to  me. 

6712.  {Chairman.)  As  I  understand,  you  under- 
stood him  to  mean  that  he  had  power  to  influence  the 
direction  in  which  the  employment  should  go,  and 
would  influence  it  in  a  different  direction  if  you  did 
not  give  him  the  money  ? — He  did  not  put  it  in  those 
words,  but  that  is  precisely  what  it  came  to. 

6713.  {Mr,  Bosafiquet.)  It  was  for  future  transac- 
tions rather  ? — No,  there  was  nothing  said  about  the 
future  at  all. 

6714.  {Chairman.)  What  you  understood  was  that 
he  was  a  person  who  was  influential  in  directing  the 
course  of  these  transactions  at  the  Board,  and  that  if 
you  did  not  comply  with  his  request  you  were  not 
likely  to  find  yourself  employed  ? — Yes.  I  preferred, 
of  course,  to  have  him  as  a  friend  rather  than  an 
enemy. 

6715.  {Mr.  BosaiiqueL)  Was  IVLr.  Goddard  then  in 
a  state  of  health  to  do  Board  business  ? — So  far  as  I 
know,  he  appeared  to  be  quite  himself. 

6716.  Was  he  attending  at  the  Board  then  ?— No, 
he  called  at  my  office. 

6717.  He  called  at  your  office  ? — Yes. 

6718.  Did  he  tell  you  of  any  special  call  which 
made  him  want  the  money  ?  — ^He  referred  to  the 
action  which  had  been  brought  against  him  by  some 
lady,  and  the  damages  and  expenses  to  which  he  had 
been  put.     Tliat  is  what  he  referred  to  particularly. 

6719.  There  was  nobody  else  but  yourself  that 
knew  of  that  100/.  being  paid  ? — ^Not  at  the  time. 

6720.  Nobody  spoke  to  you  about  it? — ^Nobody, 
except  Goddard  himself. 

6721.  {Mr,  Winch,)  You  have  given  ns  the  figures 
1,264/.  10*.  Qd.  That  is  what  the  firm  got  from 
1880  to  1885  ?— That  is  right. 

6722.  And  you  paid  him  268/.  m  that  period  ?— 
Yes. 

6723.  Was  that  a  recognised  per-centage  ? —  No. 
When  he  used  to  call  upon  me  he  made  special  re- 
ference to  the  commissions  on  the  sale  of  public- 
house  property ;  and  then  he  used  to  say  :  **  I  think 
"  you  ought  to  give  me  so  much  more  out  of  that. 

6724.  88/.  is  not  a  round  figure.  How  did  you 
get  at  88/.  ?— In  the  same  way. 

6725.  Was  it  not  a  per-centage  on  something  ? — 
Well,  according  to  his  view,  I  daresay  it  was. 

6726.  Had  you  not  that  understanding  with  him  ? 
—No. 

6727.  Without  an  understanding  you  used  to  give 
him  a  per-centage  ?— >Well,  I  suppose  it  would  come 
to  that.  It  is  not  exactly  a  per-centage.  He  used 
to  make  out  the  account. 

6728.  It  works  out  about  a  fourth  ?— Well,  it 
might  be  that. 

6729.  {Mr.  GrenfelL)  He  made  out  a  regular  ac- 
count of  it,  did  he? — ^No,  he  had  the  figures  himself. 

6730.  I  thought  you  said  he  made  out  a  regular 
account  ? — Only  by  word  of  mouth. 

6731.  You  did  not  have  anything  to  do  with  Mr. 
Robertson  ? — ^Nothing  whatever. 

6732.  You  never  met  him  on  the  Board's  busi- 
ness ? — Not  in  the  sense  of  meeting  him.  The  plans 
used  to  come,  I  believe,  from  him,  through  the 
solicitor's  office.     That  is  all  I  had  to  do  with  him. 

6733.  You  never  personally  had  any  dealings  with 
him  ? — No,  nothing  whatever. 


ITie  witness  withdrew. 
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*  Mr.  JuBAL  Webb  recalled^  further  examined. 


6784.  {ChaimuiH,)  Ton  said  you  would  make  out 
SD  account  of  jour  transactions  with  Goddard  ? — 
Yes. 

6735.  Haye  jou  brought  it  ? — Tes.  I  should  like 
to  mention  that  on  the  last  occasion,  speaking  fh>m 
recollection,  I  said  I  had  paid  Mr.  Goddard  about 
1,200/.  out.  I  find,  on  reference  to  ihe  documents, 
be  received  precisely  1,560/.,  about  what  he  put  in. 
I  may  mention  that  in  this  matter  I  opened  a  separate 
banking  account,  and  I  am  yery  glad  I  did,  because 
everything  will  be  shown.  I  have  brought  the  bank- 
ing account,  and  the  statement  of  Mr.  Ingram^  the 


accountant  and  the  cheque  books  {kanding  same  to 
his  lordship).  I  have  the  paying-in  books  and  the 
cheque  books.  Mr.  Ingram  was  here  this  morning. 
He  is  subpoBoaed  in  one  of  the  other  courts,  or  he 
would  have  waited  himself. 

^  6736.  As  I  understand,  he  paid  you  out  ?— I  paid 
htm  out. 

6737.  You  purchased  his  half  ?— Yes,  I  took  his. 

6738.  I  think  I  asked  you  before,  and  I  understood 
yon  to  say  he  was  the  only  official  or  person  connected 
with  ther  Board  with  whom  you  had  any  transaction  ? 
— ^The  only  one. 


The  witness  withdrew. 
Adjourned  for  a  short  time. 


Thirteenth 
Day. 

S6  June  lf<^% 

Mr.'JTwsbb. 


Mr.  Gborob  Watson  Haixes  sworn  and  examined. 


0739.  {Chairmwi.)  You  are  a  member  of  the  firm 
of  Messrs.  Henry  Haines  and  Sons,  auctioneers  and 
valuers  ? — I  am. 

6740.  You,  I  believe,  in  answer  to  the  inquiry  of  the 
Board,  made  a  commimication  to  them  with  regard  to 
your  dealings  with  Mr.  Groddard  ? — I  did  so. 

6741.  Will  you  just  state  what  the  nature  of  those 
dealings  was? — The  letter  conveys  the  whole.  I 
carefully  wrote  that  letter,  my  Lord,  but  I  have  only 
received  your  summons  about  half  an  hour,  and  I  have 
therefore  been  onable  to  get  the  papers  together  you 
asked  for.  That  letter  is  the  whole  truth.  There  is 
nothing  in  it  but  what  is  literally  the  case. 

6742.  And  nothing  beyond  that? — ^That  letter  con- 
tains  the  whole  statement  as  to  any  payment  that  I 
have  ever  made  to  Mr.  Gk)ddard  on  my  own  account, 
the  whole.  I  never  paid  him  any  sort  of  commission, 
or  any  other  member  of  the  Boarid  a  fiurthing.  I  have 
never  paid  any  officer  of  the  Bo!ird  but  Mr.  Goddard 
a  farthing,  and  I  paid  Mr.  Goddard  sums  of  money 
under  an  arrangement  which  was  made  many  years 
ago  by  my  father,  over  24  years  ago,  I  think,  which 
was  supposed  to  be  for  work  he  did  for  us.  I  have 
not  paid  him  anything  at  all  for  some  years. 

6743.  What  was  the  nature  of  the  work  f^When 
we  first  were  called  in  by  the  Board  it  was  for  valuing 
licensed  property,  and  our  business  was  simply  to  give 
ttke  value  of  the  property.  That  entailed  our  going 
into  the  details  as  to  the  business,  the  takings  and  the 
trade^  and  making  a  profit  and  loss  account,  which 
was  a  very  onerous  business.  Mr.  Goddard  was  at  the 
office  and  said  he  would  do  that  for  us  ;  that  he  had 
the  materials,  if  we  would  give  him  a  small  sum.  I 
do  not  know  what  it  was.  The  arrangement  was 
made  by  my  fi&ther,  but  I  think  it  was  21,  2s.,  or 
Homething  of  that  sort,  but  I  am  not  sure  of  that. 
That  was  accepted,  and  it  went  on  for  many  years. 

G744.  Do  you  know  who  it  was  done  by  ?  It  was 
not  done  by  himself  personally  ? — I  understood  it  was 
done  by  himself.  We  had  the  trade  supplied  us.  As 
time  went  on  or  the  system  of  the  Board  changed,  we 
were  supplied  from  the  accountant's  office  direct  with 
n  statement  of  the  profit  and  loss  account 

6745.  You  do  not  know  whether  in  the  first  instance 
he  got  it  from  the  accountant's  department  ? — ^I  have 
no  idea  at  all.  I  know  he  suplied  it  to  me,  and  it 
saved  us  an  enormous  amount  of  trouble. 

6746.  (Mr.  Grenfell.)  A  profit  and  loss  account  of 
what? — Of  the  trade  of  the  house.  Supposing  a 
public-house  was  said  to  be  doing  so  much  a  year  or 
so  much  a  month,  we  had  to  go  into  the  books  to  see 
if  they  did  this,  and  also  what  their  profit  was.  We 
had  to  value  on  what  profit  was  made,  for  valuii^  the 
good  will  and  the  trade. 

6747.  (Chairman.)  He  gave  you  an  aoooont  show- 
ing the  investigation  of  that  subject  ?— -He  gave  us  a 
regular  profit  and  loss  sheet  in  the  same  way  that  the 
Board  of  Works  now  supply  direct  from  the  account- 
ant's office  to  their  values. 


6748.  Whether  he  got  that  from  the  accountant's 
office  or  not  you  do  not  know  ? — I  do  not  know  at  all. 
I  have  not  the  slightest  idea. 

6749.  You  did  not  see  him  on  the  premises,  or  you 
have  no  means  of  saying  he  marie  the  examination 
himself? — ^I  have  not  any  means  at  alL  I  know 
nothing  at  all  about  it.  He  also  gave  us  information 
on  other  points.  I  cannot  remember  now  exactly 
what  they  were,  but  for  instance,  the  rental  value  <^ 
the  adjacent  premises.  I  remember  he  has  told  me 
that  on  several  occasions,  and  that  he  helped  me  very 
considerably.  In  fact,  an  officer  in  Mr.  Goddard's 
position,  if  he  had  chosen,  might  have  made  our 
valuations  almost  impossible.  That  letter  contains 
the  whole  sum  I  have  ever  paid  on  my  own  account 
to  any  officer  of  the  Board. 

6750.  Have  you  given  anything  to  any  other  official 
of  the  Board  ? — I  have  never  made  any  payment  to 
any  official  of  the  Board,  but  Mr.  Groddard,  of  any 
sort  or  kind.  I  liave  had  to  do  with  Mr.  Bobertson, 
whose  name  has  been  brought  into  this  Commission 
largely.  He  was  the  officer  I  had  to  meet  when  I  sold 
some  of  the  sites  for  the  Board  by  auction,  but  I  never 
paid  him  a  farthing,  uid  I  never  was  asked.  All  my 
commission  was  paid  me,  and  no  reduction  of  any  sort 
or  kind  was  suggested.  I  never  had  any  arrangement 
of  any  kind  with  any  officer  there. 

6751.  (Mr,  Gr&tfelL)  In  paying  this  money  you 
were  under  the  impression  that  Mr.  Goddard  lightened 
your  task  to  a  certain  extent  ? — Very  considerably. 
I  think,  in  the  first  place,  there  was  a  sort  of  under- 
standing that  that  was  done  by  him  out  of  his  office 
hours,  but  I  will  not  be  sure.  There  was  never  any- 
thing written,  and  it  is  now  going  on  for  30  years  ago, 
at  all  events  it  is  considerably  over  20  years  ago.  I 
cannot  be  sure,  but  my  impression  is  that  he  said, 
having  the  materials  at  hand,  and  having  to  go  to  the 
place,  he  might  do  this  without  any  veiy  great  trouble 
to  himself  if  we  would  pay  him. 

6752.  (Chairman.)  It  would  be  as  much  trouble  to 
him  as  to  you  ? — Not  necessarily,  because  he  would 
have  to  take  the  particulars  of  the  trade  for  other 
purposes,  for  his  own  purpose. 

6753.  For  what  purpose  except  the  valuation  ? — 
He  valued  the  property  himself  as  well  as  us  ;  he 
used  to  make  valuations  himself  as  well  as  the  surveyors 
connected  with  the  Board. 

6754.  As  regards  the  trade  valuations,  when  once 
you  got  the  profits  one  man  could  value  as  well  as 
another  if  he  had  any  experience  in  the  business  ? — 
I  do  not  know  that.  If  be  had  any  experience  in  the 
business  of  course  he  could,  but  that  is  begging  the 
whole  question.  Que  man  could  not  value  as  well  as 
another  simply,  by  putting  the  profits  before  him. 
There  are  so  many  things  to  be  considered  in  a 
valuation  of  that  kind. 

6755.  If  he  had  required  them  for  his  own  purposes 
then  that  would  be  part  of  his  work  for  the  Board, 
and  if  he  did  not  require  them  for  the  purposes  of  the 
Board  it  would  give  him  as  much  trouble  as  it  would 
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give  you  ?— Clearly ;  of  course  it  would.  If  he  had 
not  required  it  for  any  other  purpose  it  would  give 
him  as  much  trouhle  as  me. 

6766.  If  he  required  it  for  any  other  purpose  it 
would  be  part  of  the  Board's  work  ?— Well,  that  is 
possible. 

6757.  What  was  the  sum  total  you  gave  him  ? — 
You  have  got  it  in  that  letter,  I  have  no  other 
note  of  it.      It  has    been  all  taken  from  the  old 


6758.  This  states  173/.  ?~That  is  spread  over  the 
whole  time,  it  is  made  up  of  small  sums  spread  over 
the  whole  of  that  time  up  to  three  years  ago.  Since 
then  I  have  not  paid  him  anything  at  all. 

6759.  I  understand  you  to  say  it  was  something 
like  two  guineas  on  each  occasion  ? — I  do  not  think  so 
much  as  that. 

6760.  I  thought  you  said  so  ? — I  do  not  think  you 
will  find  it  is  anything  like  a  couple  of  guineas  in  each 
case.  Years  ago  we  had  a  great  many  valuations  for 
the  Board. 

6761.  Were  yours  all  public-house  valuations? — 
Almost  all.  We  have  been  concerned  in  other  cases, 
but  almost  all  public-houses  or  licensed  properties. 
I  really  cannot  remember  at  the  present  moment. 

6762.  The  other  witnesses  we  have  had  have 
spoken  of  being  employed  in  public-house  cases.  Did 
they  employ  anybody  in  other  cases,  not  public-house 
eases,  as  a  necessity  of  public-house  cases  that  did  not 
exist  in  others  ? — In  public-house  cases  they  employed 
gentlemen  who  had  special  knowledge  in  these 
matters.  The  people  who  were  employed  were  myself 
and  Mr.  Orgill.  Mr.  Miles,  I  believe,  sold  the  sites 
principally.  I  only  sold  one  set  of  sites  myself. 
Then  Mr.  Fleuret  has  had  most  of  the  business  from 
the  Board  lately,  that  is  my  impression,  aod  Mr. 
Kelday.  And  I  can  name  you  other  gentlemen  who 
were  not  employed  in  public-house  cases,  but  the  other 
matters  that  were  not  public-house  cases  at  all.  There 
was  Mr.  Reid,  Mr.  Vigers,  and  Mr.  Driver.  I  cannot 
remember  all  their  namep.  There  were  a  good  many 
who  were  not  concerned  in  public-house  cases.  It 
was  a  speciality.  I  never  paid  any  commission  or 
made  any  arrangement  for  any  commission.  We  have 
heard  a  good  deal  about  paying  one-third  and  that 
sort  of  thing,  but  I  never  did  anything  of  the  sort. 

6763.  You  used  the  expression  that  those  were  the 
only  payments  you  made  **  on  your  own  account "  ? — 
Well,  I  have  paid,  when  I  have  been  concerned 
against  the  Board,  money  to  Mr.  Goddard,  or  I  have 
paid  a  sum  of  money  at  all  events.     That  was  con- 

'  nected  with  the  Criterion  Theatre. 

6764.  Kindly  tell  us  exactly  what  that  was  ?— The 
Criterion  Theatre  was  condemed  by  the  Board  as 
being  unfit  for  a  theatre,  but  there  was  no  reason 
whatever  given.  I  was  the  agent  for  Messrs.  Spiers 
and  Pond,  and  I  endeavoured  to  find  out  from  the 
Board  what  their  objection  was,  but  I  could  not  find 
out  anything  at  uU  about  it.  They  literally  gavo  no 
information  whatever  beyond  this,  that  in  the  opinion 
of  the  Board  the  house  was  unfit  for  a  theatre. 

6765.  Who  did  you  go  to  about  it  to  get  the  informa- 
tion at  the  time  ? — I  went  to  Mr.  VuUiamy.  I  saw 
Mr.  Vulliamy  and  he  referred  me  to  Mr.  Hebb.  I  saw 
Mr.  Hebb,  but  I  really  forget  who  else  I  went  to,  but 
I  could  not  get  any  information  and  then  I  went  to 
Mr.  Goddard. 

6766.  Did  Mr.  Hebb  refer  you  to  anybody  else  ? — I 
forget.  I  cannot  tell  you.  I  then  went  to  Mr.  Goddard 
and  said,  "  Here  we  are  in  a  nice  hole  ;  here  we  arc 
**  condemned  without  being  told  what  is  the  matter. 
**  We  believe  we  have  the  safest  theatre  now  in 
**  London,  and  no  reason  is  given  whatever  ;  what  on 
"  earth  am  I  to  do  ? "  He  said  I  should  go  to 
Mr.  Fowler  and  Mr.  Saunders,  who  ape  architects  and 
members  of  the  Board.  Accordingly  I  went  to  Mr. 
Fowler  and  to  Mr.  Saunders  and  asked  their  opinion 
upon  the  matter.  But  we  were  talking  about  Mr. 
Goddard.  Mr.  Goddard  interested  himself  very  con- 
siderably about  it.  He  not  only  advised  me  to  go  to 
these  gentlemen,  but  he  advised  us,  I  saw  him  a  great 


many  times,  I  cannot  tell  you  what  he  advised  us,  but  I 
paid  him  50  guineas  for  that. 

6767.  What  year  was  that  ? — ^I  have  no  doubt  the 
officers  of  the  Board  could  tell  you. 

6768.  It  would  be  about  1884,  if  I  remember 
rightly  ? — I  daresay  you  are  right. 

6769.  Did  you  go  to  Mr.  Saunders  and  Mr.  Fowler  ? 
— I  went  to  Mr.  Saunders  and  Mr.  Fowler,  and  saw 
them  both. 

6770.  What  took  place  with  them?— I  saw  Mr. 
Fowler  first,  I  fancy,  and  I  stated  the  case,  and 
asked  him  '^  what  on  earth  we  were  to  do ;  we  had 
"  hail  no  hearing,  and  were  condemned  in  this  way 
*<  without  the  slightest  reason  beu\g  given  to  us  for  the 
<<  condemnation;  what  would  he  advise."  I  asked 
them  for  their  advice. 

6771.  What  did  Mr.  Fowler  say  ?— I  do  not  remem. 
berwhat  he  said.  I  think  he  said  he  should  be 
willing  to  advise  us,  and  I  think  Mr.  Saunders  said  in 
the  same  way  he  would  be  willing  to  advise  us,  and  then 
I  put  them  in  communication  with  our  architect. 

6772.  Both  of  them  ?— I  think  both  of  them. 

6773.  Who  was  your  architect? — Mr.  Verity. 

6774.  Do  you  know  whether  both  of  them  were 
employed  ?— They  were  not  employed  as  architects. 
I  presume  they  advised  Mr.  Verity  as  to  the  best  way 
of  making  the  theatre  what  the  Board  considered 
necessary,  because  we  did  lay  oat  a  very  large  sum  of 
money  under  Mr.  Verity,  and  it  was  ultimately  passed 
and  accepted  as  being  d^CHroughly  safe. 

6775.  Do  you  know  if  a  sum  of  money  was  paid  ta 
Mr.  Saunders  for  his  advice  P — I  paid  him  100  guineas^ 
and  Mr.  Fowler  also  100  guineas.  I  paid  both  of 
them  100  guineas  for  their  advice  liow  to  make  the 
theatre  such  as  the  Board  would  like,  and  on  that 
occasion  I  went  to  them  by  the  advice  of  Mr  God- 
dard, and  Mr.  Goddard  was  paid  on  that  occasion 
50  guineas  himself. 

6776.  (Mr.  Grenfell.)  That  you  charged  to  your 
client  ?— Yes,  of  course  I  did  not  pay  it. 

6777.  {Chairman.)  Were  there  any  other  payments 
made  to  anybody  belonging  to  the  Board  ? — Na  So 
far  as  I  know  that  was  the  only  payment  made  to  any 
member  .of  the  Board,  either  directly  or  indirectiyy 
either  for  anybody  or  for  myself.  That  letter  only 
contains  those  payments  I  made  myself. 

6778.  And  that  is  all  you  ever  paid  for  other 
people  ? — I  never  paid  any  fop  anybody  e}se.  250 
guineas  is  the  total  I  have  paid  to  anybody,  and  those 
moneys  were  paid  to  those  three  genUemen. 

6779.  {Mr.  Winch.)  Mr.  Verity  was  the  architect? 
— Mr.  Verity  was  the  architect  for  us. 

6780.  Did  not  Mr.  Spiers  complain  very  bitterly  of 
the  way  he  was  being  treated  ? — I  daresay  he  did.  I 
did  on  his  behalf. 

6781.  He  felt,  so  far  as  he  was  concerned,  that  he 
was  being  really  blackmiuled  ? — I  do  not  know  about 
being  blackmailed.  He  thought  he  was  treated  very 
ill,  and  so  did  I. 

6782.  He  had  no  way  of  getting  these  plans  through 
except  paying  this  money  to  somebody  connected  with 
the  Board  ? — Mr.  Spiers  had  nothing  to  do  with 
paying  these  sums  of  money. 

6783.  {Chairman.)  You  thought  that  was  the  only 
mode  to  get  the  plans  through,  I  understand  ? — I  do 
not  know  that  I  can  say  that.  I  went  to  Mr.  Goddard 
and  he  advised  me  to  go  to  those  gentlemen,  and  I 
went. 

6784.  {Mr.  Winch,)  You  gave  them  100  guineas, 
and  things  went  smoothly  ? — I  do  not  know  about 
going  smoothly.  We  had  considerable  trouble  after 
that 

6785.  But  things  went  smoother  after  that?— -Well, 
possibly.  The  plans  were  brought  befoi*e  the  Board 
and  approved. 

6786.  {Chairman.)  What  did  Mr.  Fowler  and 
Mr.  Saunders  do  ?  Did  they  draw  any  plans  them- 
selves ? — They  did  not  draw  any  plans  while  I  was 
there. 

6787.  Did  they  write  any  reports  ? — ^That  I  do  not 
know.    Excepting  that  I  first  went  to  them  and  asked 
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them  what  on  earth  we  were  to  do,  and  what  they 
would  advise,  tipon  which  thej  said  thej  wotdd  be 
willing  to  see  Mr.  Verity,  I  had  no  more  to  do  with 
the  business.  It  was  entirely  then  left  to  Mr,  Verity. 
When  the  plans  were  passed  I  then  paid  all  the  pay- 
ments I  had  got  to  make,  and  they  included  250 
guineas  to  these  three  gentlemen. 

6788.  When  did  you  make  the  payments  to  Mr. 
Saunders  and  Mr.  Fowler,  after  tlie  transaction  ? — 
After  it  was  all  done. 

6789.  {Mr.  Which.)  Did  you  get  a  receipt  for  them? 
—No,  nothing. 

6790.  It  was  yonr  own  cheque  you  gave  them  ? — 
Yes. 

6791.  I  am  not  suggesting  anything  against  you  ? 
— ^You  may  suggest  what  you  like,  but  it  was  my  own 
cheque. 

6792.  They  did  not  give  you  any  receipt  for  it  ? — 
No. 

6793.  As  far  as  you  were  concerned  the  only  ad- 
vising they  did  was  to  advise  in  their  capacity  as 
members  of  the  Board  ? — No. 

6794.  What  did  they  advise  ? — We  were  to  go  to 
them  to  see  in  what  way  the  theatre  might  be 
altered  so  as  to  make  it  what  they  would  considered 
a  safe  theatre. 

67f>5.  Do  you  know  whether  Mr.  Verity  did  go  to 
them? — ^I  do  not  know  of  my  own  knowledge.  1 
believe  he  did. 

6796.  Mr.  Verity  would  be  able  to  tell  us  all  about 
that  ? — ^No  doubt.     I  believe  he  did. 

6797.  As  far  as  you  know,  of  your  own  knowledge, 
they  did  nothing  ? — Of  my  own  knowledge  they  did 
nothing,  but  I  believe  they  did.  Mr.  Verity  could 
tell  you  that. 

6798.  Did  they  send  in  any  account  or  anything  of 
that  kind  ? — None  whatever. 

6799.  {Chairman.)  Before  you  paid  them  had  you 
any  understanding  that  it  would  be  100  guineas  ? — 
No,  none  at  all. 

6800.  Did  you  fix  the  amount  ?  —  I  fixed  the 
amount.     I  think  I  fixed  the  amount  entirely. 

6801.  {Mr,  BosanqueL)  With  Mr.  Saunders  and 
Mr.  Fowler  ? — I  did  not  fix  it  with  either  of  them.  I 
sent  them  what  I  considered  a  fair  sum,  and  I  sent 
them  100  guineas. 

6802.  I  thought  you  said  you  did  not  know  what 
they  had  done  ? — I  did  not  know.  I  tell  you,  prac- 
tically, from  my  own  knowledge.  I  did  know,  and 
heard  continually  that  Mr.  Verity  did  see  diese 
gentlemen,  but  it  is  not  my  own  knowledge. 

6803.  {Chairman.)  You  knew  that  Mr.  Verity  had 
seen  them,  and  you  knew  that  the  plans  had  passed  ? — 
Yes,  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  word,  I  did  know  it. 

6804.  {Mr,  Winch.)  Did  you  see  them  both 
together,  Mr.  Fowler  and  Mr.  Saunders  ? — No. 

6805.  Separately  ?— Separately. 

6806.  Did  they  both  know  that  they  were  both 
advising  ? — Yes,  I  think  they  did. 

6807.  When  these  plans  came  before  the  Board  I 
suppose  they  voted  on  them  ? — That  I  cannot  tell 
you. 

6808.  Do  not  you  know  that? — I  do  not  know 
that. 

6809.  You  did  not  trouble  to  find  that  out  ? — I  did 
not  know  that. 

6810.  We  shall  find  that  out  presently  ? — I  do  not 
know  at  all. 

6811.  Could  you  toll  us  a  little  mcnre  fully  what 
Mr.  Groddard  said  to  you  about  going  to  Mr.  Saunders 
and  Mr.  Fowler  ? — I  am  afraid  I  cannot  tell  you  very 
fully.  I  called  there  one  morning  and  said,  '^  What 
*<  are  we  to  do ;  it  seems  to  me  to  be  a  most  grossly 
<<  unjust  thing,"  and  I  was  very  strong  about  it.  I 
think  he  said,  "  Why  do  you  not  ask  Mr.  Fowler,"  I 
think  Mr.  Fowler  was  the  name  he  first  named,  *'  Why 
*'  do  you  not  ask  him  what  they  want,  and  to  advise 
**  you  on  the  subject  ?" 

6812.  Did  he  say  that  Mr.  Saunders  and  Mr.  Fowler 
had  considerable  influence  with  the  Board  ? — ^I  do  not 
think  he  said  so. 


6813.  Did  he  suggest  it  ? — No  doubt  it  was  in  my      Thirteentfa 
mind,  that  they  being  members  of  the  Board  and  being  I^y* 
architects  would  know  exactly  what  the  Board  wanted    ^    . — '■  ^ 
and  could  tell  us  what  to  do.                                              ^^  June  ISBS. 

6814.  And  would  be  able  so  to  advise  the  Board  as  j^^.^ 

to  get  what  you  wanted  ? — So  as  to  advise  us  to  do  G.  W.  Haints. 

what  the  Board  wanted.     That  is  my  feeling  in  the      

matter. 

6815.  After  they  were  called  in  was  there  much 
more  done,  or  was  there  a  great  alteration .  in  the 
plans  ? — There  were  no  plans  before  we  called  them  in. 
The  first  thing  I  knew  of  the  theatre  being  condeomed 
was  seeing  it  in  the  evening  paper,  the  ^' Globe." 
I  had  no  knowledge  of  it,  but  it  was  a  simple  ^lip  in 
the  *'  Globe  "  stating  the  transactions  of  the  Board  that 
day,  and  it  simply  said  that  the  Criterion  was  pnfit  to 
be  a  theatre,  and  it  was  to  be  closed.  We  had  no  notice 
of  any  sort,  and  I  went  up  to  the  Board  to  see  the 
meaning  of  it. 

6816.  Had  there  been  a  meeting  of  the  Board  that 
day  ? — That  was  the  report  of  the  meeting  of  the 
Board  which  I  saw. 

6817.  Had  anything  of  the  sort  taken  place  at  the 
Board  ? — Yes,  it  had  taken  place.  '  A  report  from  a 
committee  had  been  brought  up  and  had  been 
accepted. 

6818.  You  do  not  know  who  the  members  of  the 
committee  were?  Were  Mr.  Fowler  and  Mr^ 
Saunders  on  it  ? — No,  Mr.  Fowler  and  Mr.  Saunders 
were  neither  of  them  members.  I  daresay  I  could 
tell  you  the  members  without  much  trouI>lc.  Mr. 
Selway  was  one. 

6819.  A  member  of  the  condemning  committee  ? 
— A  member  of  the  condemning  committee.  He  was 
chairman  of  it,  but  Mr.  Saunders  and  Mr.  Fowler 
were  neither  of  them  on  that  committee. 

6820.  ( Chairman.)  Not  on  the  theatres'  committee  ? 
— Neither  of  them,  I  believe. 

6S21.  I  think  they  were  when  the  works  of  the 
Criterion  Theatre  were  approved,  ultimately  Mr. 
Saunders  was  in  the  chair  ? — ^I  did  not  know  it.  It 
was  not  on  that  account  we  went  to  them.  I  did  not 
know  it. 

6822.  You  went  to  them  on  Mr.  Goddard's  sugges- 
tion that  they  would  be  best  able  to  tell  you  what 
would  satisfy  the  Board? — That  is  quite  so.  You 
can  understand  we  were  in  a  very  great  fix.  With 
regard  to  a  property  ^  hich  waa  worth  many  tens  of 
thousands  of  pounds,  we  were  suddenly  told  it  was  of 
no  use,  and  they  declined  to  give  us  any  reason  why 
it  was  of  no  use,  and  we  were  rather  driven  to  ask  the 
best  advice  we  could. 

6823.  You  had  a  conference  with  the  superintend- 
ing architect  with  regard  to  it  on  one  occasion  ? — Yes. 
You  can  hardly  call  it  a  conference.  I  went  into  his 
office  and  asked  if  he  could  give  me  any  information 
about  this.  I  was  often  there,  having  to  do  business 
for  the  Board.  I  do  not  know,  but  I  am  rather  nnder 
the  impression  he  said  the  report  was  made  while  he 
was  away.     He  knew  nothing  about  it. 

6824.  AAier  the  plans  were  sent  in  there  seems  to 
be  a  minute  of  a  report  by  the  superintending  archi- 
tect of  a  conference  with  Mr.  Haines,  surveyor  to 
the  owners.  That  would  be  you,  I  suppose  ? — That 
would  be  me.  I  had  forgotten  that.  I  was  there  no 
end  of  times.  I  really  could  not  undertake  to  say  how 
many  times  or  who  I  saw. 

6826.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  Do  you  mean  to  say  that 
you  could  not  get  from  the  superintending  architect, 
or  anybody  in  his  office,  a  statement  of  the  nature  of 
the  objection  they  had  to  the  building  ? — We  absolutely 
could  get  from  no  one  a  statement  of  the  nature  of 
the  objections.  Thev  simply  said,  that  it  was  a 
theatre,  in  their  opinion,  unfit  for  public  entertain- 
ment, and  no  reasons  were  given  at  all.  I  think  you 
will  see  in  the  officer's  report  it  is  just  so. 

6826.  {ChtUrman.)  You  saw  Mr.  Goddard  and  you 
saw  Mr.  Vulliamy  personally  ? — ^Yes. 

6827.  And  Mr.  Hebb  ?— Yes. 

6828.  Is  there  anyone  else  you  remember  seeing  ? — 
I  think  I  saw  pretty  nearly  everybody.    I  went  round 
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Tbirteenih      to  almoftt  all  the  members  of  the  Board  and  asked 

l^y»  them  what  we  were  to  do ;  what  their  objection  was, 

J.       "         and  tried  to  find  out  the  best  we  could.    I  saw  almost 

every  member  of  the  Board  I  knew  at  all  and  could 

3fi.,  get  at.    I  nevar  paid  an/  member  of  the  Board  a 

G.  W.  Haines,  fu'thing  piece,  except  the  gentlemen  who  advised  us  as 

■  to  the  re-construction  of  the  theatre. 

6829.  (Mr.  Winch.)  Did  you  pay  the  three  cheques 
all  OD  the  same  day  ? — ^That  I  cannot  tell  you. 

6830.  You  could  look  if  you  had  your  cheque 
book  ? — I  could  look  back,  but  it  was  about  the  same 
^me« 

6831.  May  I  ask  you  this :  you  said  you  did  not  pay 
this  money  till  after  the  plans  were  got  through  ? — 
Until  after  the  whole  thing  was  done. 

6882.  Was  there  any  arrangement  with  either 
Mr.  Fowler  or  Mr.  Saunders  that  it  was  not  to  be 
paid  ? — No,  none  whatever. 

6883.  They  were  not  paid  by  results  ? — No,  they 
Wore  not  paid  by  results. 

6834.  Nothing  at  all  was  said  about  that  ? — ^Nothing 
at  all.  I  think  it  was  understood  they  were  to  be  paid 
if  they  took  any  trouble  about  it,  but  there  was  no 
understanding  as  to  the  amount  they  were  to  be  paid. 

6835.  (  Chainnan,)  If  the  plans  had  not  been  passed 
you  would  probably  hardly  had  given  them  the  100 
guineas  ? — I  do  not  know  ;  I  think  they  would  have 
been  entitled  to  the  money  still. 

6836.  {Mr.  Winch,)  You  were  under  uo  contract 
to  give  them  anything  ? — We  were  under  contract, 
I  considered,  when  we  engaged  them. 

"  6837.  What  was  the  nature  of  the  engagement  ? — 
Under  this  engagement,  that  I  went  to  them  to  advise 
us  as  to  how  to  make  the  theatre  such  as  would  please 
the  Board. 

6838.  (Mr.  Crrenfell.)  Am  I  to  understand  that 
the  only  information  you  got,  or  the  only  remedy 
Mr,  Goddard  proposed  to  you,  was  to  employ  Mr. 
Fowler  and  Mr.  Saunders? — I  got  no  information 
from  the  Board  at  all. 

6839.  (Chairman,)  Mr.  Goddard  gave  you  infor- 
mation  ? — Yes,  if  you  call  that  information. 

6840.  (Mr,  Grenfeli.)  The  only  remedy  proposed 
to  you  for  the  evil  you  were  suffering  under,  was  that 
you  should  employ  Mr.  Fowler  and  Mr.  Saunders  ?— * 
That  is  the  only  suggestion  that  was  made  to  me  as 
far  as  I  know  by  anybody. 

6841.  (Mr.  Winch,)  You  saw  other  members  of 
the  Board,  you  tell  us.  Did  you  get  any  promise 
from  any  other  members  ?— We  got  promises  in  this 
way,  that  our  statements  seemed  to  make  the  matter 
very  hard,  and  they  would  look  into  it,  but  nothing 
else. 

6842.  Did  the  members  resent  your  calling  to  see 
them  individually  upon  it  ? — ^No  ;  I  do  not  know  that 
any  of  them  resented  it. 

6843.  Do  I  understand  that  they  did  not  tell  you 
if  you  had  anything  to  complain  of  you  ought  to  come 
before  the  Board  on  a  public  occasion  and  have  your 
say  out  ?— -We  could  not  do  that ;  they  would  not 
hear  us.     We  did  not. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White,)  These  are  the  minutes 
with  reference  to  the  Criterion  Theatre  (handing  in 
same). 

6844.  (Chairman,)  I  find  on  the  10th  October 
1882 : — ^*^  The  sub-committee  considered  the  question 
^^  of  the  steps  it  was  desirable  to  take  with  i-eference 
''  to^  Criterion  Theatre  in  Piccadilly.  Resolved 
*^  that  the  clerk  be  instructed  to  submit  a  brief  state- 
*^  ment  of  the  previous  proceedings  of  the  Board  in 
^'  respect  of  the  Criterion  Theatre.'*  The  sub-com- 
mittee then  present  were  Mr.  Shepherd,  Mr.  Runtz, 
Mr.  £win,  Mr.  Selway,  and  Mr.  Saunders.  Then, 
on  the  21st  October  1882,  present,  Mr.  Shepherd, 
Mr.  Ewin,  Mr.  Fowler,  Mr.  Selway,  and  Mr.  Saunders. 
'^The  sub-committee  assembled  at  the  office  of  the 
'<  Board  in  Spring  Gardens,  and  proceeded  in  pursu- 
^'  ance  of  their  resolutions  of  the  4th  July  last 
<<  (No.  3),  and  the  10th  instant  (No.  13),  to  view 
'^  the   following  theatres."     Then,   the  first  is  the 


Criterion,  Piccadtily,  So  that  Mr.  Fowler  and  Mr. 
Saunders  were  two  present  out  of  the  five  members 
of  that  committee  who  so  visited  the  Criterion?^! 
do  not  know  that  I  knew  it.  I  do  not  remember 
that  I  knew  it. 

6845.  I  dare  say  you  would  not  know  it  Then, 
on  the  24th  October,  present,  Mr.  Shepherd,  the 
cliairman  of  the  Board,  Mr.  Selway,  and  Mr.  Fowler. 
^'The  sub-committee  also  considered  the  report  of 
^<  the  chief  officer  of  the  Rre  Brigade  upon  the 
^^  Criterion  Theatre,  referred  by  the  Building  Act 
<'  committee  on  the  8rd  instant  (No.  30),  and  the 
"  letter  from  Mr.  T.  Verity,  dated  the  12th  October 
^  1882,  stating  that  he  had  been  instructed  to  carry 
^  out  the  structural  alterations  suggested  by  Captain 
'^  Shaw  as  necessair  at  the  Criterion  Theatre^  re- 
''  ferred  by  the  Building  Act  committee  <m  the  17th 
'^  instant.  After  discussion,  it  was  resolved  on  the 
''  motion  of  Mr.  Selway,  seconded  by  Mr.  Runtz, 
^<  That  it  be  recommended  to  the  Building  Act 
'^  committee  that  the  Lord  Chamberlain  be  informed 
^  that  the  Board,  having  regard  to  the  peculiar 
<*  circtunstances  surrounding  the  case  at  the  Criterion 
'^  Theatre  in  Piccadilly,  are  of  opinion  that  the 
^  theatre  is  entirely  unfit  for  a  place  of  public  enter- 
^'  tainment."  That  was  when  it  was  reported  ia  the 
papers  ? — ^That  was  the  first  I  heard  of  it. 

(Chairman^  to  Mr.  Meitdowi  Jlliite.)  I  think 
it  would  be  well  to  look  at  that  report  of  Captain 
Shaw. 

6846.  Can  you  tell  me  when  it  was  that  Mr. 
Goddai*d  gave  you  that  advice  about  going  to  Mr. 
Fowler  and  Mr.  Saunders  ? — At  the  beginning  of  the 
proceedings  ;  soon  after  I  saw  the  report  about  it. 

6847.  Soon  after  you  heard  the  theatre  had  been 
declared  to  be  unsafe  ? — Tes.  Mr.  Goddard  was  not 
the  first  person  I  went  to.  I  think  we  wrote  officially 
to  the  Board— either  we  did  or  Mr.  Verity — and  got 
an  answer  back  to  the  effect  that  they  were  not 
obliged  to  give  us  any  answer  to  our  question. 

6848.  (Mr.  Bosanquet,)  Can  you  give  us  the  date 
when  youor  Mr.  Verity  wrote  asking  foi  the  reasons 
of  the  condemnation  ? — I  cannot  give  you  the  date  of 
that.  It  could  be  easily  fixed,  I  think,  by  the  pro- 
ceedingo. 

6849.  You  think  that  there  was  a  formal  applica- 
tion in  writing  for  the  ground  of  condenmation  ?— It 
is  in  my  mind  that  Mr,  Verity  wrote  a  formal  letter 
asking  what  was  required. 

6850.  (Chairman.)  Then  on  the  7th  November 
1882  ^'  The  clerk  laid  before  the  sub-committee  an 
*<  extract  from  the  *  Times'  newspaper  of  the  6th 
"  November  1882,  containing  a  ktter  of  Mr.  T. 
"  Verity  with  respect  to  the  decision  arrived  at  by 
"  the  Board  on  the  3rd  instant  in  the  case  of  the 
''  Criterion  Theatre.  Resolved,  that  in  the  opinion 
*<  of  the  sub-committee  it  is  undesirable  at  present 
'^  to  take  any  action  with  regard  to  the  said  letter  "  ? 
— Perhaps  that  letter  niay  be  what  is  in  my  mind.  I 
know  there  was  a  letter. 

6851.  There  was  a  letter  at  that  time.  On  the 
21st  November  1882,  present  Mr.  Shepherd,  Sir 
James  McGarel  Hogg,  Mr.  Selway,  Mr.  Runtz,  Mr. 
Fowler,  and  Mr.  Saunders.  "The  sub-committee 
«  considered  the  letter  from  Messrs.  Spiers  and 
"  Pond  (Limited),  dated  the  13th  November  1882, 
"  acknowledging  the  receipt  of  the  Board's  letter  of 
*'  the  8th  instant  with  regard  to  the  Criterion  Theatre, 
^  and  giving  notice  of  their  intention  to  appeal 
^'  against  the  decision  of  the  Board  with  respect  to  the 
"  theatre  referred  by  the  Board  to  the  Building  Act 
"  committee  on  the  17th  instant  TNo.  45).  Resolved, 
"  on  the  moticm  of  Mr.  Selwav,  that  in  the  opinion  of 
^*  the  sub-committee  Messrs.  Spiers  and  Pond  should 
'^  be  informed  that  the  Board  have  merely  communi- 
^'  oated  to  the  Lord  Chamberlain,  in  answer  to  his 
"  api^cation,  their  opinion  upon  the  theatre^  and  tiiat 
**  they  have  not  made  any  request  for  structural'* 
"  alterations.  Resolved,  that  the  clerk  be  instructed 
"  to  prepare  and  submit  to  the  Building  Act  com- 
"  mittee  for  approval  a  draft  reply  to  Messrs.  Spiers 
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**  and  Pond's  letter.    Reeolved,  that  the  course  taken  << 

**  in  the  matter  by  the  sub-coronittee  be  reported  to  ^ 

*'  the  Buildhig  Act  committee."    The  sub-committee  << 

being  the  theatres  committee.  '' 

6852.  (Mr.  Meadatos  White.)  Your  Lordship  is  «< 

aware  of  the  regulations  under  the  Act ;  thej  had  no  <^ 

power  except  to  make  requisitions  involving  reason-  << 

able  expenditure,  and    there   all  thej  say  is   this:  '' 

That  the  Lord  Chamberlain  corresponding  with  them  <* 

asks  them  what  their  opinion  is,  and  they  can  only  << 

say  that  in  its  present  condition  it  is  unfit  for  public  " 

use.     ( To  the  witness.)     Mr,  Verity  is  the  architect  " 

whom  the  Lord  Chamberlain  consult*?— 1  believe  he  *< 

He  was  the  architect  that  built  the  Criterion.  « 


IS, 

•  6863.  (Chmrtnan.)  Then  on  the  5th  December 
1882  **  Letter  from  Mr.  G.  W.  Haines  on  behalf  of 
"  Messrs.  Spiers  &  Pond,  dated  the  20th  November 
"  1882,  relative  to  the  decision  of  the  Board  with 
"  respect  to  the  Criterion  Theatre,  stating  that 
**  Messrs.  Spiers  &  Pond  proposed  to  acquire  adjoin- 
**  ing  property  and  to  execute  extensive  works  which 
''  would  by  means  of  open  areas  give  all  the  advan- 
^^  tages  of  a  building  situated  on  the  street  level ;  and 
^'  to  form  such  new  and  enlarged  exits  and  entrances 
^'  as  would  ensure  the  greatest  amount  of  safety  to 
^  the  public;  and  asking  permission  to  attend  a 
**  committee  of  the  Board  and  submit  plans  of  the 
"  works.  Letter  from  Messrs.  Spiers  &  Pond 
**  (Limited),  dated  80th  November  1882,  requesting 
'<  permission  to  attend  the  committee  of  the  Board 
^'  and  submit  plans  showing  the  alterations  and  im- 
"  provements  they  were  willing  to  make  in  the 
**  Criterion  Theatre,  and  also  ihkt  they  would  be 
**  prepared  to  take  any  steps  for  the  safety  of  the 
^^  public  by  providing  additional  means  of  exit,  and 
'*  areas  and  windows  communicating  with  the 
**  external  air.  The  sub-committee  having  been 
**  informed  that  Mr.  Haines  was  in  attendance, 
"  It  was  resolved  that  Mr.  Haines  be  now  called  in. 
**  Mr.  Haines  then  attended  the  sub-committee  and 
'^  produced  certain  plans  showing  alterations  proposed 
**  to  be  effected  at  the  Criterion  Theatre,  and  stated 
**  that  he  intended  to  submit  them  to  the  Board  with 
•*  an  explanatory  statement  on  the  subject.  Resolved 
*^  that  the  further  consideration  of  the  subject  be 
**  adjourned  to  the  next  meeting  of  the  sub-com- 
**  mittee."  You  remember  that  ? — Tes,  I  remember 
there  was  a  meeting. 

6854.  (Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Was  that  after  or  before 
you  had  gone  to  Mi'.  Saunders  aud  Mr.  Fowler  ? — 
Tliat  would  be  after  I  called  upon  them.     I  called 

Xn  them  almost  immediately.     That  was  the  first 
jh  of  the  matter.      I  did  not  know  what  on  earth 
to  do. 

6855.  (Chairman).  On  the  5th  December  Mr. 
Saunders  and  Mr.  Fowler  were  both  present.  Tliere 
were  seven  members  present  on  the  sub-committee,  of 
whom  they  were  two. 

fMr.    Meadows     White.)    If    your   Lordship  has 
ore  you  the  Uth  section  of  the  Act  of  1878,  your 
Lordship  will  see  what  the  power  is. 

6856.  (Chairman.)  I  do  not  think  that  is  very 
material  to  the  point  we  are  on  now.  Then  on  the 
19th  December,  "  The  sub- committee  also  considered 
«  the  letter  from  Mr.  G.  W.  Haines,  dated  7th 
**  December  1882,  submitting  plans  showing  alterations 
"  proposed  to  be  effected  at  the  Criterion  Theatre, 
**  Piccadilly,  together  with  an  explanatory  statement  on 
**  this  subject,  and  requesting  to  be  informed  whether 
"  the  alterations  would  meet  the  requirements  of  the 
<*  Board  referred  by  the  Building  Act  committee  on 
"  the  12th  December  1882  (No.  15).  The  sub- 
"  committee  also  considered  the  letter  from  Mr.  Haines, 
<*  dated  the  15th  December  1882,  asking  on  behalf 
**  of  Messrs.  Spiers  and  Pond  that  in  the  event  of 
"  the  Board  still  considering  themselves  unable  to 
'^  advise  the  Lord  Chamberlain  to  unconditionally 
"  license  the  Criterion  Theatre,  they  would  advise 
**  his  Lordship  to  grant  a  provisional  license."  Then 
it  was  resolved  **That  it  be  recommended  to  the 
<<  Buildbg  Act  committee  that  the  Lord  Chamberlain 


be  informed  in  reply  to  the  letter  dated  25th 
November  1882,  received  from  his  office,  that  the 
Board  are  still  of  opinion  that  the  Criterion  Theatre 
*'  is  not  a  fit  phice  for  public  entertaiment,  bnt  that 
*^  the  Board  desire  to  say  that  since  his  Lcnrdship 
<'  granted  a  provisiomd  license,  plans  of  proposed 
<^  alterations  have  been  sent  in,  which  plans  are  now 
''  under  the  consideration  of  the  Building  Act  com- 
<*  mittee,  and  that  in  all  other  respects  the  circum- 
"  stances  of  the  case  are  precisely  what  they  were 
"  when  his  Lonlship  granted  the  provisional  license. 
'<  Besolved,  that  it  be  recommended  to  the  Building 
<<  Act  committee  that  the  owners  of  die  theatre  be 
'<  informed  of  the  decision  of  the  Board.  Thesnperin* 
<<  tending  architect  informed  the  sub-committee  that 
^'  he  had  fouud  it  necessary  to  request  the  owners 
*•  to  fuminh  further  details  of  the  construction  of  the 
'*  proposed  additions  to  the  building,  and  that  the 
^'  detailed  drawings  were  only  received  on  Monday 
"  last.  Resolved,  that  the  superintending  architect 
"  be  instructed  to  report  upon  the  drawings  of  the 
<<  proposed  alterations  and  additions  to  the  Criterion 
"  Theatre  to  the  sub-committee  at  as  early  a 
^<  date  as  possible."  Then  on  the  16th  January 
1883  :  ^  The  sub-committee  also  considered  the  letter 
"  from  Mr.  A.  J.  Simmons,  ou  behalf  of  Spiers  and 
<<  Pond,  Limited,  dated  ISth  January  1883,  stating 
^<  that  since  sending  in  the  plans  of  the  suggested  new 
"  exits  from  and  entrances  to  the  Criterion  Theatre, 
<<  a  sudden  difficulty  had  arisen  with  regard  to  the 
"  acquisition  of  a  portion  of  the  property  proposed  to 
"  be  taken  for  the  purpose.*'  Who  is  iMr.  A.  J.  Sim- 
mons ? — The  managing  director  of  Spiers  and  Pond's. 

6857.  "  Read  a  report  by  the  superintending  arehi- 
^'  tect,  dated  15th  January  1883,  suggesting  that  in 
"  consequence  of  the  receipt  of  Mr.  Simmons'  letter 
^<  on  the  13th  instant,  the  further  consideration  of 
"  the  matter  should  be  adjourned  until  the  next 
"  meeting  of  the  sub-committee,"  and  it  was  adjourned 
accordingly  ? — That  was  in  consequence  of  a  difficulty 
in  acquiring  the  property  which  1  thought  we  could 
acquire. 

6858.  Then  on  the  30th  January  1883  it  was 
resolved:  '^That  it  be  recommended  to  the  Building 
'^  Act  committee  that  in  consequence  of  the  receipt  <^ 
f<  the  letter  in  question  from  Messrs.  Spiers  and  Pond 
^'  the  outstanding  references  of  previous  letters  from 
<*  Messrs.  Spiers  and  Pond  and  Mr.  Haines  with  respect 
^  to  the  alterations  recently  contemplated  at  the 
''  Theatre  be  disdiarged.'^  Then  on  the  13th  Mareh 
1 883 :  ^  The  sub-committee  considered  the  application 
**  of  Messrs.  H.  Haines  and  Sons  on  behalf  of  Messrs. 
"  Spiers  and  Pond,  Limited,  for  approval  by  the 
^<  Board  of  the  drawings  of  proposed  alterations  to 
•*  the  Criterion  Theatre  in  Piccadilly  referred  by  the 
''  Board  to  the  Building  Act  committee  on  the  9th 
"  inst.  (No.  79).  The  drawings  were  presented  to  the 
"  sub-committee.  Resolved  on  the  motion  of  Mr. 
**  Deputy  Saunders,  seconded  by  Mr.  Fowler,  that  the 
**  superintending  architect  be  instructed  to  report 
*'  to  the  sub-committee  upon  the  drawings  of  the 
"  proposed  alterations,  and  that  he  be  authorised  to 
**  confer  with  the  owners  and  their  professional 
'<  advisers  upon  the  subject,  and  to  suggest  the 
"  desirability  of  continuing  the  proposed  new  ai*ea 
•*  down  to  the  lowest  floor  of  the  building."  That 
was  while  Mr.  Deputy  Saunders  and  Mr.  Fowler  were 
being  consulted  by  you  ? — They  had  •  ceased  to  be 
consulted  by  me.  At  that  time  they  were  no  doubt 
being  consulted  by  Mr.  Verity.  I  understood  Mr. 
Verity  did  go  and  sec  them,  and  I  have  no  doubt  ho 
did. 

6859.  The  drawings  of  the  proposed  alterations  as 
to  which  the  superintending  architect  was  to  confer 
with  Messrs.  Spiers  and  Pond  and  their  professional 
advisers  were  those  which  Mr.  Saunders  and  Mr. 
Fowler  had  ddvised  ? — I  presume  it  was  so. 

6860.  Then  on  the  3rd  April  1883.  Present :  Mr. 
Shepherd,  Mr.  Selway,  Mr.  Saunders,  and  Mr.  Ewin. 
*<  Read  a  report  as  follows,  prepared  in  pursuance  of 
<*  the  resolution  of  the  sub-committee  of  the  13th 
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**  ultimo  (No.  10)  :  *  Superintondidg  Architect's 
**  Department.  The  Criterion  Theatre,  Piccadilly.  I 
*^  ^  beg  to  report  that  in  compliance  with  a  resolution 
^^  *  o{  the  committee  at  their  meeting  of  the  13th 
"  *  Marchy  I  conferred  with  Mr.  G.  W.  Haines,  of  56, 
"  *  Moorgate  Street,  the  surveyor  to  the  owners  of  this 
^'  ^  theatre,  and  obtained  from  him  some  further  infor- 
*^  *  mation  with  regard  to  the  drawings  of  the  proposed 
**  ^  alterations  submitted  for  the  approval  of  the  Board. 
**  *  Mr.  Haines  explained  that  the  additioniil  exit  from 
**.  *  the  stage,' "  and  so  on.  I  should  like  to  see  in  whose 
handwriting  that  report  is.  It  is  signed  ^*  George 
Yulliamy,"  and  it  is  the  superintending  architect's 
report  on  the  Criterion.  It  does  not  seem  to  be  dated, 
but  it  was  submitted  on  3rd  April  1883,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  resolution  of  the  13th  March  1883. 
Then :  "  The  drawings  of  the  proposed  alterations  . 
"  were  considered  by  the  sub-committee.  It  was 
"  moved  by  Mr.  Selway  that  it  be  reported  to  the 
*^  Building  Act  committee  that  the  plans  have  been 
**  carefully  considered  by  the  sub-committee,  who 
*^  find  that  they  are  not  such  as  they  can  recommend 
"  the  Board  to  approve.  The  motion  was  not 
"  seconded.  It  was  moved  by  Mr.  Selway  that  the 
'*  clerk  be  instructed  to  inform  Messrs.  Haines  that 
*^  the  sub-committee  have  had  the  plans  under  their 
*^  careful  consideration,  but  fear  that  they  will  be 
*^  unable  to  recommend  the  Board  to  approve  of  the 
*^  same,  and  wish  to  inquire  under  these  circumstances 
**  whether  Messrs.  Haines  are  prepared  to  submit  any 
^*  alternative  plans  for  their  consideration.  After 
^*  discussion  the  motion  was,  by  leave  of  the  sub- 
^'  committee,  withdrawn.  Resolved  :  That  the  further 
'*  consideration  of  the  application  be  adjourned  to  the 
"  next  meeting  of  the  sub-committee."  Then  on 
April  24tb,  1883  :  ^'  The  superintending  architect 
"  presented  a  further  letter  from  Mr.  Haines  " — that 
would  be  presented  by  Mr.  Vulliamy.  The  letter 
says :  ^^  As  on  Tuesday  week  your  theatre  sub- 
^<  committee  met,  and  as  we  have  not  received  from 
"  you  their  approval  of  the  plans  we  have  submitted, 
"  we  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  they  were,  in 
^  some  i*espects,  not  satisfactor}-,  and  have  instructed 
"  the  architect  of  the  theatre  to  re-consider  the  matter 
**  carefully,  and  improve  in  any  points  where  improve- 
*'  ment  seemed  possible."  Had  you  learnt  before 
that  at  all  why  they  had  not  been  approved  ? — I  do 
not  remember. 

6861.  Had  Mr.  Saunders  made  any  communica- 
tion ? — I  do  not  remember  that  I  ever  had  any  com- 
munication with  Mr.  Saunders  on  the  subject  after  my 
.first  interview. 

6862.  Of  course  Mr.  Verity  may  have  done  so  ? — 
Yes,  Mr.  Verity  may  have  done  so.  I  do  not  know 
whether  Mr.  Saunders  did  or  did  not.  He  may  have 
done  nothing,  for  all  I  know. 

6863.  **  We  now  beg  to  send  herewith  a  fresh  set 
"  of  plans,  which  we  trust  will  meet  the  approval  of 
"  your  committee,  as  we  are  sure  they  ought  when 
**  they  are  carefully  considered.  They  will  make  the 
**  theatre  one  of  the  safest  and  best  ventilatpd  in  the 
^'  metropolis  "  ? — I  recollect  writing  that  letter. 

6864.  Then  the  plans  and  sections  were  laid  before 
the  sub-committee.  Then,  '*  Read  a  report  as  follows : 
<'  *  Superintending  Architect's  Department,  2]6t  April 
"  *  1883.  The  Criterion  Theatre,  Piccadilly.  I  beg 
"  *  to  report  that  I  have  received  a  further  set  of 
*^  ^  drawings  ^showing  some  additional  alterations  to 
"  *  this  theatre,  together  with  a  letter  dated  April 
''  '  1883,  and  signed  by  Messrs.  H.  Haines  and  Son. 
^<  '  The  alterations  shown  upon  these  drawings  include 
<<  '  a  new  additional  staircase  at  the  north-west  angle 
<*  *  of  the  premises,  the  removal  of  the  engine-room 
''  ^  in  the  area  on  the  south  side,  the  addition  of  a 
*^  '  skylight  in  the  corridor  from  the  theatre  leading 
"  *  into  Jermyn  Street.  The  dressing-rooms  have 
**  '  been  reconstructed,  and  are  lighted  irom  the 
<<  '  street.  The  present  stall  staircase  is  proposed 
"  Mo  be  enclosed  with  half-brick  walls.  The  exit 
**  *  from  the  stage  into  the  corridor  under  the  pave- 
"  '  ment    in   Piccadilly   is    more    distinctly   shon-n. 


'^  <  Additional  exits  are  also  provided  from  the 
"  *  gallery  and  balcony  into  the  corridor  next . 
^^  ^  Piccadilly,  and  in  order  to  make  these  exits 
'^  '  available  some  of  the  private  boxes  are  proposed 
"  *to  be  removed.  (Signed)  George  Vulliamy, 
"  *  Superintending  Architect.'  Resolved,  that  the 
'^  superintending  architect  be  instructed  to  report 
"  further  to  the  sub- committee  at  their  next  meeting 
'^  upon  the  details  of  the  method  of  natural  ventila- 
^^  tion  by  which  it  is  proposed  to  supersede  the 
<<  present  system  of  ^artificial  ventilation  in  the 
"  theatre."  That  is  at  the  24th  April  1883.  Then 
there  was  a  report  of  the  superintending  architect 
which  takes  objection  to  the  proposed  ventilation,  but 
then  the  question  arose  whether  the  Board  had  power 
to  make  i*eqaisitions  with  regard  to  ventilation,  and 
they  were  advised  they  had  not.  Then  it  was 
^^  Resolved,  on  the  motion  of  Mr.  Fowler,  seconded 
''  by  Mr.  £win,  that  it  be  recommended  to  the 
^^  Building  Act  committee  that  the  application  of 
^'  Messrs.  Henry  Haines  and  Son  on  behalf  of  Messrs. 
"  Spiers  and  Pond,  Limited,  for  approval  by  the 
'^  Board  of  the  drawings  of  proposed  alterations  at 
"  the  Criterion  Theatre  in  Piccadilly  be  granted,  and 
''  that  the  last  set  of  drawings  submitted  by  the 
^'  applicants,  accompanying  then*  letter  dated  April 
^*  1883,  be  approved,  on  condition  that  the  apparatus 
'^  in  the  exhaust  chamber  on  the  gallery  level  be 
^'  removed,  and  the  said  chamber  converted  into  a 
"  crush-room  m  connexion  with  the  proposed  new 
"  staircase  leading  into  Piccadilly  "  ? — ^All  that  was 
done. 

6865.  (Chairman.)  That  is  on  22nd  May  1883.  I 
see  that  is  moved  by  Mr.  Fowler,  and  Mr.  Saunders 
appears  to  have  been  also  present  on  that  occasion. 
Then  it  appears  to  have  been  reported  to  the  Board 
that  the  works  were  nearly  completed.  Then  on  the 
18th  March  1884  there  is  a  meeting  of  the  theatre 
committee,  Mr.  Saunders  in  the  chair.  Present, 
Mr.  Shepherd,  Sir  James  McGarel  Hogg,  Mr.  Ewin, 
and  Mr.  Runtz.  <*  The  chairman  of  the  Building 
**  Act  committee  not  being  present  at  the  commence- 
'*  ment  of  the  proceedings,  it  was  resolved  on  the 
"  motion  of  Mr.  Runtr,  seconded  by  Mr.  Ewin,  that 
'^  Mr.  Deputy  Saunders  be  requested  to  take  the 
**  chair,  and  he  took  it  accordingly,  llie  sub-com- 
^'  mittee  further  considered  the  letter  from  Messrs. 
«  Spiers  and  Pond,  dated  20th  February  1884,  stating 
"  that  the  alterations  at  the  Criterion  Theatre  were 
"  upon  the  point  of  being  completed,  and  that  the 
^'  building  would  be  ready  for  inspection  after  the 
^<  1st  March  next,  and  requesting  that  the  Board's 
<'  certificate  under  the  Act  might  be  granted  in  due 
"  course  referred  by  the  Board  to  the  Building  Act 
"  committee  on  the  22nd  ultimo  (No.  30).  Read 
'*  the  report  by  the  superintending  architect  pre- 
<^  sented  to  the  sub-committee  on  the  11th  instant 
*•  (No.  8).  The  superintending  architect  presented  a 
'<  memorandum  of  the  variations  of  the  drawings 
**  approved  by  the  Board  on  the  1st  June  1883  made 
^<  in  the  course  of  carrying  out  the  alterations  to  this 
^*  theatre,  prepared  in  pursuance  of  the  resolution 
"  of  the  sub-committee  ot  the  11th  inst.  (No.  8). 
^*  The  clerk  presented  a  print  of  the  same  memo- 
*^  randum,  also  prepared  in  pursuance  of  the  resolu- 
*<  tion  of  the  sub-committee,  and  stated  that  a  copy 
'*  had  been  sent  to  each  member  of  the  sub-committee. 
'^  At  this  stage  of  the  proceedings  the  chair  was  taken 
"  by  Mr.  Shepherd,  the  chairman  of  the  Building 
<<  Act  committee.  Resolved  that  it  be  recommended 
'<  to  the  Building  Act  committee  that  subject  to  the 
<*  removal  of  the  sashes  in  the  openings  on  the  south 
*^  wall  of  the  gallery  staircase  at  the  south-west 
*^  angle  of  the  theatre,  the  alterations  be  accepted 
'<  as  a  compliance  with  the  drawings  conditionally 
"  approved  by  the  Board  on  the  1st  June  last 
"  (No.  14),  and  that  the  certificate  of  the  Board  be 
"  sealed  and  bo  issued  by  the  superintending  architect 
"  upon  the  completion  of  the  works." 

6866.  (Mr.  Meadows  TJldte.)  1  have  not  got  the 
plans  here,  but  I  will  ask  you  one  or  two  questions 
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upon  this  matter.     Mr.  Ventj  was  the  architect  of 
the  theatre  ? — He  wai*. 

6867.  And  also  the  architect  of  the  Lord  Chamber- 
lain ? — I  helicro  ho  was. 

6868.  I'hi:  tirst  queslioii  Iieie  was  whether  the 
Board  could  advise  the  Lord  Chamberlain  at  his 
request  that  it  was  a  fit  theatre  to  be  licensed  ? — I 
suppose  that  was  the  form  it  took.  I  i-eally  do  not 
know  the  technicalities. 

6869.  And  the  Board,  as  we  have  heard,  advised 
that  it  was  not  ? — Wo  knew  that  they  reported  it  was 
not. 

6870.  I  believe  the  alteration.s  have  been  very 
extensive  indeed  ? — Very  extensive  indeed. 

6871.  And  I  believe  it  was  necessary,  in  order  to 
make  them,  to  acquire  property  not  then  the  property 
of  Messrs.  Spiers  and  Pond  ? — Yea,  it  was  first  of  all 
proposed  to  take  a  house  or  houses  adjacent,  but  we 
ultimately  found  out  we  could  not.  There  were 
some  leases  in  existence  we  could  not  acquire,  and 
then  we  had  to  make  an  alteration.  Then,  we  had 
to  make  another  alteration.  I  think  we  had  to  buy 
some  property  in  the  rear.  We  made  some  very 
extensive  alterations,  costing  thousands  of  pounds. 

6872.  The  alterations  that  were  made,  resulting  in 
these  new  plans,  which  were  ultimately  appioved,  and 
which  enabled  the  Board  to  give  their  certificate  to 
the  Lord  Chamberlain,  cost  many  thousands  of 
pounds  ? — Many  thousands  of  pounds. 

6873.  Can  you  give  me  an  idea  how  much  ? — I 
should  rather  not,  because  I  may  be  so  utterly  wrong ; 
but  it  was  a  great  many  thousands. 

6874.  I  believe  the  theatre  as  originally  designed 
was  all  under  ground  ? — Yes. 

6875.  And  with  only  an  exit  in  Piccadily  ? — There 
was  only  one  exit  in  Piccadilly,  but  there  was  always 
another  exit  in  Jermyn  Streel. 

6876.  Was  there  always  ? — I  think  so  always. 

6877.  Are  you  sure  ? — Yes. 

6878.  What  are  the  chief  alterations  ? — There  is 
another  exit  made  altogether  in  Piccadilly,  and  a 
con*idor  and  a  vast  number  of  alterations  which  I 
would  rather  refer  you  to  Mr.  Verity  for. 

6879.  Do    you    not  know    that  the  other   great 
objection   was  insufficiency  of  exit,  abd  that  it  was 
dangerously  mixed  up  with  the  restaurant  ? — Well,  I  . 
dare  say  they  were  the  objections.     I  do  not  know 
what  they  were. 

6880.  Was  not  that  originally  stated  ? — No,  it  was 
not  stated  at  all.  The  only  statement  made  to  us  was 
that  the  place  was  unfit  for  a  theatre.  There  was  no 
statement  of  that  kind  made.  That  is  why  we  went 
to  Mr.  Saundei*s  and  Mr.  Fowler. 

6881.  This  was  not  a  case  in  which  requisitions 
were  made  ? — That  is  what  we  were  told. 

6882.  It  was  not  a  case  in  which  requisitions  could 
be  served  because  of  the  expense.  Is  that  so  ? — I  do 
not  remember  anything  being  said  about  the  expense. 

6883.  Do  you  know  anything  about  with  whom 
the  plans  of  the  alterations  originated  ? — I  think  Mr. 
Verity  entirely. 

6884.  And  he  submitted  these  plans  to  get  rid  of 
the  Lord  Chamberlain's  objections  ? — Y^s,  I  saw  the 
plans  myself  from  time  to  time  continually,  but  all  the 
actual  designing  was  done  by  Mr.  Verity.  He  was 
the  architect  concerned.  I  was  only  the  agent  for 
Messrs.  Spiers  and  Ponit 

6885.  And  Mr.  Verity  designed  these  plans  for  the 
alterations  ? — ^Yes. 

6886.  And  when  they  had  acquired  the  property 
they  were  carried  out  ? — They  were. 

6887.  And  the  Board  and  the  Lord  Chamberlain 
were  satisfied  ? — They  were. 

6888.  And  your  opinion  is  that  the  theatre  is  the 
safest  in  London  ?—  My  opinion  was  it  was  the  safest 
before. 

6889.  That  was  your  own  opinion  ?— That  was  my 
opinion. 

6890.  And  this  10,000/.  has  been  uselessly  spent,  or 
whatever  the  number  of  thousands  may  be  ? — I  suppose 
the  10,000/.,  or  more  than  that,  has  not  been  entirely 
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uselessly  spent,  but  it  has  rendered  the  accommodation 
of  the  theatre  better.  The  house  is  more  easily 
cleared  now,  but  it  was  cleared  more  quickly  than  any 
theatre  in  London  before.  I  tested  all  those  points 
myself. 

6891.  {Mr.  GrenfelL)  We  have  had  it  now  that 
jour  architect,  Mr.  Verity,  was  the  architect  to  the 
Lord  Chamberlain's  department? — I  believe  he  was. 
I  cannot  really  undertake  to  say  that  was  the  case,  but 
I  think  it  is  so.     I  did  not  know  it. 

6892.  Were  you  not  rather  surprised  to  find  that 
while  you  were  employing  or  instructing  the  architect 
to  the  liOrd  Chamberlain's  department,  which  hud  to 
do  with  theatres,  you  were  unable  to  procure  from  the 
Board  of  Works  the  necessary  information  on  the 
subject  of  the  theatre  without  going  to  Mr.  Fowler 
and  Mr,  Saunders ;  did  not  it  appear  somewhat 
«trango  ? — I  was  somewhat  surprised  altogether.  We 
were  told  it  was  strictly  in  accordance  with  the  Act 
of  Parliament,  but  I  thought  the  Act  of  Parliament 
very  unjust.  We  were  not  told  why  the  theatre  was 
unfit  to  be  a  theatre.  There  was  no  reason  given  us 
whatever,  and  we  could  not  find  out  why.  1  was  told 
it  was  strictly  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  and  all 
I  thought  wr.s  that  tlie  provisions  of  the  Act  were 
rather  unfair. 

6893.  What  Act.^— Tho  Act  of  Parliament  which 
gives  rhcin  power  to  interfere  with  theatres  at  all. 

689 1.  The  question  is  not  whether  they  were  wise 
to  interfere  but  the  question  which  I  want  to  get  out 
from  you  is :  did  not  it  appear  somewhat  strange  to 
you,  as  you  were  instructing  an  architect  like  Mr. 
Verity,  that  neither  you  nor  he  should  be  able  to  pro- 
cure the  necessary  infrirmation  from  the  Board  of 
Works,  whether  according  to  Act  of  Parliament  or 
not  according  to  Act  of  Parliament,  as  to  what  the 
evil  was  from  which  the  theatre  was  supposed  to  be 
suffering  ? — We  thought  it  was  strange.  I  thought 
they  would  have  told  us  what  was  the  matter  with 
it. 

6895.  {Chairman.)  Did  you  pay  the  100 guineas  to 
Mr.  Fowler  yourself  ? — I  did. 

6896.  It  was  Mr.  Francis  Hayman  Fowler,  was  it 
not ;  the  member  of  the  Board  ? — Yes,  the  member  of 
the  Board. 

6897-8.  There  is  no  question  about  that  ? — No,  not 
about  that.     I  paid  him  that. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Would  your  Lordship 
get  the  date  when  the  cheque  was  paid  ?  . 

6899.  {Chairman.)  Can  you  give  us  the  date  when 
those  cheques  were  paid  ?--I  can  no  doubt  tell  you, 
but  I  have  not  got  the  iuforoiation  here.  I  did  not 
know  you  would  ask  me  about  it. 

6900.  You  say  it  was  after  the  plan  were  ap- 
proved ? — It  was  after  the  whole  matter  was  done. 

6901.  {Chairman.)  They  were  being  employed  the 
whole  time  they  were  sitting  as  members  of  the 
theatres  committees. 

(3/r.  Meadows  PFliite.)  Has  Mr.  Haines  any 
memorandum  of  the  date  ? 

6902.  {Chairman.)  It  must  be,  because  the  theatre 
sub- committee  began  at  the  time  the  Criterion  was 
dealt  with.  They  were  present  at  all  the  meetings 
when  the  Criterion  was  dealt  with. 

{27ie  witness.)  Am  I  to  get  the  cheques  ? 

6903.  {Chairman.)  If  you  can  ? — I  can  get  my 
docket  of  the  cheque,  undoubtedly,  but  I  do  not  know 
as  to  the  cheque  itself.  I  could  tell  you  the  date,  if 
necessary,  but  I  would  rather  not  do  it  if  it  is  un- 
nc»cossar}^ 

6904.  It  is  necessary,  if  you  can  do  it  ? — Of  course 
J  can  do  it. 

6905.  {Mr.  Bosanqiiet.)  Were  any  plans  sent  in  for 
approval  at  all  before  you  had  gone  to  Mr.  Fowler 
and  Mr.  Saunders  ? — Oh,  no.  It  could  not  have  been. 
I  only  heard  of  this  when  I  saw  it  in  the  paper  coming 
up  in  the  train.  I  had  been  in  the  country,  and  I 
immediately  went  to  try  and  find  out  all  I  could  about 
it,  and  it  was  certainly  not  more  than  a  few  days 
before  I  saw  Mr.  Goddard,  and  I  think  I  saw  Mr. 
Fowler  the  same  day  that  I  saw  Mr.  Goddard. 
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6906.  (Chairman.)  Did  you  paj  Mr.  Goddard  by 
cheque  ? — Yes,  I  paid  everybody  by  cheque. 

6907.  What  bank  would  it  be  drawn  upon  ? — 
Barnett  Hoare's.     I  only  have  one  banker. 

6908.  (Mr.  Winch.)  Can  you  give  me  the  names  of 
any  other  members  of  the  Board  you  saw  ? — I  think 
the  members  for  that  district. 

6909.  The  district  in  which  the  Criterion  is,  you 
mean  ? — Yes,  We  went  to  them  because  we  thought 
we  had  some  Fort  of  a  claim  on  them.  We  were  their 
constituents,  but  I  forget  who  they  were. 

6910.  We  can  get  at  their  names.  Was  there  any 
one  else  besides  those  you  can  recall  the  names  of? — 
I  really  cannot  undertake  to  say  that  I  do.  I  know 
that  I  called  on  a  great  many.  I  got  the  names  of  all 
that  I  could,  and  called  on  all  that  I  could  think  of. 
Some  I  did  see  and  sume  I  did  not  see,  but  all  that 
tiok  place  wan  this :  in  every  case  I  asked  them 
whether  they  did  not  consider  this  was  what  I  called 
a  **  very  glaring  injustice."  I  put  it  very  strongly, 
and  I  got  no  promises  from  any  of  them,  excepting 
this,  that  they  would  consider  the  matter.  Some  said 
it  did  seem  very  hard,  in  the  way  I  put  it,  but  there 
might  be  another  side  of  the  question,  and  they  would 
prefer  to  hear  what  the  other  side  was, 

691 1.  Have  you  been  concerned  in  any  other  case 
in  which  plans  have  had  to  be  sent  in  to  the  Board  ? 
—No. 

6912.  Nothing  beyond  the  Criterion? — No,  never; 
not  in  any  case  nt  all.  I  cannot  call  to  mind  any  case 
at  all. 

6913.  Did  you  happen  to  know  Mr.  Saunders  and 
Mr.  Fowler  before  this.  I  knew  Mr.  Saunders.  I  do 
not  think  I  knew  Mr.  Fowler.  I  am  not  sure  that  I 
had  ever  seen  him  before. 

6914.  You  have  had  business  transactions  with  Mr. 
Saunders  before  ? — Yes,  I  have  had  transactions  with 
Mr.  Saunders,  and  have  known  him  a  great  many 
years. 

6915.  In  connexion  with  the  Board  of  Works  ? — 
No,  nothing  connected  with  the  Board  at  all. 

6916.  (Mr.  Bosanquef.)  Do  you  know  about  how 
soon  after  the  ultimate  approval  of  the  plans  your 
cheque  was  paid? — No,  I  do  not.  I  cannot  tell  you 
at  all. 

6917.  The  21st  March  1884  was  the  last  entry  ?— I 
win  find  out  when  those  cheques  were  given,  and  let 
you  know.     I  can  do  that  to-day,  I  dare.my. 

6918.  (3fr.  Meadows  White. ^  There  is  one  point 
I  want  to  get.  1  am  not  sufficiently  familiar  with  this 
matter  to  ask  thoroughly  what  I  want,  but  taking  the 


date  when  the  plans  were  first  prepared,  and  subse- 
quently to  that,  had  you  anything  to  Jo  with  the 
negotiations  between  Spiers  and  Pond  and  the  Board  ? 
— ^I  acted  for  Spiers  and  Pond  all  the  way  through, 
and  had  everything  to  do  with  the  negotiations.  I  did 
not  prepare  the  plans,  but  they  were  prepared  under 
my  instructions, 

6919.  After  the  plans  were  first  sent  in,  did  you  go 
to  the  architect's  department  at  all  ? — 1  do  not  re- 
member whether  I  did  or  not. 

6920.  Can  you  say  whether  the  plans  passed  \^ry 
easily,  or  were  they  criticised,  or  were  there  any  diffi- 
culties about  i<,  or  how  was  it  ? — I  went  before  tiie 
committee,  I  think,  on  two  or  three  occasions  about 
the  plans 

6921.  Wero  the  plans  pnssed  through  easily  as  a 
matter  of  course  ? — No,  they  were  not  passe<l  as  a 
matter  of  course.  I  think  Mr.  Hebb  and  Mr. 
Vulliamy  both  of  them  criticised  the  plans,  and  made 
roe  alter  them  in  various  ways.  We  did  alter  them 
from  time  to  time. 

6922.  There  was  a  good  deal  of  difficulty*  whether 
justly  or  unjustly,  raised  about  the  plans  ? — 1  should 
think  there  was ;  no  end. 

6923.  Mr.  Saunder*s  and  Mr.  Fowler's  influence 
did  not  prevail  to  pass  through  the  plans  when  fir^t 
put  forward? — ^No,  clearly  not.  We  had  to  alter 
them. 

6924.  On  several  occasions  ? — On  several  occasiciia. 

6925.  You  had  to  buy  property  to  provide  exits  ? 
— We  had  to  alter  the  plans  very  materially  indeed. 
You  will  see  the  alterations. 

6926.  You  had  a  very  great  deal  of  trouble  indeed 
in  getting  the  plans  through  ? — I  think  it  may  be  said 
we  had  a  very  great  deal  of  trouble  indeed. 

6927.  (Chairman.)  I  find  that  a  cheque  drawn  on 
Barnett's  and  Hoare's  for  50  guineas  was  paid  into  Mr. 
Goddard 's  account  on  the  29th  January  1883  ?—  I 
should  think  very  likely  that  is  it.  It  would  not  have 
been  anything  else. 

6928.  It  might  have  been  somebody  else  drew  the 
cheque.  You  did  not  give  him  any  other  cheque  ?~ 
I  gave  him  no  other  cheque. 

6929.  That  may  enable  you  to  find  the  date  ? — I 
will  find  it  out  for  you.  I  think  that  is  very  hkely 
the  one. 

6930.  It  was  before  the  plans  were  i>assed  that 
you  gave  it  to  Mr.  Goddard,  but  you  may  not  have 
given  it  to  the  others  till  afterwards?  —  I  do  not 
understand  why  that  is  so,  but  it  is  possible. 


Tlie  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Charles  Eady  Hugman  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr. C.  E,  6931.  (Chairman.)  You  are  a  surveyor  ? — I  am. 
Hugman.  6932.  Do  you  practice   in   partnership  with  Mr. 
Fowler  ?— With  Mr.  Sidney  Fowler. 

6933.  That  is  the  son  of  Mr.  Francis  Hay  man 
Fowler  ?— Yes. 

6934.  Have  you  done  work  for  the  Board,  you  or 
your  firm  ? — My  firm  never  has.  On  one  occasion  I 
have.     I  was  employed  on  an  arbitration  case. 

6935.  Where  was  that  ? — It  was  in  connexion  with 
the  Islington  Chapel. 

6936.  You  were  employed  personally,  and  not  your 
firm? — I  was  employed  personally,  or  it  was  done 
under  my  name. 

6937.  But  your  firm  taking  the  profit  of  it  ?— Yes, 
certainly. 

6938.  Why  was  it  done  under  your  name  ? — It  is 
a  thing  we  have  been  very  much  in  the  habit  of 
doing.  In  fact,  we  are  doing  it  at  the  present  moment. 
We  do  it  more  especially  in  arbitration  cases  on 
account  of  both  of  us  not  being  called  at  the  hearing. 

6939.  It  was  nothing  to  do  with  the  fact  that  the 
work  was  for  the  Bow'd? — Nothing  whatever.  In 
fact,  I  believe  I  was  retained  from  the  solicitor's  de- 
parUoent  direct.  I  believe  a  letter  was  directed  to 
me. 


6940.  Do  you  know  how  you  came  to  be  employed  ? 
— I  do  not  know  at  all,  excepting  that  my  office  was 
in  Spring  Gardens,  and  I  knew  Mr.  Goddard  very 
well,  and  I  said  to  him  if  he  had  any  work  I  should 
be  very  glad  to  do  it  at  any  time. 

6941.  Was  that  the  only  case  in  which  you  or  your 
firm  were  employed  ? — The  only  case. 

6942.  Were  there  any  payments  passed  between 
you  and  Mr.  Goddard  ? — No,  certainly  not.  I  re- 
ceived my  cheque  for  my  account  in  full,  which  was 
drawn  in  the  ordinary  way  by  the  Board  of  Works, 
but  I  certainly  did  not  give  Mr.  Goddard  anything 
out  of  it.     Such  a  suggestion  was  never  made  to  me. 

6943.  Did  you  send  in  an  account  ? — I  sent  in  an 
account.  I  have  the  copy  of  the  account  I  sent  in 
here,  and  I  have  written  on  it,  **  Copy  sent  to  F.  W. 
Goddard."  I  sent  it  in  to  the  office,  I  suppose. 
This  is  an  account  of  the  work  I  did  (handing  in 
same). 

6944.  Tell  me  if  you  know  anything  of  that  docu- 
ment (handing  a  document  to  the  witness)  ? — No,  I 
do  not  appear  to  know  anything  of  it. 

6945.  Was  it  prepared  in  your  office,  do  you  sup- 
pose ? — It  seems  as  if  it  were.  I  will  tell  you  how  I 
think  this  may  have  occurred.     I  may  have  gone  into 
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Mr.  Goddard  and  asked  him  what  charge  I  shoald 
m$ke^  and  what  he  thought  would  be  a  fair  charge 
£or  what  I  had  dcme.  I  attended  several  appoint- 
ments at  the  solicitor's  office,  and  one  at  the  Sur- 
veyors' Institute. 

6946.  Does  not  it  look  rather  as  if  he  had  suggested 
to  joa  the  form  in  which  you  should  make  jour  claim 
on  the  Board  or  Works  ? — ^I  do  not  think  he  did. 
That  IS  the  account  that  ultimately  went  into  the 
Board. 

694'7.  You  sent  it  to  Mr.  Goddard  ? — I  sent  a  copy. 
That  is  in  my  handwriting  at  the  top. 

6948.  It  was  Mr.  Goddard  who  had  put  the  matter 
into  your  hands  ? — I  thought  so  until  I  looked  at  the 
letters,  but  it  appears  that  my  instructions  came  from 
the  solicitor's  office. 

6949.  They  might  come  from  the  solicitor's  office 
and  yet  Mr.  Goddard  might  have  inspired  them.  Mr, 
Goddard  communicated  with  you,  I  understand,  about 
it  ? — I  do  not  seem  to  have  got  any  letters.  Yes,  Mr. 
Goddard  did.     I  have  one  letter. 

6950.  Let  me  see  that  letter,  and  let  me  sec  all  the 
letters  yon  have  in  connexion  with  the  matter.  Hand 
them  up  ? — ^There  is  one  letter  from  Mr.  Goddard, 
this  last  one.     (The  witness  handed  in  the  letters,) 

6951.  "2nd  March  1886.  I  have  your  account 
before  me."  That  was  someeai-lier  account  than  your 
final  account  ?  Do  you  know  what  that  was  ? — No, 
I  have  not  been  able  to  find  any  other  account.  I  do 
not  think  I  sent  any  other  account  in. 

6952.  That  does  not  refer  to  this  account,  does  it  ? 
— What  is  the  date  of  it  ? 

6953.  This  letter  is  March  2nd,  1886  ?— Yes,  I 
should  think  it  does  refer  to  that. 

6954.  No,  because  this  includes  "  March  8th  attend- 
**  ing  at  SuiTcyors'  Institute  heaiing  of  arbitration," 
and  a  fee  March  1886  ? — I  quite  see  that  must  have 
been  another  account,  because  the  measurement  I 
made  was  done  a  year  before  the  arbitration  case. 

6955.  Mr.  Goddard  writes  on  March  2nd  1886. 
**  I  have  your  account  before  me.  The  chapel  matter 
"  has  hung  fire  for  a  whole  twelve  month,  but  now  is 
*'  moving."  Therefore  I  suppose  it  was  going  on 
nearly  to  arbitration  and  you  would  be  called  as  a 
witness^  That  shows  it  is  the  same  matter  ? — I 
think  so. 

6956.  "I  think  then  your  charges  will  be  better 
appreciated,  and  certainly  not  lessened."  You  said 
that  the  solicitor  instructed  you.  I  find  the  solicitor's 
letter  says,  "  I  believe  you  have  been  instructed  by 
**  Mr.  Vulliamy  in  this  case,  and  I  will  ask  you  to 
*'  be  so  good  as  to  attend  the  meeting  of  the  other 
"  gentlemen  advising  the  Board."  Mr.  Vulliamy 
there  would  mean  Mr.  Goddard  ? — Yes,  it  evidently 
did. 

6957.  That,  you  say,  is  the  only  transaction  you 
over  had  with  Mr.  Gt>ddard  ? — The  only  transaction 
at  all. 

6958.  Dii-ectly  or  indirectly?  —  Directly  or  in- 
directly. 

6959.  Or  your  firm  ?— CerUmly. 

6960.  Do  you  know  whether  your  partner  was 
ever  employed  ? — Certainly  not.  I  know  he  was  not. 
I  can  answer  for  him*  IVIr.  Gk)ddai*d  never  asked  for 
anything  out  of  my  cheque,  nor  received  anything. 

6961.  {^fr.  Bosanquet.)  1  see  yours  is  a  charge  on 
an  estimate  of  7,863/.  ?— Yes. 

6962.  Is  that  on  Mr.  Ryde's  scale  you  have  charged  ? 
— ^No,  it  is  the  usual  way  we  charge  our  measured 
accounts.   I  have  only  charged  1^  per  cent.,  I  believe. 

1  expect  that   is  why  I  sent  this   account   to  Mr. 
•Goildard  because  I  thought  I  was  entitled  to  charge 

2  per  cent.  ;  but  he  probably  suggested  only  1 J  per 
cent. 

6963.  Mr.  Ryde's  scale  is  something  less  than  that  ? 
— ^Mr.  Ryde*s  scale  has  nothing  to  do  with  us  as 
quantity  surveyors. 

6964.  (Mr.  PTinch.)  Where  do  you  and  Mr.  Fowler 
carry  on  business  together  as  partners.  What  is  your 
address  ? — 9,  Craig's  Court, 


6965.  Are  they  the  same  offices  as  Mi*.  Fowler, 
senior,  the  member  of  the  Board  ? — ^No. 

6966.  Where  did  he  carry  on  his  business?— 
Serjeant's  Inn. 

6967.  You  say  this  is  the  only  transaction  you 
have  had  in  connexion  with  the  Board  at  all  ? — Yes. 

6968.  Have  yon  acted  for  others  in  connexion  with 
the  Board  acquiring  or  selling  Board  sites,  or  passing 
plans  ? — Nothing  to  do  with  them. 

6969.  You  never  had  any  other  transaction  with 
lie  Board  itself? — Not  directly  in  any  way. 

6970.  Or  indirectly? — We  may  have  worked  for 
members  of  the  Board.  For  instance,  I  did  some 
work  some  time  ago  for  Mr.  Saundei-s,  but  at  the 
time  I  did  it,  I  did  not  know  he  was  a  member  of  the 
Board. 

6971.  (Chairman.)  What  kind  of  work  was  that? 
— We  took  out  quantities  for  some  work.  I  think  it 
was  some  shox)s  at  Brixton. 

6972.  Was  that  on  a  site  belonging  to  the  Board  ? 
— I  do  not  think  so.  Anyhow  the  matter  of  the  site 
had  nothing  to  do  with  us. 

6973.  (Mr.  fVinch,)  Indirectly  you  have  mentioned 
Mr.  Saunders'  name  ? — Because  you  asked  me  if  I  had 
anything  to  do  with  the  Board. 

6974.  You  said  not  directly,  and  that  is  why  I 
asked  you  whether  you  had  indirectly.  Who  else 
did  you  work  for  ? — ^AYe  have  done  work  for  Messrs. 
Fowler  and  Hill. 

6975.  (Chairman.)  That  is  your  partner's  father's 
firm  ? — Yes. 

6976.  What  sort  of  work  ? — Quantity  work.  We 
have  taken  out  quantities  of  work  on  v/hieh  they  were 
employed. 

6977.  Where  were  those  buildings  in  Brixton  ?— . 
I  fancy  it  was  some  shops  at  Peckham. 

6978.  I  thought  you  said  Brixton  ? — ^No.  Peckham, 
I  fancy. 

6979.  It  is  not  a  question  of  fancy  ;  it  is  a  questioii 
of  fact  ? — I  do  not  know  whether  it  was  Brixton  or 
Peckham ;  either  one  or  the  other. 

6980.  You  did  not  go  to  the  place,  you  mean  ? — 
No,  we  worked  from  the  drawings  in  our  office,  that 
is  all. 

6981.  (Mr.  Winch.)  This  £on  of  Mr.  Fowler,  your 
partner,  is  an  architect.  Has  he  another  son  practising 
as  an  architect  ? — Yes,  he  has  another  son. 

6982.  Who  acts  as  his  clerk,  Mr,  Fowler,  junior  ? 
—I  believe  so. 

6983.  Then  there  are  two  sons  ? — There  are  two 
sons. 

6984.  One  who  practises  as  an  architect,  and 
acts  as  his  clerk,  and  the  other  your  partner,  is  that 
so  ? — That  is  so. 

6895.  Did  you  know  Mr.  Robertson  at  all  ? — I  have 
never  seen  him  to  my  knowledge. 

6886.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  You  are  what  is 
called  a  quantity  surveyor  ? — Yes. 

6867.  I  believe  this  was  what  is  called  a  reinstate- 
ment case.  The  Board  took  a  chapel  and  bad  to  build 
it  elsewhere  ? — les. 

6988.  Your  business  was  to  make  an  estimate  of 
the  cost? — I  can  tell  you  exactly  what  I  did.  I 
measured  up  the  whole  of  the  work  as  it  stood,  and 
then  had  it  all  worked  up  and  priced,  and,  therefore, 
was  able  to  say. exactly  what  the  cost  of  building  a 
similar  building  on  another  site  would  be. 

6989.  And  that  would,  of  coui*se,  be  peculiarly 
architect's  business  appertaining  to  the  architect's 
department  ? — Certainly, 

6990.  You  would  have  to  prepare  yourself  to  give 
evidence  upon  the  matter  r — Certainly. 

6991.  And  I  think  that  you  were  not  called  at  the 
arbitration,  because  it  turned  out  that  the  claimant's 
figures  and  yours  substantially  agreed? — ^Yes,  there 
was  another  surveyor  who  was  called  on  the  same 
day  that  1  was  to  be  called. 

6992.  For  the  claimant? — ^Yes ;  and  his  evidence 
was  7,300/.,  or  about  100/.  difference  from  mine. 

Ff  2 
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6993.  And  the  counsel  for  the  Board  did  not  think 
it  worth  while  to  call  you  ? — Mr.  Marriott  was 
counsel,  and  he  said  I  will  not  trouble  you. 


6994.  (Mr.  Bosanquet,)  Had  you  anything  to  do 
with  Mr.  Sutham  Hobson  who  has  been  here.  Did 
you  act  for  him  ? — No.  I  do  not  fancy  I  have  seen- 
Mr.  Hobson.     I  do  not  know  him. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Your  Lordship  has  called 
Mr.  Miles  and  Mr.  Reid.  I  do  not  know  whether 
your  Lordship  would  think  it  right  to  take  any  notice 
of  the  other  names  who  have  had  the  communication 
sent  to  them. 

.  {Chairman.)  I  have  not  thought  it  necessary  having 
no  information  at  present  upon  it,  and  probably  nerer 
Mhall,  to  call  those  witne&ses. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  only  thought  it  was  fair 


to  them  as  they  were  known  to  be  employed  by  the 
Board  as  auctioneers. 

{Cliairman.)  I  think  it  may  bo  assumed  that  if  we 
had  reason  to  believe  that  any  of  the  auctioneers  em- 
ployed had  been  in  the  same  position  as  those  wc  have 
called,  we  should  have  called  tliom,  and  if  we  get  any 
infonnation  about  any  such  case,  we  certainly  tshall 
call  IheiiL 


Mr.  H.  Eves. 


Mr.  Hkney  Eves,  sworn  and  examined. 


6995.  {Chairman.)  You  are  a  surveyor? — Yes,  and 
an  auctioneer  as  well. 

6996.  Have  you  acted  for  claimants  against  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ? — I  have. 

6997.  Oil  many  occasions? — No,  not  on  many 
occasions ;  a  few. 

6998.  We  have  been  told  by  Mr.  Matthew  Goddard 
that  when  he  was  acting  for  the  Board  ho  received  on 
one  occasion,  at  all  events,  a  sum  of  money  from  you  r 
— I  gave  him  5/.,  but  that  had  nothing  at  all  to  do 
With  any  valuation  of  fixtures.  The  circumstances 
were  these :  I  had  a  claim  and  that  claim  was  settled, 
and  then  there  was  a  monthly  tenancy  created  and 
the  man  died,  and  I  was  appointed  his  executor.  There 
was  an  appointment  made  to  give  up  the  premises.  I 
could  not  keep  that  appointment,  and  subsequently  there 
was  another  appointment  made  and  then  the  key  was 
formally  given  to  Mr.  Matthew  Goddard,  and  he  was  to 
get  possession  in  a  day  or  two.  He  went  down  and  got 
possession,  and  then  it  was  that  he  reported  to  me  and 
I  gave  him  5/.  for  his  extra  trouble.  I  was  acting 
officially  as  executor  in  that  case. 

6999.  I  do  not  quite  understand  what  he  had  done 
for  you.  That  was  doing  the  Board's  work  ? — It  wa? 
doing  the  Board's  work,  but  I  had  to  give  up  pos- 
session by  a  certain  day.  I  think  it  was  about  the 
25th  of  January  1886.  I  was  under  a  liabiliry  of  5/. 
a  day  if  I  did  not  give  it  up. 


7000.  Besides  that  he  has  borrowed  money  of  you  ? 
— He  borrowed  money  of  me  afterwards. 

7001.  How  much  ? — He  borrowed  of  me  first  10/. 
and  then  5/. 

7002.  Have  those  sums  been  paid  ? — No,  they  have 
not  been  paid. 

7003.  How  long  ago  is  that  ?— That  was  in  July 
1886  he  borrowed  of  me,  and  then  I  had  a  letter  from 
him  when  I  expected  to  get  the  money  from  him,  that 
he  wanted  to  borrow  another  10/.,  and  I  would  not 
lend  it. 

7004.  Are  those  all  the  payments  you  have  made 
to  him  ? — ^Those  are  all  the  payments. 

7005.  Have  you  had  any  pecuniary  transactions 
with  any  other  officials  of  the  Board  ? — The  only  other 
official  of  the  Board  that  ever  I  paid  was  in  respect  of 
a  very  old  friend  of  my  father's,  and  I  had  lent  him 
10/.,  in  fact  it  was  two  10/.  I  lent  it  by  a  cheque, 
and  there  was  a  promissory  note  taken  for  it. 

7006.  Had  you  come  into  business  relations  with 
him  at  all  ? — I  had. 

7007.  What  were  his  functions?  —  His  functions 
were  as  an  accountant. 

7008.  The  moneys  you  lent  to  him  have  all  been 
repaid,  have  they  ? — They  have  all  been  repaid. 

7009.  Did  you  make  any  payment  to  him  beyond 
those  two  sums  ? — None  at  au. 

7010.  There  is  no  one  beyond  that?  —  No  one 
at  all. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mt. 

W.  Legge, 


7011. 


Mr.  TuoMAs  Whoblow  Lbqob 
{Chairman.)  You  told   us  on  the   previous 


occaFion  that  you  promised  Mr.  Goddard  2,000/.  if  he 
jjot  the  license  of  the  "Yorkshire  Grey  "  ? — Yes. 

7012.  And  that  that  was  pai  I  to  your  nominee,  you 
believed,  out  of  money  advanced  to  you  by  Messrs. 
Hoare  ? — Yes. 

7013.  Messrs.  Hoare  state  that  they  did  not  advance 
any  money,  on  your  taking  up  th  \  lease  of  the  Board 
of  Works,  biit  the  transaction  had  reference  to  an 
underlease  of  the  **  Yorkshire  Grey  "  that  you  took  up 
from  Mr.  James  Kemp  ? — Yes,  I  did,  but  I  bought  it 
back  again. 

7014.  Then  the  amounts  advanced  were  as  follows  : 
13th  November  1877,  3,500/.,  the  wholo  of  which  they 
say  was  paid  to  Mr.  Kemp  in  discharge  of  his  claim  ? 
— Very  likely. 

7015.  Then  500/.  on  the  14th  December  1877; 
500/.  on  the  16th  January  1878 ;  500/.  on  the  20th 
February  1878;  500/.  on  the  18th  March  1878  ;  500/. 
on  the  2nd  December  1878.  The  whole  of  these 
cheques  were  crossed  to  the  Central  Bank  of  London, 
and  paid  through  them.  Were  the  Central  Bank  your 
bankers  ? — ^Yes,  at  that  time. 

7016.  That  does  not  look  as  though  Messrs.  Hoare 
could  have  paid  any  of  it  to  your  nominee  ? — That 
was  my  belief  that  they  had.     It  was  paid,  I  know. 

7017.  It  would  look  as  though  it  must  have  been 
paid  into  your  banking  account? — No,  I  do  not 
remember  paying  it,  my  Lord. 

The  witness 


reciilled  and  further  examined. 

7018.  You  may  have  drawn  it  out,  and  paid  it  in 
notes  ? — No,  I  have  not  done  that.* 

7019.  But  Messrs.  Hoare  say  they  paid  8,  "JOO/.  to 
Mr.  Kemp,  and  that  the  rest  they  paid  in  thoe  sums 
of  500/.  by  cheques  on  their  own  banker .<<«  which 
were  all  crossed,  *'  Central  Bank  of  London  "  ? — I 
might  pay  my  builder  when  I  made  a  dr.iw  from 
them  ;  that  is  the  usual  thing. 

7020.  But  what  I  moiin  is  that  it  does  not  seem  to 
look  as  though  the  money  had  been  paid  by  Messrs. 
Hoare  to  any  nominee  of  yours  as  you  thought  ?— 
I  told  you  I  was  not  certain. 

7021.  You  cannot  now  throw  any  more  light  on  it  ? 
— Unless  Mr.  Kemp  paid  it.  I  will  see  if  I  can  find 
that  ont.    Mr.  Kemp  may  have  paid  it. 

7022.  I  thought  you  owed  Mr.  Kemp  the  3,500/.  ? 
— No.  I  sold  the  place  to  him,  and  bought  it  back 
again,  so  it  may  have  been  in  the  agreement  when  I 
sold  it  that  ho  should  pay  it.  It  is  possible  that  oat 
of  the  3,500/.  he  received  from  Hoare's  he  may  have 
paid  that  2,000/.,  and  if  you  tell  me  it  was  not  paid  by 
Messrs.  Hoare  Jk  Co.  I  will  make  further  inquiries  • 

7023.  Would  this  appear  at  all  in  yonr  accounts 
under  your  bankruptcy,  do  you  think;  would  they 
afford  any  assistance  ? — I  do  not  think  they  would. 

7024.  Perhaps  you  will  see  what  fuither  informa- 
tion you  can  give  us  ? — Yes,  I  will. 

7025.  You  do  not  remember  now  who  the  nominee 
was  ? — ^No,  I  do  not. 

withdrew. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


MINUTES   OF  EVIDENCE. 


229 


{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Your  Lordship  asked  for 
this  document^  the  report  of  the  3rd  April  1883,  from 
the  architect's  department  to  the  theatre  sub-committee 


with  regard  to  the  Criterion,  signed  bj  Mr.  Vulliamy. 
It  is  in  the  stationer's  handwriting,  but  drafted  by 
Mr.  Hebb  (handing  in  same). 


Thirteenth 
.Day. 

26  Jane  18SS. 


Adjourned  to  Friday  next  at  11  o'clock. 


FOURTEENTH  DAY. 


Friday,  29th  June  1888. 

BEFORE  : 


Lord  Herschell, 


Mr.  Grenfell. 
Lord  HERSCHELL  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  Bosanquet,  QC, 


Mr.  Richard  Frost  sworn  and  examined. 


7026.  {Chairman.)  You  formerly  occupied  the 
**  Crowii "  public-house,  Crown  Street,  Soho  ? — I  did. 

7027.  And  I  believe  you  were  removed  from  that 
by  your  premises  being  required  ^y  the  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works  ?— I  was. 

7028.  And  you  received  compensation  ? — I  did. 

7029.  Did  the  house  remain  standing  after  you  had 
been  compensated  and  left  it  ? — Some  two  years  or 
upwards. 

7030.  Were  you  required  to  give  up  possession  at 
once  ? — I  was  compelled ;  the  Board  paid  me  out. 

7031.  Do  you  know  who  was  put  into  occupation 
of  it  during  that  time  ? — I  know  it  was  a  young  man 
and  his  wife,  but  further  than  that  I  do  not  know. 

7032.  You  do  not  know  who  they  were  ? — ^I  do  not 
at  all. 


7033.  And  they  came  in  and  continued  carrying,  on 
the  business  of  the  public-house?  —  For  some  con- 
siderable time,  but  there  have  besn  two  others  since  1 
left — one  to  my  knowledge. 

7034.  Is  it  still  existing  ?— No. 

7036.  But  for  upwards  of  two  years  after  you  left  it 
was  still  carried  on  as  a  public-house  ? — It  was. 

{Chairman.)  I  should  like  to  know  who  it  was 
went  into  the  *•  Crown  "  public-house,  Soho. 

{Mr.  Freeman.)  We  will  inquire.  We  can  easily 
ascertain. 

7036.  {Chairman.)  What  yeai-  was  it  yon  went 
out  ? — As  near  as  possible  five  years  ago. 

7037.  Who  arranged  with  you  alK)ut  the  compen- 
sation ? — My  broker  did  all  that — Walter  Knight, 

7038.  You  did  not  yourself  arrange  with  the  Board 
of  Works  ? — I  left  it  entirely  to  my  broker. 


Fourteenth' 
Day. 

29  June  1888. 

Mr.  B.  Frost, 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  George  Thomas  Brown  sworn  and  examined. 


7039.  {Chairman.)  Did  you  formerly  occupy  a 
public-house  which  was  taken  by  the  Board  ? — I  did. 

7040.  What  was  the  name  of  it  ?— "  The  Beaufort 
Arms." 

7041.  Where  was  it  ? — Beaufort  Street,  Chelsea. 

7042.  You  received  notice  that  the  Board  required 
to  take  it  ? — ^I  did. 

7043.  And  you  received  compensation  for  its  being 
taken  ?— I  did. 

7044.  Do  you  know  if  that  remained  open  as  a 
public-house  a  considerable  time  after  you  had  been 
removed  ? — It  was  open  on  Sunday  night  last. 

7045.  It  is  still  open  ?— It  is. 

7046.  When  were  you  removed  from  it  ? — On  the 
10th  January  1887. 

7047.  And  it  is  still  being  carried  on  ? — Still  being 
carried  on. 

7048.  Was  any  offer  made  to  you  that  you  should 
remain  there  ? — ^No,  my  Lord,  I  applied  to  be  allowed 
to  remain  as  the  Board's  tenant.  I  wrote  myself  and 
my  broker,  Mr.  Slee. 

7049.  And  that  was  refused  you  ? — Yes.  I  offered 
4/.  a  week  to  be  allowed  to  remain  there. 

70<50.  Do  you  know  whether  Mr.  Gannaway  came 
in  when  you  left  ?— He  did. 

7051.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Did  anyone  come  down 
on  behalf  of  the  Board  to  value  you  out  ? — Yes.  The 
first  I  saw  was  Mr.  George  Haines,  the  broker  who 
came  about  the  lease,  and  then,  I  think,  Messrs. 
Fleuret  did  the  valuktion  and  so  on,  but  I  left  it 
entirely  to  Mr.  Slee,  the  broker. 

7052.  There  was  nobody  else  who  came  to  go  over 
the  fixtures,  or  value  your  stock,  or  go  over  the 


house? — No.  I  was  introduced  to  Mr.  Goddard  by 
Mr.  Bentley  Haynes,  surveyor,  and  in  his  presence.  I 
understood  from  Mr.  Slee,  or  Mr.  Slee  told  me,  that 
the  Board  refused  to  take  my  stock ;  I  had  rather  a 
large  stock  of  old  wines  and  so  on  there,  and  I 
wrote  to  Mr.  Goddard,  pointing  that  out  to  him,  as 
he  had  promised  me  I  should  not  be  disturbed  front 
the  house  at  all,  and  on  this  promise  I  laid  out  113/. 
in  alterations,  and  I  had  this  letter  from  him  {handing 
in  same). 

7053.  {Chairman.)  Which  Goddard  was  that? — 
The  elder  Goddard. 

7054.  The  letter,  I  see,  is  dated  October  13th,  1886. 
"  Dear  Sir, — In  answer  to  your  letter  of  the  9th,  and 
**  to  some  lettara  of  Mr.  Slee's,  I  beg  to  say  that  I 
<<  have  arranged  with  him,  and  at  his  request  that 
"  you  shall  remain  until  the  1st  January  1887.  It 
"  is  not  customary  to  allow  the  vendor  to  remain  in 
'^  possession  as  a  board's  tenant,  but  by  extending 
'^  your  present  holding  to  the  beginning  of  the  year  it 
*'  will  enable  you  to  dispose  of  your  stock  and  perhaps 
"  meet  your  wishes.  Yours  ftiithfully,  F.  W.  God- 
''  dard."  That  onlv  extended  the  time  for  three 
months  ? — That  is  all. 

7055.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  To  the  day  when  you  did, 
in  fact,  go  out  ? — I  es.  I  was  obliged  to  sell  some 
of  my  stock  at  a  loss  of  quite  30  per  cent.,  and  have 
some  on  hand  now.  In  reply  to  that  letter  I 
should  say  I  wrote  to  Mr.  Goddard  again  pointmg 
out  the  hardship  of  my  case,  and  asking  to  be  allowed 
to  remain.  I  said  I  felt  that  having  made  a  con- 
nexion there  I  could  afford  to  give  more  than  anybody 
else  as  a  tenant.    I  had  no  reply  to  that  letter.     I 
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wrote  again,  and  Mr.  Slee  was  also  in  communication 
with  him,  making  a  distinct  offer  of  4/.  a  week,  but  I 
had  no  reply  to  that  letter,  but  I  heard  from  Mr.  Slee 
that  I  was  to  go  out. 

7056.  (Chmrman,)  What  did  you  have  as  com- 
l)ensation  ?— 5,000/. 

7057.  That  was  for  the  lease  and  the  trade  ?  Do 
you  know  how  much  of  that  was  for  trails  distur- 
bance ? — I  do  not.  My  house  was  damaged  by  the 
action  of  the  Board  in  closing  the  Battersea  Bridge, 
70/.  a  month,  and  they  kept  me  there  three  years,  and 
then  tm*ned  me  out. 

7058.  You  got  no  compensation  for  the  effect  of 
closing  the  bridge  ? — I  cannot  say  that.  They  gave 
me  5,000/.  to  come  out  because  I  was  doing  a  large 
trade  before  they  closed  the  bridge,  70/.  a  month  is  a 
large  amount  in  trade  to  lose. 

7059.  That  was  all  taken  into  account  when  they 
paid  you  out  ? — No,  I  take  it  they  paid  me  out  on  the 
three  years.  That  is  the  practice,  or  I  may  say 
Mr.  Goddard's  practice  is  on  these  lines,  to  keep  you 
three  years  after  damaging  the  trade,  and  then  pay 
you  out  on  the  smaller  amount. 

7060.  Did  you  receive  any  compensation  before 
this  time  you  were  bought  out  ? — No ;  nothing  at  all. 


7061.  Then  what  you  suggest  is,  that  your  trade 
being  less  owing  to  the  closing  of  the  bridge,  yoii 
were  paid  compensation  on  that  smaller  amount  ?— 
Yes. 

7062.  You  do  not  know  how  much  was  for  tmde 
compensation,  and  how  much  for  your  lease? — T  do 
not.     Mr.  Slee  would  know  that. 

7063.  (Mr,  Bosanquet,)  You  say  Mr.  Gamiaway 
went  in  after  you  came  out  ? — Yes. 

7064.  Is  he  there  still  ?— He  is  there  still.  He  is 
one  of  the  gentlemen  put  in  by  the  Board.  I  believe 
he  is  a  relation  of  Goddard's. 

7065.  (Mr.  Freeman.)  What  was  the  date  when 
you  actually  did  go  out  and  leave  the  premises  ? — I 
think  it  was  10th  January,  but  I  am  not  clear  to  a 
day. 

7066.  In  what  year  ?— 1887. 

7067.  Can  you  tell  me  what  was  the  amount  of  the 
claim  you  made  against  the  Metropolitan  Board  ? — ^I 
am  not  quite  clear,  but  I  thiuk  it  was  5,800/.  we 
asked. 

7068. 
5,000/. 


And     you     received     5,000/.  ? — ^I    received 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Frederick  Gannaway  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr. 
F.  Oannaway, 


7069.  (Chairman.)  Were  you  put  into  this  public- 
house,  the  "  Beaufort  Arms,"  by  the  Board  ? — Yes. 

7070.  And  are  you  still  carrying  it  on  ? — Yes. 

7071.  What  rent  do  you  pay  to  the  Board  ? — 8/. 
a  month.  Shall  I  make  my  statement  of  the  com- 
mencement of  my  connexion  with  the  Board  ? 

7072.  If  you  like;  8/.  a  month  would  be  96/.  a 
year.  Have  you  been  in  any  previous  public-houses 
for  the  Board  ? — Yes,  several. 

7073.  Have  you  made  payuients  to  Mr.  Goddard  in 
connexion  with  your  going  in? — Not  in  connexion 
with  going  in. 

7074.  Or  without  connexion  ? — I  have  had  to  give 
him  money  afterwards. 

7075.  How  often  has  that  happened  ? — Repeatedly. 

7076.  Perhaps  your  statement  will  contain  these 
particulars? — I  think  it  would. 

7077.  Will  you  hand  it  to  me  ? — I  have  not  got  it 
written  out,  but  I  will  give  it  you  as  concisely  as 
possible. 

7078.  First  of  all,  are  you  related  to  Mr.  Goddard  ? 
— No,  my  Lord.  About  12  years  ago  I  knew  a 
gentleman  of  the  name  of  Stephens,  then  a  tenant  of 
the  Board  at  the  "  Carpenter's  Arms  "  in  Farringdon 
Road.  In  the  course  of  conversation  one  day  he  asked 
me  if  I  would  mind  taking  over  his  license  for  a  time. 
I  asked  him  why  and  for  what  reason,  and  he  said  he 
was  about  to  apply  on  behalf  of  the  Board  for  a 
license  to  a  site  somewhere  in  that  neighbourhood, 
and  it  was  necessary  that  he  should  be  quit  of  the 
license  that  he  held  to  make  the  application.  I  agreed 
to  do  so,  and  I  believe  the  application  was  made  and 
refused  for  the  other  license.  After  that  I  expected 
he  would  have  taken  the  license  of  the  **  Carpenter's 
Arms  *'  back,  but  he  explained  to  me  that  there  would 
be  some  difBculty  about  it,  as  he  had  stated  that  he 
had  given  that  house  up ;  so  I  agreed  to  continue  to 
hold  the  license.  Soon  after  that  the  licenfeing  day 
came,  and  I  had  occasion  to  go  there,  and  I  think  I 
saw  Mr.  Goddard  for  the  first  time.  He  told  me  that 
the  Board  were  desirous  of  changing  the  name  of  this 
house  from  the  **  Carpenter's  Arms  '  to  the  "  Metro- 
politan^ and  asked  me  if  I  would  make  the  application 
for  them.  I  agreed  to  do  so,  apd  it  was  granted.  I 
continued  to  hold  that  license  up  to  the  time  the 
house  was  sold. 

7079.  Did  you  pay  rent  to  the  Board  ?— No,  I  had 
nothing  to  do  with  the  rent  or  the  management. 

7080.  You  were  merely  the  nominal  holder — it  wks 
still  Mr.  Stephens'  afiair? — Yes,  it  was  still  Mr. 
Stephens'  afikir« 


7081.  It  was  only  appearing  to  be  yours,  and  it  was 
really  his  still  ? — Just  so.  Then  the  house  was  sold 
by  auction.  At  the  time  of  the  change  Mr.  Stephens 
was  very  ill,  and  not  exj.ected  to  live.  I  saw  Mr. 
Goddard  at  the  change,  and  he  told  me,  or  I  believe 
he  told  me,  that  Mr.  Stephens  was  going  into  another 
house  over  at  Camberwell,  and  as  he  was  so  ill  and  it 
might  cause  a  good  deal  of  trouble,  would  I  object  to 
take  over  the  license  of  that  house  for  him,  and  I 
agreed  to  do  so. 

7082.  Was  that  another  house  ? — That  was  another 
house.  That  was  when  Mr.  Stephens  was  going  from 
the  **  Metropolitan  "  to  this  house  at  Camberwell.  T 
cannot  remember  the  name  of  the  house. 

7083.  It  was  the  one  at  Camberwell  that  you  were 
to  take  on  ? — Yes.  That  was  the  second  house.  Of 
course  I  had  to  attend  at  the  change  there  and  take 
over  the  license.  I  saw  Mr.  Goddard  again  there,  and 
in  the  course  of  conversation  I  said,  I  suppose  I  have 
done  the  Board  some  service  with  regard  to  these 
matters;  it  has  taken  up  a  good  bit  of  my  time,  and 
if  thoy  had  ft  house  going  I  should  be  very  glad  to 
have  it.  He  said  he  would  think  about  it,  and 
a  few  months  after  that  I  had  a  letter  from  the 
Board — I  think  it  came  from  one  of  the  solicitors,  but 
I  am  not  sure — saying  there  was  a  house  in  While- 
cross  Street,  St.  Luke's,  they  were  about  to  take  over, 
and  if  it  suited  me  I  could  make  a  tender  for  it.  I 
went  and  saw  the  house  and  the  landlord,  and 
found  he  was  very  anxious  to  get  out.  He  told  lue 
what  rent  he  was  paying  and  what  trade  he  wa^ 
doing,  and  I  offered  the  Board  the  same  rental,  which 
was  accepted.  I  was  in  that  house  four  or  five  years. 
I  should  say  that  was  in  reference  to  the  St.  Luke\<; 
improvements.  It  was  a  long  time  about.  The  Board 
pulled  down  300  or  400  houses  all  round  about  this 
public-house.  We  had  a  field  of  brickbats  in  front  of 
us  and  a  field  of  brickbats  behind  us,  and  I  did  very 
badly  indeed  for  some  time,  and  then  the  land  wai? 
sold  to  the  Peabody  Trustees,  and  they  began  to  build, 
and  things  looked  up  a  bit.  To  go  back  again,  soon 
after  I  was  in  the  house  I  received  an  intimation  from 
Mr.  Stephens  that  150/.  was  required,  of  me  in  refer- 
ence to  the  transaction,  at  which  I  was  very  much 
amazed,  and  after  consideration  I  went  np  and  saw 
Mr.  Goddard  and  told  him  what  the  message  was  1 
had  received  from  Mr,  Stephens.  He  said  S6mething 
to  me  in  Latin  which  I  could  not  catch,  a  Latin 
quotation,  which  he  would  not  repeat,  and  I  have  not 
^een  able  to  find  out  what  it  was  dnce,  though  I  have 
taken  a  great  deal  of  trouble.    Afterwards  he  said, 
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"Well,  you  had  better  pay  Mt.  Stephens."  I  saw 
which  way  the  wind  blew  then,  and  I  went  away. 
After  some  days'  consideration,  and  consulting  my 
wife  about  it — we  did  not  know  hardly  what  to  do, 
because  I  had  gone  to  considerable  expense  in  going 
into  this  house,  and  had  paid  for  the  stock  and  in- 
creased the  stock — I  gave  Mr.  Stephens  a  cheque  for 
160/.  I  gave  it  over  to  him  and  never  spoke  to  him 
afterwards,  and  we  had  a  little  bit  of  a  rumpus 
over  it. 

7084.  You  do  not  know  what  Mr.  Stephens  did 
with  it  ? — I  do  not. 

7085.  What  is  the  address  of  Mr.  Stephens  ?— He 
has  been  dead  for  some  years,  I  remained  in  the  house 
between  four  or  five  years  until  the  blocks  of  buildings 
were  all  put  up.  I  should  say  with  regard  to  this 
house  standing  all  this  time  and  not  being  taken 
at  all  that  house  and  a  few  other  houses — ^private 
houses — were  taken  over  by  the  Board  with  the  object 
of  having  a  frontage  to  the  land  when  Peabody's 
Trustees  bought  the  land  ;  they  did  not  require 
a  frontage.  They  got  an  entrance  to  these  buildings 
from  a  side  street  so  that  the  house  was  never 
taken  down  by  the  Board.  The  license  was  sold 
by  auction  with  a  large  site  c»n  the  left  of  it  which 
formed  the  corner  of  the  new  street  that  was  to  be 
made,  and  one  other  house  on  the  right  of  it  that  was 
empty  all  the  time  I  was  there.  I  remained  in  the 
house  as  a  tenant  of  the  new  purchasers  and  ultimately 
I  obtained  a  transfer  of  the  license  to  the  corner  for 
them  for  which  I  received  a  small  consideration,  but 
that  had  nothing  at  all  to  do  with  the  Board.  Then 
when  this  property  was  put  up  for  sale  I  had  occasion 
to  see  Mr.  Goddard  at  the  Board. 

7086.  When  was  that? — I  am  very  bad  at  dates. 

7087.  Some  years  a^o  ? — Somewhere  about  1884. 
I  told  him  how  badly  I  bad  done  in  the  house.  In 
fact,  for  about  two  years  the  trade  was  almost  nil. 
He  said  he  would  see  what  he  could  do  for  me  ;  the 
Board  were  always  sorry  to  hear  their  tenants  had 
lost  any  money.  After  that  I  saw  in  the  paper  that 
they  had  settled  with  the  proprietor  of  the  "  Crown  *'  at 
the  corner  of  Crown  Street,  not  the  same  "  Crown  " 
that  you  have  been  inquiring  about,  and  I  aj^plied  for  it. 
I  saw  Mr.  Go<ldard  and  I  told  him  1  should  like  to  have 
tliat  house.  He  said,  "  The  rent  will  be  very  high,  I 
"  do  not  know  what  it  will  be  at  present,  and  there 
"  is  a  big  stock  to  take."  In  all  cases  when  I  have 
gone  into  a  house  I  have  taken  the  stock  and  paid  the 
tenant  the  cost  price  for  it.  I  could  not  make 
inquiries  with  regard  to  tbati  house  because  it  was 
under  management-,  but  I  ascertained  from  the  parish 
authorities  that  the  net  rating  of  it  was  3C0/.  a  year, 
and  I  offered  that  sum  for  it  ader  some  consideration, 
and  it  was  accepted.  I  went  in.  That  will  be  about 
the  autumn  of  1884.  After  I  had  been  there  a  few 
weeks  I  received  an  intimation  that  Mr.  Goddard 
desired  to  see  me  :  I  forget  how  it  was  conveyed  to  me, 
but  a  great  many  clerks  of  the  Board  would  oc- 
casionally look  in  on  their  way  home.  I  then,  know- 
ing what  had  gone  before,  thought  probably  what  was 
wanted,  and  I  went  down  to  see  him  and  I  took  a 
cheque  for  75/.  with  me.  After  some  little  conver- 
sation about  common-place  matters  I  put  the  blank 
envelope  down  on  his  desk  and  I  said,  **  There  is  some- 
thing in  that  envelope."  He  looked  at  it  and  said, 
**  Well,  all  right,  you  will  be  able  to  give  me  two  of 
"  these  a  year."  I  was  astounded,  my  Lord,  and  I 
said,  "You  are  putting  the  screw  on  me  terribly." 
He  said,  "  Oh !  well,  you  know  how  to  work  up  a 
"  business  ;  you  tell  me  you  are  doing  very  well."  I 
may  say  that  I  had  considerably  increased  the  trade 
of  the  house. 

7088.  Had  he  looked  at  that  time  to  see  how  much 
was  in  the  envelope  ? — Oh,  yes. 

7089.  {Mr.  Bosanquel.)  The  cheque  in  theenvdope 
was  made  payable  to  Mr.  Goddard  ? — I  cannot  say. 
It  was  a  cheque.  * 

7090.  {Chairman.)  Was  that  in  November  1884 
because  you  do  appear  to  have  paid  about  the  17th 
November  a  cheque,  which  went  to  Mr.  Goddard's 


account  for  75/.  ? — I  will  not  be  sure  about  the  yeai*. 
I  am  rather  confused  about  dates,  but  I  should  think 
that  would  be  one  of  the  cheques.  I  said  I  could  not 
do  it.  He  said,  "  I  want  the  other  particularly  in  a 
"  month,"  the  other  75/.  I  said  I  would  see  what  I 
could  do.  Ultimately  I  did  it  and  gave  him  another 
cheque. 

7091.  Another  75/.  ? — Yes,  at  the  end  of  the  month. 
Then  after  that  I  paid  another  75/.  and  37/.  10*. 
During  the  time  I  was  there  I  was  instructed  by  the 
Board's  solicitors  to  apply  for  a  license  for  a  new  site- 
with  reference  to  the  house,  which  I  did,  and  it  was 
advertised  on  one  occasion,  and  then  I  had  notice  from 
the  solicitors  to  withdraw  my  application.  I  believe 
they  were  advised  by  their  counsel  to  make  the  appli- 
cation themseJvf»8,  and  they  thought  they  would  be 
more  certain  to  get  the  license.  However,  they  did 
not  get  it,  and  then  the  property  was  put  up  for  sale. 
I  remained  up  to  the  day  before  the  sale.  Of  course 
I  had  a  large  stock,  because  I  fully  anticipated  getting 
the  license,  and  I  believe  if  I  had  applied  for  the 
license  I  should  have  got  it  for  the  Board.  This  was 
entirely  for  the  Board,  and  had  nothing  to  do  with 
Mr.  Goddard  at  all.     I  had  the  stock  in  my  hands. 

7092.  When  did  you  leave  that  house  ? — I  left  there 
in  July  1886. 

7093.  That  would  make  the  previous  transaction  i^^ 
1884?— Yes. 

7094.  Then  what  happened  next  ? — Then  I  was  out 
of  business  for  some  little  time.  It  must  have  been 
1886  that  I  left  that  house ;  it  was  directly  before  the 
street  was  opened. 

7095.  How  long  about  were  you  there? — ^I  was 
there  21  months. 

7096.  Then  that  would  be,  no  doubt,  in  1886  ? — 
That  was  it ;  that  is  quite  right.  Then  I  was  out  of 
business  for  some  time,  so  far  as  the  Board  of  Works 
were  concerned,  and  at  that  time  I  received  a  letter 
from  Mr.  Matthew  Goddard,  asking  me  to  lend  him 
25/.  I  had  never  had  any  transactions  with  Mr. 
Matthew  Goddard  up  to  that  time,  although  I  knew 
him  from  seeing  him  in  the  office.  I  often  had  occa- 
sion to  go  to  the  Board  on  different  matters.  I  think 
he  said  he  had  been  refurnishing  his  house  and  had 
run  rather  short  of  money,  or  something  of  that  sort, 
and  he  would  pay  me  out  of  his  January  stipend.  I 
sent  him  the  cheque  and  he  acknowledged  it,  I  believe. 
Then  I  heard  that  the  Board  had  taken  over  this 
"  Beaufort  Arms  "  at  Chelsea,  and  before  saying 
anything  to  the  Board  about  it  I  went  up  and 
saw  the  tenant,  Mr.  Brown,  the  gentleman  who  was 
here  just  before  me,  who  thinks  he  is  a  very  injured' 
individual.  He  told  me  what  he  was  doing;  that  the 
Board  had  bought  his  trade  at  250/.  a  month,  and 
what  rent  he  was  paying — something  like  70/. — 
and  what  stock  he  had;  he  also  said,  "I  am 
"  rather  anxious  to  stop  in  the  house  another  three 
"  months.'^  I  advised  him  to  write  to  the  Board  and 
ask  for  permission  to  stay  for  three  months,  and  I 
believe  he  did,  so  I  did  not  take  any  further  action  in 
the  matter  till  I  knew  he  had  got  a  reply  to  say  he 
could  remain.  After  that  I  sent  in  a  tender  for  the 
house  at  96/.  per  annum,  and  the  Board  accepted 
8/.  a  month.  I  went  in  in  January.  I  took  over  his 
stock  and  paid  him  for  it,  and  I  have  been  in  the  house 
ever  since. 

7097.  Did  you  pay  Mr.  Goddard  anything  after 
that  ? — Soon  after  I  was  in  the  house  Mr.  Matthew 
Goddard  came  to  see  me.  Mr.  Goddard  himself 
I  had  not  seen  at  all  with  regard  to  this  trans^ 
action  ;  I  think  he  was  ill.  Mr.  MaUhew  Goddaid 
came  and  said  he  had  come  to  see  me  about  the  25/^ 
and  I  suppose  he  gave  me  an  intimation  that  something 
was  required,  and  I  gave  him  a  cheque  for  75/.  and 
cancelled  the  25L 

7098.  In  effect  therefore,  you  gave  him  100/.  ?— - 
Yes. 

7099.  You  have  remained  there  ever  since  and  are 
still  carrying  on  business? — I  am  still  carrying  on 
business.  I  have  always  perfonned  my  contracts  with 
the   Board   honourably,   although   I   have    had  this 
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mooey,  I  call  it,  extracted  from  me ;  I  never  made 
any  arrangement  for  payment  and  never  expected  to 
have  to  pay  it.  I  was  gradually  drawn  into  the  thing. 
71(X>.  Yon  have  told  ns  now  all  the  occasions  on 
which  you  have  paid  him  money  ? — ^1  have  (old  you 
F.  Oannaway.  everything. 

7101.   {Mr,  Winch.)    This  house  was  doing  250/. 

a  month? — Yes.     When  I   <\'ent  in  it  only  did  140/. 
Brown  had  knocked  it  down  in  the  three  months. 

7102.  What  would  that  be  worth  in  the  market, 
140/.  a  month  ? — It  would  not  have  paid  expenses. 

7103.  I  thought  the  usual  calculation  was  a  third 
profit  ? — Take  a  third  of  140/.,  how  much  is  that .^ 

7104.  Saj  50/.  at  a  rough  calculation  ? — Not  quite 
so  much  as  that. 

7105.  Well   call    it  45/.  ?— Then   there   were  the 
working  expenses  to  be  taken  out  of  that. 

7106.  You  are  only  paying  8/.  a  month  ? — T  am 
assessed  to  the  poor  rate  at  210/.  a  year. 


7107.  It  was  a  good  thing? — No,  it  was  not. 

7108.  {Chairman.)  However,  you  have  worked  it 
up  since  ? — I  have  worked  it  up.     It  is  all  right  now. 

7109.  {Mr.  Winch.)  Well  worth  paying  for?  — 
Well,  there  was  just  the  chance. 

7110.  {Mr,  Freeman,)  You  considered  that  this 
money  which  Mr.  Goddard  wa««  asking  for  was  being 
extracted  from  you,  did  not  you  ? — I  did. 

7111.  It  was  not  at  all  a  voluntary  payment  ? — ^Not 
at  all. 

7112.  Did  it  occur  to  you  to  complain  at  all  to  the 
head  of  Mr.  Goddard  s  department  ? — What  could  I 
do.     I  am  not  a  common  informer. 

7113.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  you  did  not  inform  the 
superintending  architect,  who  was  Mr.  Goddard's 
superior  ? — I  did  not. 

7114.  Nor  the  solicitor? — ^No,  I  could  not  do  that. 

7115.  Nor  anybody? — No;  I  was  very  careful  to 
say  nothing  about  it. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Charles  Jodn  PuiPrs  recalled  and  further  examined. 


Mj. 
C,  J.  Phippi. 


71 16.  {Chairman.)  I  understand  there  are  certain 
points  on  which  you  wish  to  supplement  and  correct 
the  evidence  you  have  given  to  the  Commission  ? — 
There  are.  The  first  point  on  which  I  wish  to  correct 
my  evidence  is  this ;  I  see  in  one  question  I  was  asked 
whether  I  had  ever  had  any  other  monetary  transac- 
tions with  Mr.  Fowler  and  I  answered  that  I  had  not. 
Since  the  last  meeting  of  the  Commission  it  has  heen 
brought  to  my  Ijnowledge  by  some  memoranda  which 
I  have  come  upon  that  in  1884  I  did  make  him  a 
present  of  some  money.  I  should  like  to  tell  you  the 
circumstances  if  you  will  allow  me.  It  was  in  relation 
to  Hengler's  circus,  or  rather  following  that,  I  made 
an  application  to  the  Board  in  May  of  1881  as  to  the 
rebuilding  of  Hengler's  circus.  Hengler's  circus  had 
been  closed  in  the  same  way  as  the  "  Criterion  "  had 
been  closed.  It  was  that  circumstance  that  brought  the 
matter  to  my  recollection,  and  I  looked  up  the  papei-s 
and  that  i*eminded  me  of  the  transaction.  My  client 
came  to  me  in  the  early  part  of  June — in  fact  June 
8th — saying,  that  he  had  just  heard  that  the  Theatres 
Committee  had  objected,  not  to  pass  the  plans,  but 
objected  to  the  site  altogether  for  the  rebuilding,  and 
asked  me  what  was  the  best  thing  to  be  done,  be- 
cause it  was  a  very  serious  thing  that  after  the  build- 
ing had  been  closed  on  account  of  its  being  built  of 
improper  materials,  when  we  proposed  to  build  it 
again  fire-proof,  the  matter  should  be  settled  like  that 
by  the  sub-committee  without  any  negotiation  or  vn th- 
ou t  any  knowledge  of  ours.  So  I  at  once  said  I  will 
do  what  I  can,  and  the  best  thing  I  can  do  is  to  go 
and  see  some  of  the  members  of  the  Board  and  ask 
them  what  course  to  adopt.  Accordingly  I  called  on 
Mr.  Fowler  and  stated  the  circumstances  to  him  and 
said,  What  is  the  best  course  to  adopt  ?  He  said :  "  I 
^'  should  write  to  the  clerk  of  the  Board  asking  that 
"  the  matter  should  be  referred  back  to  the  Theatres 
"  Committee  for  reconsideration."  It  went  from  the 
Theatres  Committee  to  the  Building  Act  Committee, 
one  being  a  sub-committoe  of  the  other. 

71 17.  It  goes  from  the  Board  to  the  Building  Act 
Committee  and  from  the  Building  Act  Committee  to 
the  Theatres  Sub-Committee? — ^There  is  a  Building 
Act  Committee  and  then  a  sub-committee  of  the  Build- 
ing Act  Committee  called  the  Theatres  Committee. 
The  Theatres  Committee  have  to  repprt  to  the  Build- 
ing Act  Committee  and  that  is  taken  to  the  Board. 
We  were  very  anxious  to  stop  this  coming  into  the 
newspapers  because  it  was  a  very  important  matter. 
He  advised  me  to  write  to  the  clerk  of  the  Board, 
asking  for  a  reconsideration  of  the  matter  and  also  to 
allow  it  to  be  reopened,  and  I  had  better  get  a  model 
made.  I  wrote  to  Mr.  Wakefield,  and  here  is  my 
letter  :  "  I  have  just  heard  from  my  clients  that  the 
"  sub-committee  on  theatres  have  raised  a  diflftculty 
"  ns  to  the  granting  a  certificate  for  the  rebuilding  of 
'•*  the  Cirque,  in  Argyle  Street,  upon  the  grounds  that 


"  the  site  is  not  suitable,  and  I  should  be  obhged  if 
"  you  would  bring  this  matter  before  the  Building 
"  Act  Committee  at  their  meeting  to-morrow.  I  beg 
"  to  ask  the  committee  before  any  final  decision  is 
"  arrived  at  that  I  may  be  heard  by  them  upon  the 
"  matter."     That  letter  was  replied  to. 

7118.  (Mr,  Bosanquet.)  What  is  the  date  of  that 
letter  ? — ^The  date  of  that  letter  was  the  9th  June 
1884.  Then  on  the  11th  June  I  received  a  letter 
from  Mr.  Wakefield,  sayitig ;  "  I  laid  your  letter  of 
"  the  9th  instant,  respecting  Hengler's  Cirque,  before 
"  the  Building  Act  Committee  yesterday,  and'  they 
"  referred  the  matter  back  to  the  Theatres  and  Music 
"  Halls  Sub-Committee  in  order  to  afford  an  oppor- 
"  tunity  for  a  conference  with  the  parties  interested. 
"  Will  you  therefore  be  good  enough  to  attend  at  this 
"  office  for  the  purpose  on  Tuesday  next,  the  17th  in- 
"  stant,  at  a  quarter  to  two  o'clock,  and  bring  with  you 
"  such  of  vour  clients  as  you  wish  to  be  present  ?  " 

7119.  {Chairma^u)  What  did  you  do?— I  did 
attend  on  that  day.  The  day  I  attended  was  the  17th 
June  1884.  I  had  a  model  made  in  the  meantime  ;  I 
produced  this  model  and  the  matter  was  argued  out 
very  fully,  then  a'ud  there.  There  was  a  full  com- 
mittee ;  I  beUeve  Mr.  Selway  was  there,  and  they 
arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  if  we  built  up  all  the 
windows  of  the  adjoining  properties  looking  on  the 
circus  then  there  would  be  no  objection  whatever  to 
the  site  as  a  site.  That  was  the  whole  of  the  matter 
so  far  as  I  was  concerned.  The  plans  were  passed 
afterwards  as  I  see  by  a  letter  of  the  16th  July. 
Then,  on  the  31st  July  I  called  on  Mr.  Fowler,  and  I 
said :  "  You  have  been  very  kind  to  me  in  this  matter, 
"  and  I  am  very  much  obliged  to  you,"  and  I  gave 
him  40/.  He  did  not  ask  for  it,  and  there  was  no 
condition  or  anything  made.  I  gave  it  him  as  a 
voluntary  present  because  it  served  my  client's  pur- 
pose. 

7120.  Mr.  Fowler  was  a  member  of  the  Theatres 
Sub-Committee  ? — Certainly.  That  is  the  transaction 
I  wished  to  mention. 

7121.  {Mr.  GrenfelL)  Will  you  mention  the 
number  of  the  question  you  are  correcting.  The  first 
one  was  4039? — I  am  correcting  4038  and  4039. 
Now  I  am  going  to  4018.  I  was  asked,  **  Can  you 
'^  tell  us  the  date  when  you  first  mentioned  to  him 
"  that  you  should  require  his  services?"  That  is 
with  regard  to  2  and  8,  Shaftesbury  Avenue.  I  said, 
^^  Mr.  Fowler  himself  mentioned  October  12th.  I 
^  could  not  have  stated  it  myself,  but  I  find  I  called 
^^  on  him  then."  I  find  the  exact  date  is  September 
27th.  That  is  the  only  correction  on  that  matter. 
Then,  I  am  aware,  it  is  in  your  Lordship's  knowledge 
that  the  200/.  has  been  returned,  and  perhaps  I  should 
mention  about  that.  As  I  was  an  intermediary  in 
the  matter  it  is  as  well  I  should  state  what  occurred. 
In  the  July  of  last  year,  at  the  time  that  the  inquiry 
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WAS  being  made  at  the  Board  about  Mr.  Kobertson, 
Mr.  Fowler  sent  for  roe  and  he  said,  "  1  Imd  that  Mr. 
"  Hobson's  name  is  mixed  up  very  considerably  with 
^^  Robertson,  and  as  you  are  aware  I  had  a  cheque 
"  from  him  for  200/.  which  he  ought  not  to  have 
^<  paid  to  me.  I  want  to  hand  it  back."  He  handed 
back  a  cheque  to  me,  and  I  then  said,  "  Very  well, 
'*  I  will  take  it;  it  cannot  cancel  the  transaction, 
^*  because  the  cliequc  paid  to  you  appears  in  Mr. 
"  Hobson's  books  ;  but  I  will  take  back  the  cheque 
^'  aud  give  it  back  to  Mr.  Hobson,"  which  I  did. 

7122.  That  was  the  200/.  that  was  paid  in  con- 
nexion  with  the  Shaftesbury  Avenue  transaction  ? — 
The  only  money  paid  to  ^Ir.  Fowler  in  that  matter. 
It  was  returned  a  twelvemonth  ago,  I  believe,  in 
July  of  last  year. 

7123.  Has  it  been  already  stated  it  had  been 
returned  ? — No,  it  has  not  been  stated  before. 

7124.  I  thought  you  said  it  was  within  our  kiiow- 
le»ge? — Yes,  but  it  has  not  been  stated  before,  and 
as  everything  has  to  bo  stated  here,  I  wish  to  state  it. 

7125.  (Chairman.)  It  had  come  to  your  knowledge 
that  that  information  had  been  given  to  us  ? — Yes, 
certainly. 

7126.  I  see  on  the  27th  May  1884  at  the  Theatres 
Sub-Committee  it  was  "Resolved  that  the  site  was 
*^  not  suitable  for  the  erection  of  a  place  of  public 
^*  entertainment,  and  that  it  be  recommended  to  the 
*'  Building  Act  Committee  that  the  applicant  be  in- 
''  formed  that  the  Boaid  declined  to  grant  the  certifi- 
**  cate."    Mr,  Fowler,  I  see,  was  present  at  the  sub- 
committee.    Then,  on  the  I7th  June,  a  fortnight  or 
three  weeks  after,  the   sub-committee  further  con- 
sidered the  application  of  Mr.  Fhipps  for  a  ceitificate. 
"  The  clerk  presented  a  letter  dated  the  11th  June 
**  1884  from  Mr.  C.  J.  Fhipps  stating  he  would  attend 
•'  the  sub  committee  on  Tuesday  next.     Mr.  Fhipps, 
"  Mr.  Haigh,  and  Mr.  Hengler  then  attended  the 
''  sub-committee,  and   conferred  with   them  on   the 
**  subject.     Mr.  Fhipps  exhibited  a  model  of  the  pro- 
'^  posed  circus  and  surrounding  buildings  and  made  a 
"  verbal  statement  to  the  sub-committee  on  the  sub- 
"  ject.      Resolved,  on  the  motion  of  Mr.   Selway, 
«'  seconded  by  Mr.  Fowler,  that  Mr.  Fhipps  be  re- 
*'  quested  to  put  the  statement  now  made  into  writing 
'*  and  to  send  it  to  the  office  before  the  next  meeting 
"  of  the  sub-committee."    Then,  on  the  1st  July,  the 
sub-committee    further    considered   the    application. 
Then  it  was  "Resolved,  on  the  motion  of  Selway, 
"  seconded  by  Mr.  Ewin,  that  it  be  recommended  to 
**  the  Building  Act  Committee  that  the  application 
"  for  a  ceitificate  be  granted ;  that  the  drawings  sub- 
"  mitted  by  the  applicant  be  approved  on  the  follow- 
"  conditions  contained  in  his  letter  dated  19th  June 
"  1884: — (1.)  That  all  window  openings  overlooking 
"  the  site  of  the  circus  be  stopped  with  brickwork 
"  the  full  thickness  of    the   walls    in   which    such 
"  openings  are  situated.     (2.)  That  the  roof  over  the 
"  stables  be  of  iron   framework   covered  externally 
'<  with   slates.     (3.)   That  the  posts  shown  on  the 
"  section  of  the  stables  and  also  the  stall  divisions  be 
"  of  iron,"  and  fo  on.     Mr.  Fowler  wai  present  at 
that  meeting.     There  is  no  other  point,  I  think  ? — 
Well,  it  is  a  very  small  point,  and  I  do  not  know 
whether  I  ought  to  mention  it,  but  I  find  by  refer- 
ence to  the   papers — I   have  been   looking  ovci*  all 
the  papers  referring  to  my  connexioai  with  the  Metro- 
politan Board  of  Works — that  I  have  bad  22  cases 
with  them  ;  that  is  to  say,  12  of  new  theatres  I  liave 
already  built  and  am  building,  and  10  of  other  theatres. 
I  have  looked  over  all  the  papers  connected  with  these, 
and   I  wish  to  state  that  I  have  never  directly  or 
indirectly  given  any  member  of  the  Board  or  any 
official  of  the  Board  one  single  farthing  other  than 
1  have  now    stated  except  one   case.      I  find  here 
that  I  paid  10  guineas  to  two  clerks  of  Uie  Board — 
junior   dcrlws — ^ibr  some  copies  of   plans.      I   have 
their  receipts  here.     T think  their  names  are  Hudson 
and  Boggis.    I  got  Mr.  Hebb's  permission  to  do  it, 
and  it  appears  on  the  official  correspondence   that 
I  have  done  so.     Here  is  one  receipt,  but  I  cannot 
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find  the  receipt  for  the  other,  but  I  luive  the  cheque. 
It  was  for  copies  of  the  plans  of  the  Globe  and 
Olympic  Theatres.  I  referred  to  it  in  a  letter  I 
wrote  to  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  addressed 
to  Mr.  Hebb  on  the  18th  September  1883:  **I  have 
"  already  paid  your  clerks  for  a  copy  of  the  survey 
"  plans  of  the  theatre."  There  was  no  disguise  in  the 
matter. 

7127.  What  were  the  plans  which  they  copied? — 
The  plans  were  the  surveys  of  these  two  theatres. 

7128.  By  whom? — The  Board  made  the  plans,  I 
presume.  In  fact,  they  made  plans  of  all  the  theatres. 
It  saved  me  the  trouble  of  making  surveys  myself.  I 
made  application,  I  believe,  to  Mr.  Hebb,  but  I  will 
not  be  certain,  whether  I  could  have  copies  of  those 
sets  of  plans.  On  a  subsequent  occasion  when  I  made 
application  it  was  refused.  Those  are  the  only  two 
transactions.  They  were  ti'acings  of  the  plans.  I 
have  nothing  more  to  add  to  that. 

7129.  (Mr,  Bosanguet,)  Have  you  told  us  all  that 
passed  between  Mr.  Fowler  and  you  when  the  200/. 
was  returned  ? — Certainly,  every  word. 

7130.  Then  did  you  yourself  give  it  to  Mr. 
Hobson  ? — I  did. 

7131.  In  a  cheque? — The  cheque. 

7132.  What  passed  between  you  and  Mr.  Hobson  ? 
— ]  t(  Id  Mr.  Hobson  pi*ecisely  what  Mr.  Fowler  had 
told  me. 

7133.  Was  there  any  discussion  between  you  and 
Mr.  Fowler  or  you  and  Mr.  Hobson  as  to  what  the 
200/.  had  been  paid  for  ? — ^That  had  been  discussed 
before ;  you  will  find  that  in  my  former  evidence. 

7134.  Your  former  evidence  only  referred  to  the 
time  when  the  money  was  paid  ? — Yes. 

7135.  Was  there  anything  said  at  the  time  when 
it  was  paid  back  as  to  how  it  had  come  to  be  paid, 
excepting  that  Mr.  Fowler  ought  not  to  have  had  it  ? 
— Mr.  Fowler  made  the  remark  to  me  that  "  Mr. 
"  Hobscm  ought  not  to  have  paid  this  to  me ;  you 
"  ought  to  have  paid  it." 

7136.  (Mr.  Winch.)  At  the  time  this  200/.  was 
paid  back,  tell  me  if  you  recollect  wbether  certain 
public  papers  were  attacking  Mr.  Fowler  and  Mr. 
Saunders  in  connexion  with  their  receiving  money  ? 
— I  do  not  think  that.  I  could  not  tell  you  exactly 
the  date ;  it  was  in  July  of  last  year.  There  was  tbe 
inquiry  as  to  Mr.  Robertson. 

7137.  Mr.  Saunders'  and  Mr.  Fowler's  names  were 
mixed  up  in  it? — ^Not  quite  that;  it  was  not  that 
their  names  were  mixed  up  in  it,  but  it  was  that  Mr. 
Hobson's  name  was  mixed  up  with  Robertson's. 

7138.  Was  not  public  attention  being  drawn  to 
Messrs.  Saunders'  and  Fowler's  conduct  with  regard 
to  these  matters  ? — Not  that  I  recollect. 

7139.  (Mr.  Freeman.)  As  regards  these  plans  that 
you  have  mentioned  that  you  had  copied,  they  were 
the  plans  which  the  Board  had  made  of  the  theatre  in 
its  then  condition  P — Exactly  so. 

7140.  With  a  view  to  requiring  certain  alterations 
to  be  made  as  to  exits  and  other  things  ? — Yes,  that 
was  so — a  preliminary  plan. 

7141.  There  was  no  object  why  they  should  not  be 
communicated  to  you  ;  in  fact,  you  would  be  required 
to  see  them  ? — I  could  have  taken  them  myself,  but 
it  saved  me  the  trouble. 

7142.  I  believe  the  Board  do  not  allow  these  plans 
to  go  out  of  the  office,  but  they  allow  copies  to  be 
taken  ? — Yes,  I  have  on  several  other  occasions  sent 
my  clerks  to  the  Board,  and  they  have  allowed  me 
to  trace  them  myself. 

7143.  Do  you  know  whether  this  was  work  done 
by  these  same  clerks  as  overtime  ? — I  presume  it 
was. 

7144.  One  other  question  about  Hengier's  circus. 
The  17th  June  was  the  date  when  you  attended  with 
your  model  ? — Yes. 

7145.  Was  that  the  first  occasion  when  you  had 
attended  to  give  information  about  the  site  ? — That 
was  the  first  occasion  on  which  I  had  been  to  the 
Board. 
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7146.  And  on  that  occasion  the  Board  discussed  at 
great  length  with  you  as  to  aU  the  questions  relating 
to  that  site  ? — ^Discussed  very  fully. 

7147.  I  believe  Mr.  Selway  was  present  and  asked 
a  great  many  questions  ? — They  were  very  exacting 
altogether. 

7148.  Was  it  a  full  meeting  ? — I  think  it  was  a 
very  large  meeting. 

7149.  About  how  many  do  you  suppose  were  pre- 
sent ? — I  could  hardly  tell  you  that — seven  or  eight. 

7150.  Were  a  great  many  matters,  not  merely  iron 
windowsybut,  for  instance,  lire-proof  stables  and  various 
other  requirements  made  by  that  committee  ? — The 
whole  plan  was  gone  into  very  thoroughly  after  the 
first  question  of  the  site  was  thrashed  out.     The  whole 


of   the  building  was  proposed  to  be    entirely  fir  • 
proof.  ' 

7151.  But  with  the  personal  explanations  and  the 
model  you  were  able  to  satisfy  the  committee  you 
would  do  all  they  required  ? — Certainly. 

7152.  After  hearing  all  the  explanations  they  then 
agreed  to  pass  the  plims  ? — Yes. 

7153.  (Chairman.)  In  the  first  instance  they  had 
rejected  the  site  absolutely  no  matter  what  building 
was  put  u|)on  it  ? — ^That  was  so. 

7154.  On  the  second  occasion  they  came  to  the  con- 
clusion there  was  no  reason  why  with  a  particular 
kind  of  building  the  site  should  not  be  built  upon  ? — 
It  looks  A'ery  much  like  that.  I  could  not  understand 
why  they  rejected  it  in  the  first  place,  and  I  did  all 
I  could  to  get  a  reconsideration. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Thomas  Verity  sworn  and  examined. 


Jfr.  T.  Verity.       7155.  Are  you  an  architect  and  surveyor  ? — I  am. 
■'  7156.  You  were  employed  as  architect  by  the  pro- 

prietors of  the  Criterion  Theatre  ? — I  was. 

7157.  Mr.  Haines  has  told  us  that  in  connexion 
with  that  Mr.  Fowler  and  Mr.  Saunders  were  called 
into  council  ? — That  is  so. 

7158.  I  am  not  quite  sure  whether  Mr.  Haines 
stated  he  sent  them  to  you,  or  how  you  came  in  com- 
munication with  them  ? — On  the  first  occasion  I  was 
introduced  to  Mr.  Saunders  by  Mr.  Freshwater,  one 
of  Messrs.  Spiers  and  Pond's  clerks.  We  went  to 
find  out  why  the  theatre  was  condemned.  We  could 
get  no  information  of  any  kind  from  the  Board  or 
from  any  of  the  ofiicials,  and  then  it  was  suggested 
we  should  see  Mr.  Saunders  and  find  out  from  him 
the  reasons  why  they  condemned  the  theatre.  Mr. 
Haines  was  acting  as  Messrs.  Spiers  and  Pond's  agent. 
I  only  saw  Mr.  Saunders,  I  think,  three  times,  and 
then  only  on  some  questions  as  to  how  the  plans 
should  be  coloured  for  the  Board.  All  the  informa- 
tion that  came  to  me  came  through  Mr.  Haines. 

7159.  Then  Mr.  Saunders  did  not  really  assist  in 
the  drawing  of  the  plans  ? — ^Not  at  all. 

7160.  The  plans  were  yours  entirely  ? — The  plans 
were  mine  entirely,  but  they  were  coloured  in  a  certain 
way  which  Mr.  Saunders  thought  woidd  make  them 
clearer  to  the  Board. 

7161.  Was  that  actually  all  that  Mr.  Saunders  did 
in  connexion  with  the  plans  with  you  ? — That  is  all 
in  connexion  with  me. 

7162.  Or  in  connexion  with  putting  the  plans  in 
the  shape  in  which  they  were  put  before  the  Board  ? 
—That  is  all. 

71G3.  I  think  on  three  occasions  you  said  you  saw 
him  ? — Xi*Sy  I  have  got  three  visits. 

7164.  Have  you  the  dates?— Yes.  On  the  14th 
November  1882  is  the  first  visit  to  Mr.  Saunders,  and 
the  next  visit  was  on  the  25th  November  1882,  when 
I  went  with  a  Mr.  Hudson  to  Mr.  Haines'  office. 

7165.  Who  is  Mr.  Hudson? — He  is  one  of  the 
employes  of  Messrs.  Spiers  and  Pond.  He  buys  Iheir 
wines. 

7166.  {Mr.  GrenfelL)  He  was  the  one  that 
originally  sent  him  to  you  ? — ^No ;  I  have  been  Spiers 
and  Pond's  architect  for  many  years. 

7167.  Mr.  Hudson  was  in  the  employ  of  Messrs. 
Spiers  and  Pond,  and  he  first  suggested  you  should  see 
Mr.  Fowler  ? — Mr.  Saunders ;  I  never  saw  Mr. 
Fowler. 

7168.  {Chairman,)  I  thought  you  said  it  was  Mr. 
Freshwater  ? — Mr.  Freshwater  was  the  clerk  I  went 
with  the  first  time.     I  went  on  one  other  occasion. 

7169.  What  length  of  time  do  you  suppose  you 
would  be  with  Mr.  Saunders  on  those  occasions  ? — I 
should  think  10  minutes  was  the  longest  visit. 

7170.  Now,  in  the  case  of  Mr.  Fowler,  what  inter- 
views did  you  have  with  him  ? — I  never  saw  Mr. 
Fowler. 

7171.  Then  he  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  plans? 
— Xo.     Mr.  Fowler,  I  believe,  saw  Mr.  Webster,  the 


contractor,  who  did  the  first  part  of  the  work  at  the 
Criterion.  He  was  one  of  the  Board's  contractors, 
and  very  intimate  with  all  the  members,  and  he  under- 
took to  find  out  what  it  was  the  Board  wanted,  and 
he  saw  Mr.  Fowler. 

7172.  But  Mr.  Fowler  did  not  communicate  with 
you,  or  did  you  learn  anything  he  had  said  about 
plans  ? — ^Nothing  whatever. 

7173.  As  far  as  you  knew  there  was  nothing  in  the 
way  of  work  done  by  him  for  Messrs.  Spiers  and  Pond  ? 
—No. 

{Mr.  Freeman.)  The  minutes  your  Lordship  asked 
for  on  the  last  occasion  are  now  ready  relating  to  the 
Criterion  Theatre.  I  may,  perhaps,  hand  them  up. 
These  are  the  complete  minutes  and  the  correspon- 
dence.    {Handing  in  same.) 

7174.  {Mr.  Bosanguet.)  When  you  saw  Mr 
Saunders  did  yon  speak  to  him  at  all  about  the 
remuneration  or  any  remuneration  he  was  to  have  ? — 
No,  I  had  nothing  at  all  to  do  with  that. 

7175.  Or  on  what  terms  he  was  to  help  you — 
whether  gratuitously  or  whether  he  was  to  receive 
anything  ? — I  always  understood  he  was  to  be  paid  for 
his  assistance. 

7176.  {Chairman.)  But  Mr.  Haines  was  Ihe  person 
who  arranged  with  him  ? — Yes. 

7177.  You  learned  fcom  Mr.  Haines  you  were  to  go 
and  see  Mr.  Saunders  ? — Yes. 

7178.  {Mr.  Bosanguet)  You  had  no  discussion 
with  Mr.  Saunders  about  payment  ? — None  whatever. 
I  think  there  was  a  question  as  to  the  cost  of  the 
alterations  asked  on  the  last  occasion.  I  find  it  was 
between  13,000/.  and  14,000/. 

7179.  {Chairman.)  What  was  the  date  when  it  was 
announced  that  the  Criterion  Theatre  was  not  fit  for 
public  performances  and  would  be  dosed  ? — On 
November  3rd,  1882. 

7180.  A  reference  has  been  made  to  a  report  by 
Captain  Shaw,  of  the  Fire  Brigade.  I  see  that  on 
the  18th  October  1S82,  ^•'The  derk  presented  a 
**  letter  from  Mr.  T.  Verity,  dated  the  12th  October 
*'  1882,  stating  that  he  had  been  instructed  by  the 
^  proprietors  to  carry  out  the  strnctarai  alterations 
<^  suggested  by  Captain  Shaw  as  necessary  at  the 
**  Criterion  Theatre.  It  was  moved  by  Mr.  Dalton, 
^  seconded  and  resolved,  that  the  said  letter  be 
**  referred  to  the  Building  Act  Committee."  So 
that  you  had  on  that  date  expressed  your  willingness 
to  carry  out  all  that  Captain  Shaw  required  ? — ^This 
is  the  only  letter  I  can  find  written  with  regard  to 
that.  It  is  written  on  the  26th  of  September,  the 
day  I  saw  Mr.  Vulliamy.  "  Dear  Sir, — I  should  be 
**  greatly  obliged  if  you  could  inform  me  whether 
<*  it  is  the  intention  of  your  Board  to  make  any 
"  requisition  upon  Captain  Shaw's  report  with  re- 
«*  gard  to  this  theatre.  If  so  I  should  be  glad  to 
**  know  when  the  matter  will  be  considered  as  I  am 
<<  at  the  present  moment  preparing  plans  for  an 
<<  extensive  addition  to  the  premises,  and  if  any 
"  alterations  are    desirable  and  can   be  effected  it 
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^'  would  be  a  great  oonvenience  it  thej  could  be 
^  carried  out  at  the  same  time.  I  may  add  that  the 
^'  proprietors  are  prepared  to  build  the  proseenium 
^'  wally  and  to  put  all  the  irou  doors^  haiKlrails,  Ac, 
**  suggested  in  Captain  Shaw's  remarks."  That  is 
the  only  letter  I  can  find.  If  I  wrote  a  letter  then 
it  must  have  been  drafted  and  sent  on  to  Spiers  and 
Pond's. 

7181.  I  think  there  must  hwve  been  one  dated  the 
12th  October,  because  it  is  referred  to  in  the  minutes 
of  the  Board  ? — ^I  cannot  find  one. 

(Mr,  Freeman.)  There  is  a  letter  of  the  12th 
October. 

(Chairman.)  I  suppose  the  effect  of  it  is  correctly 
stated  in  that  minute  ? 

(Mr,  Freeman,)  It  is  the  one  that  has  been  read. 

(Chairman.)  It  may  ha?e  been  sent  in  on  the 
12th  of  October. 

(Mr,  Freeman,)  It  is  dated  the  12th  October,  from 
the  Criterion  Theatre. 

(Witness.)  Then  it  was  probably  drafted  on  the 
26ih  September,  and  not  sent  in  till  October. 

7182.  (Chairman,)  Then  I  see  the  matter  was  re- 
ferred then  to  the  theatre  sub^committee,  and  then  on 
the  24th  of  October  **  the  sub-committee  considered  the 
^'  question  of  the  steps  it  was  desirable  to  take  with 
*'  reference  ta  the  Criterion  Theatre,  Piccadilly." 
Then  there  was  read  a  report  prepared  in  pursuance 
of  the  resolution  of  the  sub-committee  of  the  10th 
3nstant.  This  is  a  report  by  the  clerk  of  the  Board. 
"  I  have  carefully  looked  through  the  minutes  of  the 
<<  Board  and  of  the  Building  Act  Committee  in 
**  order  to  ascertain  the  previous  proceedings  iu 
"  respect  of  this  theatre.  In  November  1873  an 
*<  application  was  made  to  the  Board  on  behalf  of 
^^  Messrs.  Spiers  and  Pond  for  a  certificate  that  the 
"  theatre  could  be  regarded  as  a  public  building 
"  separate  from  the  tavern  adjoining.  This  certi- 
**  ficate  was  applied  for  in  consequence  of  the 
**  Lord  Chamberlain  having  stated  that  he  would 
"  be  prepared  to  license  the  theatre  on  being 
'^  satisfied  as  to  its  separation  from  the  tavern.  In 
"  reporting  upon  this  appHcatiun,  the  superintending 
'*  architect  suggested  that  the  district  surveyor  should 
*'  be  requested  to  certify  that  the  theatre  and  the 
"  tavern  were  sei)arate  buildings,  in  accordance  with 
"  the  27th  section  of  the  Building  Act,  or  to  state 
*^  what  works  were  necessary  to  make  them  so.  In 
"  December  1873  the  superintending  architect  re- 
^'  ported  that  a  disagreement  had  arisen  between  Mr. 
**  Kerr,  the  district  surveyor,  and  Messrs.  Pain  and 
"  Clerk,  acting  for  Messrs.  Spiers  and  Pond,  with 
"  reference  to  the  Criterion  Restaurant.  On  the 
**  motion  of  Mr.  Fowler,  seconded  by  Mr.  Saunders, 
"  the  Board  resolved  to  hear  the  parties  on  the  2nd 
"  January  1874.  Accordingly  on  that  day  the  parties 
**  were  heard,  and  the  superintending  architect  pre- 
"  sented  a  very  long  report  on  the  question  in  dispute, 
**  from  which  it  appeared  that  the  district  surveyor 
<*  required  the  theatre  to  be  entirely  cut  off  from  the 
**  tavern  or  restaurant  by  a  perfect  system  of  division 
"  walls  and  fire-proof  floors.  In  his  report  the  super- 
^  intending  architect  also  specified  what  works  would, 
"  in  his  opinion,  be  necessary  to  separate  the  build- 
<*  ings  in  accordance  with  the  Building  Act.  Mr. 
"  Clark  having  requested  to  be  furnished  with  a  copy 
"  of  the  superintending  architect's  report,  the  request 
*'  was,  on  the  motion  of  Mr.  Fowler,  complied  with, 
"  and  the  hearing  of  the  case  deferred  for  a  fortnight. 
*'  On  the  16th  January  1874  a  letter  was  received 

*  from  the  Vestry  of  St!  James,  Westminster,  trusting 
**  that  the  Board  would  not  give  any  certificate  in 
<«  respect  of  the  Criterion  that  would  relieve  the  Lord 
"  Chamberlain  from  the  responsibility  attaching  to 
"  his  office.  The  parties  to  the  disagreement  having 
**  been  heard,  on  the  same  day  it  was  moved  by  Mr. 
"  Roche  that  the  Board  do  proceed  to  make  an  order 
**  with  regard  to  the  separation  of  the  buildings,  in 
*'  accordance  with  the  superintending  architect's  re- 
"  port.     The  result  of  the  discussion,  however,  was 
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^  the  adoption   of   an    amendment    movf.^l   by   Mr.      Fourtecniib 
**  Richardson,  to  the  effect  that   inasmuch   as  the  ^^y* 

"  Criterion  had  been  constructed  in  accordance  with 

"  the  Building  Act  and  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  dis-  

"  trict  surveyor,  the  Board  would  not  take  any  further  Mr.  T.  Verify. 

'^  action  in  the  matter.     Since  the  above  date,  January       J ' 

**  1874,  the  subject  has  not  been  under  the  considera- 
**  tion  of  the  Board."  Then,  "The  sub-committee 
**  also  considered  the  report  of  the  chief  officer  of  the 
•*  fire  brigade  upon  the  Criterion  Theatre,  referred 
*  by  the  Building  Act  Committee  on  the  3rd  instant 
"  (No.  30),  and  the  letter  from  Mr.  T.  Verity,  dated 
'<  12ih  October  1882,  stating  that  he  had  been  in- 
"  structed  to  <'arry  out  the  structural  alterations, 
"  suggested  by  Capt.  Shaw  as  necessary  at  the  Crite- 
**  rion  Theatre,  referred  by  the  Building  Act  Com- 
«'  mittee  on  the  17th  instant  (No.  34).  After  dis- 
"  cussion,  it  was  resolved,  on  the  motion  of  Mr. 
"  Selway,  seconded  by  Mr.  Runtz,  that  it  be  recom- 
♦*  mended  to  the  Building  Act  Committee  that  the 
"  Lord  Chamberlain  be  informed  that  the  Board, 
"  having  regard  to  the  peculiar  circumstances  sur- 
*'  rounding  the  case  of  the  Criterion  Theatre  in 
'*  Piccadilly,  are  of  opinion  that  the  theatre  is  entirehr 
**  unfit  for  a  place  of  public  entertainment"  Will 
you  give  me  the  date  when  you  first  saw  Mr.  Saunders  ? 
—On  the  14th  of  November  1882. 

7183.  Then  the  matter  apparently  came  before  the 
Building  Act  Committee  on  the  31st  October  1882  ? 
— Yes.  I  sent  the  plans  to  Spiers  and  Pond  on  the 
30th,  ready  for  them. 

7184.  The  report  of  the  Theatre  Sub-Committee 
relating  to  the  Criterion  was  considered.  '*  The  clerk 
**  presented  a  letter  from  Mr.  B.  Vigers,  dated  26th 
"  October  1882,  stating  that  his  clients,  Messrs. 
"  Spiers  and  Pond,  owners  of  the  Criterion  Theatre, 
"  considered  their  property  of  very  great  value,  and 
"  ventured  to  ask  the  Board  to  give  thpin  an  oppor- 
'•  tunity  of  conferring  with  the  Committee  who  visitea 
**  the  theatre  before  any  formal  report  was  made  upon 
"  the  matter.  It  was  moved  by  Mr.  Mpnro  and 
"  seconded  by  Mr.  Ewin  that  the  request  be  complied 
"  with,  and  that  the  Theatre  and  Music  HaJls  Sub- 
**  Committee  be  authorised  to  confer  with  the  owners 
"  of  the  Criterion  Theatre  before  any  formal  report 
^'  is  made  to  the  Board  on  tho  subject.  ,  An  amend- 
*'  ment  thereon  was  moved  by  Mr.  Selway  and 
**  seconded*  by  Mr.  Furnis,  that  so  much  of  the 
"  report  of  the  Sub-Committee  as  relates  to  the 
"  Criterion  Theatre  be  approved,  and  that  it  be 
"  recommended  to  the  Board  that  the  JiOrd  Chamber- 
"  lain  be  informed  that  the  Board,  having  regard  to 
**  the  peculiar  circumstances  suirounding  the  case  of 
**  the  Criterion  Theatre  in  Piccadilly,  are  of  opinion 
^'  tliat  it  is  entirely  unfit  for  a  place  of  public  enter- 
^^  tainment.  The  amendment,  having  been  put  to 
"  the  vote,  was  carried."  Then  on  the  3rd  of 
November  the  report  came  before  the  Board  from 
the  Building  Act  Committee,  and  the  Board  adopted 
it,  and  resolved  that  in  the  case  of  the  Criterion 
Theatre  they  were  of  opinion  that  the  theatre  was 
entirely  unfit  for  a  place  of  public  entertainment. 
Then  on  tlie  7th  of  November  "  The  Sub-Committee, 
**  as  a  matter  of  emergency,  further  considered  the 
^  question  of  the  steps  it  was  desirable  to  take  with 
•*  reference  to  the  Criterion  Theatre  in  Piccadilly. 
*•  The  clerk  laid  before  the  Sub-Committee  an  extract 
*•  from  the  "  Times  "  newspaper  of  the  6th  November 
"  1882,  containing  a  letter  by  Mr.  T.  Verity  Avith 
*'  respect  to  the  decision  arrived  at  by  the  Board  on 
**  the  3rd  Instant  (No.  8;  in  the  case  of  the  Criterion 
*'  Theatre.  Resolved,  that  in  the  opinion  of  the 
*'  Sub-Committee  it  is  undesirable  at  present  to  take 
"  any  action  with  regard  to  the  said  letter."  Then 
came  on  the  13th  of  November  a  notice  from  Messrs. 
Spiers  and  Pond  that  they  appealed  against  the 
notice  of  the  Board  of  Works  with  regard  to  struc- 
tural alterations  in  the  theatre,  and  on  the  17th 
November  that  was  referred  to  the  Building  Act 
Committee  ? — That  is  the  date  they  decided  to  recon- 
sider the  question. 
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7185.  Then  on  the  21st  November  1882  the  Theatre 
Sub-Committee  considered  the  letter  Irom  Messrs. 
Spiers  •  and  Pond,  and  it  was  resolved,  that  they 
"  should  be  informed  that  the  Board  have  merely 
**  communicated  to  the  Ijord  Chamberlain  in  answer 
**  to  his  application  their  opinion  upon  the  theatre, 
"  and  that  they  have  not  made  any  request  for  struc- 
"  tural  alterations.  Kesolved,  .that  the  clerk  be 
"  instructed  to  prepare  and  submit  to  the  Building 
**  Act  Committee  for  approval  a  draft  reply  to 
"  Messrs.  Spiers  and  Tond's  letter."  Then  at  a 
meeting  of  tlie  Board  on  the  1st  of  December  1882 
the  letter  of  Mr.  Haines  on  behalf  of  Messrs.  Spiers 
and  Pond  and  from  Messrs.  Spiere  and  Pond  were 
brought  before  the  Board,  and  it  was  resolved,  that 
they  should  be  referred  to  the  Building  Act  Com- 
mittee for  consideration,  and  that  the  Committee  be 
authorised  to  confer  with  the  parties  interested  ? — 
That  ended  in  our  getting  the  provisional  license; 
the  Lord  Chamberlain  gave  us  the  provisional  license. 
■  7186.  {Mr.  GrenfelL)  For  three  months  ?— Three 
months. 

7187.  {CJuurman.)  What  was  the  date  you  got  a 
jwovisionnl  license  ? — The  beginning  of  January  ;  I  do 
not  quite  know  what  day. 

7188.  (Mr.  GrenfelL)  The  29th  of  December,  I 
think  ? — We  did  not  get  the  license  till  the  beginning 
of  January.  We  were  in  communication  with  the 
Lord  Chamberlain,  but  Sir  Spencer  Ponsonby  Fane 
world  not  recommend  the  Lord  Chamberlain  to  give 
his  license  except  on  the  very  clear  understanding  with 
ihe  Board,  and  I  think  the  resolution  of  the  Board  was 
not  quite  what  the  Lord  Chamberlain  required. 

7189.  {Chairman.)  On  the  5th  January  1883  it  was 
resolved  **thut  the  Lord  Chamberlain  be  informed 
"  that  the  Board  having  again  had  before  it  the  matter 
'*  of  the  Criterion  Theatre  is  of  opinion  that  it  is  not 
"  necessary  to  close  the  theatre  pending  the  considera- 
**  tion  of  the  plans  now  before  the  Board,  and  that  his 
"  Lordship  may  properly  grant  a  provisional  license 
**  thereto  tor  a  period  of  three  months."  On  the 
6th  of  January  that;  was  done  by  the  Lord  Chamber- 
Iain  ? — Yes. 

7190.  {Mr.  GrenfelL)  For  three  months  dating 
from  the  1st  ?— Yes.  Then  the  next  thing  that  took 
place  was  on  the  17th  January,  we  found  we  could  not 
carry  out  the  plans  we  had  submitted  to  the  Board, 
and  decided  to  return  the  license  and  close  the 
theatre. 

7191.  {Chairman.)  What  wa«  done  upon  that,  did 
your  license  continue  ? — We  returned  the  license  and 
closed  the  theatre,  becaHse  we  had  got  the  license  upon 
the  plan  ^ve  were  not  able  to  carry  out.  We  could  not 
buy  the  property  after  all.  Then  I  set  to  work  and  pre- 
pared other  plans,  and  I  find  that  on  April  5th  I  was  at 
Mr.  Saunders' office  with  Mr.  Haines,  and  a  suggection 
was  made  that  we  should  meet  at  Mr.  VuJliamy's 
office  ;  and  on  the  12th  of  April  I  attended  at  the  Board 
of  Work",  where  I  had  an  interview  with  Mr.  Vulliamy, 
Mr.  Hebb,  and  Mr.  Saunders,  aud  explained  the  new 
plans  I  had  prepared. 

7102.  There  were  some  drawings  before  that? — The 
first  were  withdrawn. 

7193.  You  seem  to  have  submitted  a  second  set, 
which  were  referred  to  the  Building  Act  Committee 
on  the  9th  of  Mnrch  ? — That  is  so — the  same  scheme, 
not  quite  the  same  plans. 

7194.  I  rather  gather  from  what  you  said  that  that 
was  not  till  April,  but  it  was  earlier  than  that,  ap» 
parently  before  the  9th  of  March  ? — All  that  time  up 
to  April  I  had  been  preparing  these  plans,  and  they 
had  been  taken  backwards  and  forwards  by  Mr.  Haines 
to  different  people. 

7195.  On  the  13th  March  I  see  "  the  Sub-Committee 
"  considered  the  application  of  Messrs.  H.  Haines  and 
'*  Son  on  behalf  of  Messrs.  Spiers  and  Pond  (Limited) 
"  for  approval  by  the  Board  of  the  drawings  of  pro- 
"  posed  alterations  to  the  Criterion  T  heatre  in  Picca- 
**  dilly,  referred  by  the  Board  to  the  Building  Act 
**  Commiitee  on  the  9th  instant  (Ntf.  79).  The 
*'  drawings   were  presented    to   the  Sub-Committee. 


^'  Resolved,  on  the  motion  of  Mr.  Deputy  Saunders, 
'^  seconded  by  Mr.  Fowler,  that  the  superintending 
"  architect  be  instructed  to  reportto  the  Sub-Committee 
"  upon  the  drawings "  ? — Then  the  plans  were  re- 
ported on  and  approved. 

7196.  Approved  in  May?— Yes,  the  end  of  May. 
The  alterations  were  gone  on  with. 

7197.  And  then  in  June  of  the  following  year  the 
works  were  approved  ? — On  March  3l8t. 

7198.  {Mr.  Winch.)  You  have  been  telling  us  about 
your  connexion  with  the  Criterion  Theatre.  You 
have  had  in  the  course  of  your  extensive  experience 
as  an  architect  constantly  to  submit  plans  to  the 
Board  of  Works  ? — I  have. 

7199.  In  those  matters  have  Mr.  Saunders  or  Mr. 
Fowler  advised  at  all  ? — Onlv  in  one  matter.  I  Uiink 
Mr.  Fowler  advised  me  in  the  Novelty  Theatre. 

7200.  Did  he  receive  any  fee  in  respect  of  it  ? — No. 

7201.  Are  you  sure  of  it? — Quite  sure. 

7202.  What  was  the  advice  he  gave  you  there?— 
Well,  these  plans  had  been  before  the  Board  for  about 
nine  months,  and  I  could  not  understand  why  they 
were  put  back  and  not  passed.  They  were  returned 
for  trifling  alterations  which  did  not  meet  the  require- 
ments of  the  Board.  They  would  not  say  what  they 
were,  and  I  could  get  no  information  at  all  why  the 
plans  were  not  passed,  and  so  1  W3nt  to  Mr.  Fowler 
in  a  friendly  way,  and  I  said  I  wish  you  would  find 
out  why  this  thing  is  sticking.  He  said,  I  will  make 
some  inquiries  dcwn  there,  and  he  did,  and  they  were 
passed  the  next  week.     That  is  all  I  know  about  it. 

7203.  So  far  as  you  were  concerned,  Mr.  Fowler 
had  no  fee  from  you  ? — No. 

720  i.  And  you  do  not  know,  in  fact,  whether  he 
had  it  from  anybody  else  in  connexion  with  the 
Novelty  Theatre  ? — I  am  sure  he  did  not,  because  it 
is  my  own  theatre :  so  I  am  sure  he  did  not. 

7205.  Did  any  other  member  of  the  Board  at  any 
time,  with  regard  to  plans  you  have  had  to  submit, 
have  any  fee  paid  them  ? — I  have  never  paid  any  fee 
to  anybody,  with  the  exception  of  Mr.  Saunders,  This 
was  the  transaction  which  I  thought  was  to  cover  his 
fees  for  the  Criterion  matter.  Messrs.  Spiers  and  Pond 
in  1883  bought  the  sight  of  the  "  Cock "  tavern  in 
Fleet  Street,  where  the  Bank  of  England  is  now  built, 
and  I  was  instructed  to  prepare  plans.  But  Mr. 
Saunders  had  been  mixed  up  with  Mr.  Guest,  who  had 
the  ground  before,  and  Mr.  Haines,  who  was  managing 
the  matter  for  Messrs.  Spiers  Pond,  said  that  Messrs. 
Spiers  and  Pond  felt  under  an  obligation  to  Mr.  Saun- 
ders for  what  he  had  done,  which  I  took  to  mean  the 
Criterion  matter,  and  he  wished  us  to  work  together 
if  we  could.  I  said  at  once  I  cannot  have  a  partner  in 
this  job  for  only  5  per  cent. ;  we  must  make  it  7^  per 
cent,  and  divide  it,  which  was  done.  On  April  14th 
when  we  settled  np  I  handed  to  Mr.  Saunders  this 
cheque  for  450/.,  and  this,  I  thought,  was  a  payment 
for  his  services  in  connexion  with  the  Criterion.  I 
never  knew  he  received  any  other  fee. 

720G.  {Chairman.)  Did  he  take  a  joint  share  of  the 
work  ? — No ;  he  did  no  woi-k  at  all. 

7207.  {Mr.  Winch.)  Did  his  name  appear  on  the 
plans  which  were  sent  in  to  the  Board  of  Works  ? — No. 
They  were  not  sent  in  to  the  Board.  This  was  the 
"  Cock  "  tavern. 

7208.  This  was  not  a  Board  matter  ?--No. 

7209.  {Chairman.)  Had  the  building  then,  in  con- 
nexion with  which  this  was  paid  for  supposed  architect's 
work,  anything  to  do  with  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Work?— No. 

{Mr.  Freeman.)  It  was  the  Commissioners  of 
Sewers. 

7210.  {Mr.  GrenfelL)  You  aie,  I  think,  the  archi- 
tect to  the  Lord  Chamberlain's  Department? — I  am 
ihe  surveyor  to  the  department,  the  surveyor  of 
theatres. 

7211.  As  I  understand  it  your  predecessor  had  ap- 
proved originally  of  the  Criterion  plans  ? — He  had. 

7212.  That  was  Mr.  Eobinson  ?— Yes. 

7213.  You  were  also  architect  to  Mes.srs.  Spiers 
and  Pond  ? — ^Yes. 
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7214.  I  think  we  had  it  before  ns  that  it  was  the 
opinion  of  the  Lord  Chamberlain's  Department  on 
your  report  that  the  Criterion  Theatre  was  a  per- 
fectlj  safe  theatre,  and  in  fact  rather  more  safe  than 
many  other  theatres? — 1  always  considered  it  the 
safest  theatre  in  London. 

7215.  On  account  of  the  fecility  of  egress? — 
Yes. 

7216.  And  also  of  ventilation  ? — ^Yes.  It  was  the 
only  theatre  then  that  was  scientifically  ventilated. 

7217.  Then  it  appears  that  the  architect  f  the 
theatre  and  of  the  Lord  Chamberlain's  Department 
was  unable  to  obtain  from  the  Board  of  Works  any 
attention  to  this  business  nt  all  ? — ^That  was  so,  we 
could  get  no  information. 

7218.  Until  they  had  instructed  Mr.  Haines  and 
he  had  made  this  arrangement? — With  those  othdr 
genth^men  ? 

7219.  That  is  so?— Yes. 

7220.  Even  people  in  the  position  of  the  architect 
of  the  Lord  Chamberlain's  Department  for  theatres 
could  get  no  attention  whatever  from  the  Board  of 
Works  upon  this  matter  until  these  arrangements 
were  made  ? — That  wAs  so,  and  up  till  quite  recently 
it  has  never  been  possible  to  get  information  of  any 
kind  from  the  Board. 

7221.  (Chairman.)  Was  this  the  whole  sum  paid, 
I  see  it  is  "  Settlement,"  was  that  pnly  the  balance  ? — 
That  is  the  whole  sum  paid. 

7222.  (Mr,  Freeman,)  You  are  aware,  no  doubt, 
that  the  question  of  the  Criterion  originated  in  the 
Lord  Chamberlain  asking  the  Metropolitan  Board 
whether  he  could  safely  issue  his  license  ? — ^Yes ;  that 
is  so,  the  usual  form. 

7223.  And  upon  that  the  Metropolitan  Board 
advised  the  Lord  Chamberlain  whether,  in  their 
opinion,  the  place  was  safe,  or  whether  it  was  not. 
It  was  not  one  of  those  cases  where  the  Metropolitan 
Boanl  make  requisitions  for  structural  alterations,  but 
it  was  simply  advising  the  Lord  Chamberhun  ? — 
They  made  no  requisition  at  all. 

7224.  It  was  not  a  case  where  they  could  under  the 
Act  ? — They  could  do  nothing  el«e  under  the  Act  as 
far  as  I  read  it,  except  make  requisitions.  They  had 
no  power  at  all  to  interfei-e  with  the  ventilation,  which 
was  the  only  subject  they  raised. 

7225-6.  The  ouly  power  they  had  was  to  advise  the 
Lord  Chamberlain  ? — They  had  no  power  to  do  it. 

(Chairman,)  Is  there  an  enactment  that  they  are  to 
advise  the  Lord  Chamberlain  on  the  matter  ? 

(Mr.  Freeman.)  The  Lord  Chamberlain  does  not 
issue  hi^  license  till  he  has  asked  the  Metropolitan 
Board  whether  structurally  the  theatre  is  fit  for  use. 

(Chairman.)  Is  that  under  any  statutory  enact- 
ment? 

(Mr,  Freeman,)  I  believe  that  is  under  the  Act  of 
1878. 

( Witness.)  No,  my  Lord,  that  is  only  the  custom 
of  the  Lord  Chamberlain's  Department. 

7227-8.  (Chairman,)  Is  the  license  an  annual  one ? 
—Yes. 

7229.  Why  had  they  not  done  this  year  after 
year  for  nine  years  before.  The  theatre,  we  are 
told,  had  been  in  the  condition  in  which  it  then  was 
from  the  year  1874,  and  if  it  is  annual  I  suppose  they 
ask  every  year  ? 

(Mr.  Freeman.)  No,  because  the  powers  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  did  not  exist  so  long  ago.  They 
were  long  after  that — 1878. 

(Chairman,)  They  had  as  much  power  to  advise 
the  Lord  Chamberlain  after  as  before. 

(Mr,  Freeman,)  They  had  nothing  to  do  with 
theatres  till  this  special  Act  was  passed. 

7230.  (Chairman.)  What  was  the  enactment  which 
says  the  Lord  Chamberlain  was  to  seek  their  advice  ? 

(Mr,  Freeman,)  I  believe  it  was  the  Act  of  1878. 

(Witness,)  The  Act  of  1878  was  the  only  one. 

(Mr,  Freeman,)  I  am  told  that  the  Lord  Chamber- 
lain has  only  asked  the  Metropolitan  Board  bince 
1880  for  information  from  the  architect's  depart- 
ment, and  that  then  thev  told  him.     But  this  was 


not  a  case  in  which  they  made  inquisitions  because  it      Fourtoenth 
is  a  case  in  which  it  was  said  to  be  entirely  unfit  for  ^j- 

the  purpose.  i'"^ooo 

7281.  (Chairman,)  If  he  asked  in  1880  and  it  was    *^  J|jn«j888. 
in  that  condition  and  in  1881,  why,  if  the  theatre  wa>;  ^^  -p,  VerUy. 
unfit  then,  and  in  this  terrible  condition  of  unfitness,        ' 
did  not  they  make  requisitions  ? 

(Mr,  Freeman,)  Because  it  was  not  a  case  in  which 
they  had  power  to  make  requisitions.  The  Act  says, 
they  shall  make  requisitions  where  it  can  be  done  at 
a  moderate  expense,  and  this  involved  a  reconstruc- 
tion of  the  place.  Your  Lordship  will  see  the  words, 
**  Where  it  can  be  done  at  a  moderate  expenditure." 

7232.  Did  you  vourself  apply  to  the  Board  for 
information  as  to  why  they  did  not  pass  the  plans  ? — 
Yes. 

7233.  When  was  that  ? — On  several  occasions.  I 
should  like  to  say  that  it  was  not  for  the  Board  to  say 
what  was  a  moderate  expense.  That  would  not  be 
the  reason  for  not  making  requisitions.  It  is  for  us 
to  say. 

7234.  (C/iairman.)  What  are  they  to  do  if  it  can- 
not be  done  at  a  moderate  expense  ? 

(Mr,  Freeman.)  They  cannot  do  anything. 

(Chairman,)  They  have  power  to  shut  up  the 
house. 

(Mr.  Freeman.)  No,  they  have  no  power.  They 
have  merely  the  power  under  the  Act,  if  they  consider 
that  at  a  moderate  expense  certain  works  can  be  done 
to  serve  a  notice  on  the  proprietor.  If  he  considers 
they  ai*e  unreasonable  either  in  amount  or  in  number, 
he  can  go  to  arbitration,  and  then  the  arbitrators 
award  is  final  as  to  what  is  to  be  done. 

(Chairman,)  He  can  always  shut  it  up. 

(Mr.  Freeman.)  The  Lord  Chamberlain  is  the  only 
person  who  can  refuse  the  license,  and  so  shut  it  up. 
The  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  cannot. 

(Chairman.)  The  proprietor  can  always  shut  it  up 
rather  than  do  the  work  ? 

(Mr.  Freeman,)  Yes,  the  proprietor  can  as  in  the 
case  of  the  Prince  of  Wales's  Theatre  in  the  Tottenham 
Court  Boad.     That  was  shut  up  and  pulled  down. 

(ff'itness.)  By  these  pix)ceedings  we  were  deprived 
of  being  able  to  go  before  the  arbitrator. 

(Mr.  Free?nan.)  At  a  moderate  expenditure  is  in 
the  opinion  of  the  Board  :  "  If  in  the  opinion  of  the 
''  Board  such  structural  design  can  be  remedied  at  a 
<*  moderate  expenditure." 

(Chairman.)  I  do  not  see  any  discussion  fa  to  the 
expense. 

(Mr.  Freeman.)  The  whole  discussion  does  not 
appear  on  the  minutes,  but  only  the  resolutions  are 
taken.  If  your  Lordship  wishes  for  any  information 
on  that  no  doubt  Mr.  Selway,  or  some  other  person 
who  was  there,  would  afford  that  information. 

(Mr.  Bosanqttel.)  I  understand  the  Board  never 
communicated  any  condemnation  to  the  owner  of  the 
theatre.  They  only  answer  a  question  put  to  them 
by  the  Lord  Chamberlain. 

(Mr.  Freeman.)  That  is  so. 

(Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Whether  the  Lord  Chamberlain 
had  the  right  to  put  it  or  whether  they  had  jurisdic- 
tion to  answer  it  is  another  matter.  They  had  a 
public  duty  to  answer  it. 

(Mr,  Freeman)  That  has  been  done  in  the  case  of 
all  these  theatres. 

7235.  (Chairman.)  Was  the  question  asked  in  1880 
and  1881  ? 

(Mr.  Freeman.)  Answering  from  the  best  informa- 
tion I  have  at  the  moment  the  question  was  not  asked 
by  the  Lord  Chamberlain  in  those  years,  and  your 
Lordship  sees  the  actual  expenditure  was  13,000/., 
which  was  hardly  a  moderate  expenditure. 

(Witness,)  It  was  moderate  as  compared  with  the 
value  of  the  property. 

7236.  (Mr,  Winch.)  What  was  the  value  of  the 
property?— Of  the  whole  block,  about  300,000/. 
This  is  an  integral  part  of  the  establishment.  The 
theatre  is  worth  60,000/. 

7237.  (Mr.  Freanan.)  You  referred  to  the 
•*  Noveltv  "  Theitre,  as  a  matter  of  fact  was  not  there 
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a  qmestion  there  a«  to  whether  you  should  pat  a  shop 
in  H  or  not  ? — There  was  a  questioa  .as  to  a  cigar  bar 
in  the  vestibule,  but  that  was  given  up  directly  it 
was  Objected  to. 

7238.  That  was  the  question  which  was  discussed, 
whether  there  should  be  a  shop  in  the  block  or  not  ? 
— I  do  not  think  it  was  ever  discussed,  because  I 
gave  it  up  directly  there  was  any  objection  to  it. 

7239.  {Mr,  GrenfelL)  The  first  objection  to  the 
theatre  was  in  consequence  of  a  report  by  Captain 
Shaw,  was  not  that  so  ? — Yes,  that  was  really  the 
be^Euming  of  it. 

J24O.  Captain  Shaw  inade  suggestions  that  for  the 
greater  s^ety  of  ^e  Criterion  there  should  be  certain 
improvements  made,  was  not  that  so  ? — That  was  so. 

7241.  And  then  when  this  came  before  the  Metro- 
politan Board  of  Works  they  ^ded  by  saying  it  was 
entirely  unfit  for  a* place  of  public  entertainment?— 
That  was  so. 


7242.  {Mr.  Winch.)  Upon  this  point  the  Lord 
Chamberlain  inspects  annually  befoi*e  he  grants  the 
license  ? — Of  course. 

7248.  Therefore  he  inspected  in  1879,  1880,  and 
1881  ?— Yes. 

7244.  The  condition  of  things  being  precisely  Ihe 
same? — ^Ever  since  1873. 

7245.  Then  in  1882  it  is  suddenly  condemned? 
— In  1882  it  was  suddenly  shut  up  without  any 
reason. 

{Mr.  GrenfelL)  We  have  the  Lord  Chamberiain's 
opinion  upon  it,  that  it  is  one  of  the  best  theatres  in 
I^ndon. 

7246.  (Mr.  Boeanguet)  Was  the  report  of  Captain 
Shaw  made  every  year  or  was  it  only  made  on  this 
paiticujar  occasion.  I  see  this  is  made  in  July 
1882? 

(Mr,  Fxeeman.)  It  is  a  special  report  about  theatres. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  John  Alexander  James  Woodward  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr.  J.  A.  J. 
Woodward, 


7247  {Chairman,)  You  are  an  architect  and  sur- 
veyor ? — 1  am. 

7248.  I  believe  you  are  district  surveyor  for  some 
district  of  London  ? — ^I  am,  Central  Lambeth. 

7249.  You  were  originally  in  Mr.  Saunders'  office  ? 
— ^I  was. 

7250.  As  an  assistant  ? — As  an  assistant. 

7251.  Down  to  what  time  was  that  ? — ^I  have  known 
Mr.  Saunders  for  over  30  years. 

7252.  You  received,  we  have  been  told,  a  sum  of 
money  in  coaaexion  with  the  building  or  the  designs 
for  the  Pavilion  ?-— That  is  quite  true- 

7253.  I  forget  the  amount  ?— -200/. 

7254.  Did  you  meet  Mr.  Villiers  in  Mr.  Robert- 
son's office  at  the  Board  of  Works  ? — I  did. 

7255.  Were  you  introduced  by  Mr.  Robertson  to 
Mr.  Villiers  ?— That  is  so. 

7256.  You  had  not  known  Mr.  Villiers  before  ? — I 
had  met  Mr.  Villiers  Imfore. 

7257.  You  were  introduced  to  Mr.  Villiers  with  a 
view  to  Mr.  Saunders  becoming  the  architect  to  the 
Pavilion  ? — Not  exactly. 

7258.  Will  you  give  us  your  account  of  it  ? — The 
suggestioQ  made  was,  would  I  see  Mr.  Saunders, 
knowing  him  of  course  well,  and  ask  him  to  get  what 
consideration  he  could  to  the  claims  Mr.  Villiers  con- 
sidered he  had  on  the  Board  as  an  old  tenant  ;  a  man 
who  had  conducted  the  Pavilion  properly,  and  paid 
his  rent  punctually. 

7259.  This  was  before  he  had  got  the  site  ? — Yes. 

7260.  Mr.  Robertson  inti*oduced  you  to  Mr.  Villiers? 
—Yes. 

7261.  For  that  purpose  ?-— For  that  purpose. 

7262.  Did  yon  go  with  Mr.  Villiers  to  Mr.  Saunders  ? 
— No ;  I  saw  Mr.  Saunders  first. 

7263.  What  passed  between  you  and  Mr.  Saunders 
when  you  saw  him  ? — Mr.  Saunders  said  he  would. 
Then  the  question  as  to  who  was  acting  profession- 
ally for  Mr.  Villiers  was  raised. 

7264.  By  Mr.  Saunders  ?— By  Mr.  Saunders. 

7265.  What  did  you  say?  —  1  told  him  that 
Mr.  Villiers  had  no  architect.  1  had  previously, 
seeing  that  little  difficulty  ahead,  spoken  to  Mr.  Villiers 
on  that  subject. 

7266.  What  was  "the  little  difficulty  ahead''?— 
I  thought  that  possibly  Mr.  Saunders  might  desire  to 
be  the  professional  man  for  Mr.  Villiers. 

7267.  And  that  you  could  not  be  certain  of  securing 
his  interest  for  Mr.  Villiers,  unless  he  was  going  to 
be  the  architect  ? — No ;  I  could  not  say  that. 

7268.  What  was  the  difficulty?  Difficulties  are 
obstacles  to  aniving  at  some  end.  What  was  the 
end  ? — I  thought  that  Mr.  Saunders  might,  perhaps, 
think  that  he  could  act  for  Mr.  Villiers,  and  I  wanted 
to  be  in  a  position  to  say  whether  Mr.  Villiers  was 
committed  to  any  professional  man  or  not,  and  that  is 
why  I  put  the  question. 


7269.  And,  in  fact,  he  was  not,  you  say  ? — Mr.  Vil- 
liers assured  me  he  was  not  committed  to  any  profes- 
sional man. 

7270.  And  Mr.  Saunders  had  put  to  you  the  ques- 
tion whether  Mr.  Villiers  was  committed  to  any 
architect  ? — Exactly. 

7271.  Did  you  tell  him  he  was  not  ?— I  told  him 
he  was  not. 

7272.  What  passed  ?— I  then  ss^d  is  it  a  matter 
that  you  can  act  in  ?    He  said,  yes. 

7273.  Was  this  all  befor6  Mr.  Villiers  had  got  the 
site  ? — Yes ;  )>efore  Mr.  Villiers  had  seen  Mr.  Saun- 
ders. 

7274.  But  before  Mr.  Villiers  had  got  the  site  ? — 
Before  Mr.  Villiers  had  got  the  site. 

7275.  Having  seen  Mr.  Saunders  and  had  that 
interview,  did  you  see  Mr.  Villiers  again  ? — I  did. 

7276.  Where  was  that? — T  am  not  clear  as  to 
where  that  interview  took  place. 

7277.  Was  Mr.  Robertson  there  ? — I  do  not  think 
so. 

7278.  Did  you  say  to  Mr.  Villiers,  in  Mr.  Robert- 
son's office,  **  Oh !  about  this  affair,  you  know  Isaacs 
"  and  Florence  are  posing  themselves  over  London 
**  as  your  architects  ?  " — I  told  Mr.  Villiers  that  Mr. 
Saunders  had  stated  that  Messrs.  Isaacs  and  Florence 
were  declaring  themselves  as  his  architects,  and  where 
I  said  that  I  cannot  remember. 

7279.  Was  not  that  in  Mr.  Robertson's  office  ? — I 
will  not  say  it  was  not,  but  I  cannot  remember. 

7280.  Did  Mr.  Villiers  say  that  he  did  not  see  how 
they  could  do  that,  because  there  was  nothing  finally 
setded? — I  do  not  remember  that.  Mr.  Villiers,  I 
know,  when  I  told  him  of  the  result  of  the  interview 
with  Mr.  Saunders,  said  that,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  he 
did  not  want  an  architect,  because  no  architect  in 
London  cotild  tell  him  how  to  lay  out  that  music  hall 
or  any  other. 

7281.  Did  you  say  on  that  occasion,  or  one  occa- 
sion :  "  Saunders  is  going  for  this  ?  " — No,  I  simply 
told  Mr.  Villiers,  as  for  as  I  remember,  that  which  I 
nave  told  your  Lordship,  that  Mr.  Saunders  had  made 
the  inquiry,  and  that  I  bad  put  the  questioii  as  to 
whether  he  could  act,  and  he  had  said, "  Yes." 

7282.  You  communicated  to  him  the  result.  The 
impression  left  on  your  mind,  I  suppose,  was,  that  if 
Mr.  Saunders  was  to  interest  himself  in  the  matter 
neither  Isaacs  and  Florence,  nor  anybody  else,  must  be 
employed  but  Mr.  Saunders  himself  ? — No,  I  will  not 
say  that. 

7283.  Then  I  do  not  quite  understand  what  result 
the  conversation  did  leave  upon  your  mind? — I 
thought  that  Mr.  Saunders  would  have  given  fair 
consideration  to  any  claim  that  Mr.  Villiers  might 
have,  whether  he  had  acted  professionally  or  not. 

7284.  But  if  he  acted  professionally  he  would  give 
unfair  consideration  ? — No,  I  did  not.    I  did  not  think 
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he  would  give  very  much  consideration  in  that  case, 
because  he  would  act  openly.  It  would  be  known  to 
the  other  members  of  the  Board;  that  is  what  I 
mean — his  power  would  be  gone. 

7285.  But  he  would  not  be  known  to  be  the  archi- 
tect till  the  site  had  been  obtained  ? — Yes ;  I  fancy 
he  would  have  to  submit  plans. 

7286.  He  would  not  submit  plans  to  the  Board  till 
thev  agreed  to  grant  Mr.  Villiers  the  site  ? — That  I 
will  not  say. 

7287.  Bid  you  go  afterwards  with  Mr.  Villiers  to 
Mr.  Saunders  ? — Not  with  Mr.  Villiers. 

7288.  Were  not  you  at  Mr.  Saunders'  when  Mr. 
ViUiers  was  there  ? — There  was  an  appointment  made 
— ^I  cannot  tell  by  whom — ^but  when  I  arrived  Mr. 
Villiers  was  with  Mr.  Saunders. 

7289.  Then    you   did  not    hear    all  that    pafeserf* 
between  them  ? — I  did  not.     I  said,  *'  You'hfcveintro- 
"  duced  yourself,  then,  Mr.  Villiers,"  ahd  I  think  I 
walked  in,  and  had  a  chat  with  the  assistants  in  the 
outer  office. 

7290.  Did  you  hear  Mr.  Saunders  say,  "  It  is  very 
"  awkward ;  I  cannot  vote^  for  you ;  but  there  are 
"  more  ways  of  killing  a  cat'  fhan  hanging  it?" — I 
did  not. 

7291.  You  did  not  hear  the  whole  of  ttat  con- 
versation ? — ^I  did  not. 

7292.  Did  they  seem  to  have  come,  before  you  got  • 
there  to  the  arrangement  that  Mr.  Sauli^ters  was  .to 
act  as  architect  ? — 1  think  so. 

7293.  Did  you  say  to  Mr.  Villiers  :  "  They  are  not 
"  friends,  and  I  do  not  think  you  will  get  any  support 
^^  from  Saunders  if  Isaacs  and  Florence  are  the  archi- 
«  tects  ?  "—No,  my  Lord. 

7294.  Do  you  swear  that  ? — I  do. 

7295.  Or  anything  of  that  sort  ? — Or  anything  of 
that  sort. 

7296.  You  did  ask  him  if  he  was  fixed  to  any 
architect  ? — ^I  did  previously  to  the  interview  with 
Mr.  Saunders. 

7297.  And  you  did  mention  the  name  Isaacs  and 
Florence,  that  Mr.  Saunders  had  told  you  he  heard 
they  were  the  architects  ? — I  did. 

7298.  And  you  intimated  to  him  that  he  had  better 
have  Mr.  Saunders  as  architect  ? — ^I  do  not  think  he 
required  that  intimation  from  me. 

7299.  What  do  you  think  you  got  200/.  for  ?— 
Well,  I  think  I  got  200/.  for  the  introduction  and  per- 
suading Mr.  Saunders  afterwards  to  adopt  the  eleva- 
tion of  Mr.,  Worley. 

7300.  Mr.  Saunders  gave  you  200/.  because  you 
persuaded  him  to  adopt  Mr.  Worley's  elevation  ? — 
Yes,  and  the  fact  that  he  was  to  make  so  much  out  of 
the  transaction. 

7301.  Did  'you  give  any  portion  of  your  200/.  to 
anyone  ? — I  did  not. 

7302.  Not  to  Mr.  Robertson  ?  —  Not  to  Mr. 
Eobertson. 

7303.  You  shared  it  with  no  one  ? — With  no  one. 

7304.  Now  have  yon  received  on  any  other  occasion 
sums  from  Mr.  Saunders  in  connexion  with  intro- 
ductions ? — ^No. 

7305.  Or  in  connexion  with  work  at  all  ? — When  I 
was  in  his  office,  certainly, 

7306.  You  received  your  pay  as  assistant  ? — I  do 
not  mean  that,  but  any  work  tlmt  he  could  not  take 
hiinself  I  conducted. 

7807.  Was  that  sometimes  woiic  in  connexion  with 
Board  sites  or  Board  premises? — Not  with  Board 
sites. 

7308.  Bui  something  to  do  with  the  Board?— 
SometJbdng  to  do  with  the  Board. 

7309.  What  was  that  ? — Compensation  claims. 

7310.  Do  you  mean  for  giving  evidence? — Yes, 
conducting  the  claims  genersdly,  I  acted  as  the  sur- 
veyor for  the  client. 

7311.  You  acted  as  the  surveyor  conducting  claims 
against  the  Board  ? — ^Against  the  Board. 

-  73 12.  What  did  you  give  Mr.  Saunders,  half  of  it  ? 
— I  think  very  likely  that  was  the  arrangement, 
half. 


7313.  You  think ;  this  is  a  matter  you  must  recol- 
lect ? — My  Lord,  this  is  over  14  years  ago,  or  over  12 
years  ago.    I  had  done  nothing  for  12  years. 

7314.  To  the  best  of  your  recollection  it  was  half  ? 
— ^I  think  so. 

7315.  Did  that  often  happen?  —  There  were  not 
many  cases. 

7316.  Except  the  200/.,  have  you  had  any  pecu- 
niary transactions  since  that  12  years  ago  with 
Mr.  Saunders  ?— No,  my  Lord. 

7317.  No  other  at  all  ?— No  other. 

7318.  You  have  never  introduced  him  to  any  other 
tffinsaction  ?— No.  •      ^^^        - 

7319.  I  will  not  say  introduction,  bat  there  ha^* 
beeiixdQf'peeuntaxy  matter  between  you  at'^U? — Not 
for  bl^lasc  12'f^ais  I  should  think. 

VSM.  You  seem  to  speak  with  some  hesitaticm  and 
that  is  ^hy  I  press  you  ? — I  am  thinking,  that  is  all ; 
I  desire  to  tell  you  everything  that  I  know. 

7321.  You  do  not  remember  anything  else? — ^No. 

7322.  Are  you  prepared  to  swear  there  was  nothing 
else  ? — I  am  prepared  to  swear. 

7328.  Can  you  give  us  the  dates  when  you  went  to 
Mr.  Saunders*  ?  You  have  spoken  of  two  occasions  ? 
— ^No.  I  think  itnras  the  end  of  1884,  but  I  have  no 
notes. 

7824;  At  what  period  towards  the  end  of  1884  you 
catonot  tell  ? — No,  I  cannot. 

"7326.  {Mr.  Bosanquet,)  When  you  first  went  to 
see  Mr.  Saunders  about  this  matter  did  you  ask  him 
to  give  Mr.  Villiers  any  help  he  could  ? — Yes  ;  I  said 
that  Mr.  VilUers  would  be  glad  if  he  would  give  con- 
sideration to  what  he  considered  his  claims  as  an  old 
tenant. 

7326.  See  if  this  is  correct.  When  Mr.  Woodward 
came  and  introduced  Mr.  Villiers  to  Mr.  Saunders  he 
asked  Mr.  Saunders  for  his  support  in  the  matter  that 
was  coming  before  the  Board  ? — I  did  not  use  that 
language. 

7327.  In  substance  was  that  the  first  introduction 
of  the  matter,  or  of  Mr.  Villiers  to  Mr.  Saunders  to 
ask  him  to  support  Mr.  Villiers  in  the  matter  that  was 
coming  before  the  Board.  (Question  1664).  ? — That 
would  hardly  be  the  way  in  which  I  put  it  to 
Mr.  Saunders,  because  one  is  to  support  and  the  other 
is  to  frive  consideration  to. 

7328.  I  am  reading  Mr.  Saunders'  own  version  of 
it  ? — ^That  is  not  correct. 

7829.  Then  you  do  not  agree  either  with  Mr.  Saun- 
ders or  with  Mr.  Villiers  as  to  what  took  place  ? — I 
do  not. 

7830.  {Mr.  Winch,)  How  long  have  you  left 
Mr.  Saunders'  office  ? — 14  years. 

7831.  During  that  time  you  have  been  acting  as  a 
surveyor  yourself  ?— I  have. 

7332.  Have  you  had  a  very  large  practice,  engaged 
in  many  things  ? — I  have  had  a  fair  business. 

7333.  You  would  have  been  competent  to  carry  this 
Pavilion  out  yourself  ? — Quite. 

7334.  Then  what  did  you  want  to  recommend  Mr. 
Saunders  for  ?  Why  did  not  you  take  it  yourself  ? — 
Because  there  was  no  chance  of  Mr.  Villiers  giving  it 
to  me. 

7335.  Was  Mr.  Saunders  more  competent  to  do  it 
than  yourself  ? — I  do  not  think  so. 

7336.  It  was  not  his  superior  ability  that  induced 
you  to  recommend  Mr.  Saundei^  ? — I  would  rather 
not  answer  the  question  as  to  ability. 

7837.  Your  modesty    very    properly    declines    to 
answer  that     Why  did  you  select  Mr.  Saunders  ? 
{Chairman,)  I  think  the  matter  is  tolerably  plain. 

7888.  {Mr,  Winch,)  Mr.  Saunders  says  that  it  was 
in  consideration  of  certain  advice  you  had  given  upon 
it.  I  understand  you  to  say  that  the  advice  was 
Worley*s  elevation  ? — That  was  the  only  advice  that 
I  gave, 

7889.  Did  Mr.  Worley  give  vou  anything  ? — No. 

7340.  You  had  advised  the  adoption  of  Mr.  Worley's 
elevation  ? — I  have  never  seen  Mr.  Worley. 

7341.  Now  as  to  another  point.  You  never  received 
during  14  years  from  Mr.  Saunders  any  other  moneys 
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tli&ri  those  ytm  Lave  told  us  ;  the  200/.  ? — I  would  say 
12  years. 

7342.  You  have  not  received  anything ;  you  have 
had  no  cash  transactions? — I  think  not;  no,  I  think 
I  am  clear  upon  that. 

234ii.  Not  for  anything?  Never  mind  about 
board  sites,  but  during  the  12  years  you  have  not 
received  a  penny  piece  from  Mr.  Saunders  ? — I  think 
not. 

2344.  Let  me  ask  you  this:  Have  you  paid  Mr. 
Saunders  anything  during  the  12  years  ? — 1  do  not 
think  so. 

234.5.  You  do  not  think  so  ? — It  is  impossible  now 
casting  my  memory  over  12  years  to  say  whether  I 
have  or  have  not.  The  impression  I  am  giving  you 
is  that  I  have  not. 

2346.  {Chairman,)  You  say  caeh? — Has  Mr. 
Saunders  put  you  into  any  transactions,  or  you  him 
into  any  transactions  ? — No.  The  connexion  practi- 
cally ceased  12  years  ago. 

2347.  (Mr.  Winch.)  You  have  not  worked  with 
Mr.  Saunders  in  any  matter — never  mind  about  Board 
sites — during  these  last  12  years  ? — I  do  not  think 
so. 

7348.  You  do  not  think  so? — My  dear  Sir,  12 
years  is  a  long  period. 

7349.  You  have  known  Mr.  Saunders  30  yearp,  and 
have  been  constantly  meeting  him  :  cannot  you  say 
positively  during  the  last  12  years  you  have  not  made 
Mr.  Saunders  any  payment  ? — T  can  say  to  the  best  of 
my  knowledge  and  belief  I  have  not. 

7350.  Nor  any  other  member  of  the  Board  ? — 
Never. 

7351.  Nor  any  official  of  the  Board? — No. 

7352.  Have  you  ever  paid  anything  to  any  official 
of  the  Board  ?— Yes. 


7353.  To  whom  have  you  paid  ? — Mr.  Robertson. 

7354.  What  have  you  paid  him  ?— 25/. 

7355.  What  was  that  for  ? — Tliat  was  because  a 
client  had  taken  some  ground  at  Peckham,  and  some 
18  months  afterwards  Mr.  Robertson  said  T  had  made 
some  money  out  of  it  and  had  not  given  the  friendly 
consideration,  perhapi,  I  should  have  done  to  the 
matter. 

7356.  A  client  had  taken  it,  you  say.  How  had  he 
taken  it  ? — He  had  taken  it  by  my  recommendation. 

7357.  Tendered  for  it  ?— He  made  an  offer. 
735S.  He  tendered  for  it  ? — He  tendered. 

7359.  {Chairman,)  Did  he  do  that  direct  or  through 
you  ? — He  did  it  direct. 

7360.  {Mr,  Winch,)  Had  Mr.  Robertson  any  voice 
in  recommending  whether  he  could  have  it  at  that 
price  ? 

{Chairman,)  You  need  not  ask  that.  We  know 
now  perfectly  well  what  Mr.  Robertson's  position  waa 
and  wliat  he  did. 

7361.  You  said  that  you  conducted  compensation 
cases  against  the  Board.  Have  you  conducted  none 
of  those  since  12  years  ago  ? — I  do  not  think  so.  I 
think  it  was  within  two  years  after  I  received  my 
appointment. 

7362.  Tliat  you  ceased  to  act  in  compensation  cases  ? 
— I  ceased  to  act. 

7363.  The  arrangement  went  on,  whatever  it  was, 
as  long  as  you  were  conducting  compensation  cases 
against  the  Board  ? — Exactly. 

7364.  {Mr,  BosanqueL)  Who  was  the  client  at 
Peckham  for  whom  you  were  acting  ? — ^A  builder 
named  Boone.  I  should  like  to  mention  that  that  is 
the  only  transaction  I  have  ever  had  with  Mr. 
Robertson,  or  with  the  Board's  ground. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr,  Robert  Walker  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr. 
n.  Walker. 


7365.  (Chairman^  You  are  district  surveyor,  I 
believe,  for  the  Strand  district? — I  am.  I  am  an 
architect  in  independent  practice,  but  I  hold  that 
appointment. 

7366.  You,  we  have  heard,  had  some  correspond- 
ence and  some  controversy  with  the  Board  officials 
with  regard  to  the  Avenue  Theatre?— The  matter 
arose  in  this  way.  I  received  an  intimation  when  tlio 
theatre  was  first  projected  from  Mr.  Vulliamy.  I 
think  a  messenger  called  to  say  he  would  vei'y  much 
like  to  see  me.  The  theatre  was  built  on,  perhaps,  the 
n)ost  difficult  site  in  London.  It  was  next  the  abut- 
ment of  the  South-eastern  Railway  Bridge,  and  they 
had  to  go  down  a  tremendous  depth  to  get  a  bottom, 
because  it  was  all  made  ground,  and  Mr.  Vulliamy 
thought  at  the  time,  and  some  of  the  Board,  that  it 
was  not  a  safe  site  to  build  a  theatre  on,  not  as  regards 
the  safety  of  the  public  but  ajs  regards  the  safety  ot 
the  structure  itseU.  He  put  the  matter  to  me  and 
said,  you  have  had  as  large  experience  in  dealing 
with  Uiis  neighbourhood  in  Northumberland  Avenue, 
and  with  difficult  sites,  as  any  person  in  London ; 
would  you  mind  giving  me  your  view  ?  I  went 
through  the  drawings.  He  said  to  me,  ^^ar  the 
*'  same  time  I  ought  to  tell  you  that  one  of  the 
**  architects  to  this  building  is  a  member  of  my 
**  Board,  and  I  therefore  wish  you  would  be  very 
**  careful,  and  not  get  into  contioversy  in  what  you 
**  do,  but  at  the  same  time,  do  not  show  him  any 
*^  favour."  I  went  through  the  plans,  and  considered 
the  matter  for  some  considerable  time,  and  I  made 
Bome  drawings  showing  a  scheme  for  putting  logs  of 
concrete  which  went  down  to  the  clay,  and  also  a 
series  of  arches  over  the  top  and  covering  the  site  with 
a  layer  of  concrete,  and  certain  works  in  connexion 
with  the  South-eastern  abutment.  That  was  embodied 
by  Mr.  Vulliamy  in  his  official  report  to  the  Board 
and  accepted. 

7367.  The  controversy  to  which  I  alluded  seems 
to  have   arisen  with  regard   to  a  report  as  to  the 


condition  of  the  t.heati*e,  and  it8  stability,  as  a  place  of 
public  entertainment  ? — That  is  not  so.  If  your  lord- 
ship would  permit  me  to  keep  to  the  exact  letter  of  the 
law  upon  this  subject,  according  to  the  Building  Act, 
district  surveyors  have  nothing  to  do  with  theatres  a« 
theatres,  because  when  all  these  Acts  of  Parliament 
were  passed  regulating  theatres,  the  Board  took 
power  to  themselves,  keeping  the  whole  question  of 
the  theatres  to  themselves  out  of  the  district  sur- 
veyor's jurisdiction;  but,  according  to  one  section  of 
the  Mrrtropolitan  Building  Act,  a  (Strict  surveyor  is 
responsible  for  any  public  building,  that  is,  as  a 
public  building,  but  not  as  a  theatre.  As  regards 
exits  and  entrances,  the  district  surveyor  has  no 
power. 

7368.  You  have  to  see  whether  the  works  are 
properly  carried  out  ? — Our  position  is  this.  The  Act 
says  that  all  the  walls,  floors,  roofs  and  galleries  shall 
be  constructed  in  a  public  building  in  such  manner  as 
the  district  surveyor  may  approve,  so  that  in  the  event 
of  failure  there  is  a  fearful  responsibility. 

7369.  You  surveyed  the  works  from  time  to  time 
as  they  went  on  ? — 1  surveyed  them  very  frequartly. 
I  was  frequently  there,  because  there  was  a  heavy 
litigation  with  the  Soutb-Eastern  Railway,  and  I  was 
called  on  to  make  affidavits.  It  was  in  coubequence 
of  an  affidavit  that  I  made  that  the  injunction  of  the 
South-Eastern  Railway  was  dissolved  and  the  works 
went  on,  and  therefore  1  saw  them  continually. 

7370.  At  a  certain  stage  when  approaching  com- 
pletion, a  report  was  made  as  to  alleged  defects  which 
came  under  your  notice  ? — If  your  lord^ip  will  permit 
me  to  explain . 

7371.  I  do  not  w^nt  to  go  into  it  in  detail.^ — A 
report  was  brought  to  my  notice  which  contradicted  a 
number  of  £acts  connected  with  the  theatre,  and  some 
other  facts  which  I  considered,  especially  as  I  had  been 
consulted  in  confidence  about  the  strength  of  the  build* 
ing,  reflected  veiy  harshly  upon  myseli.  For  instance, 
it  was  stated  that  the  gallery  was  not  safe ;  that  part 
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of  the  gallery  was  hung  up  with  nails  where  it  was 
bolted ;  and  that  there  were  cantilevers  where  there 
were  solid  girders ;  and  I  felt  altogether  that  I  had 
been  victimised  and  un&irlj  used  as  a  professional 
man,  and  I  was  very  indignant. 

7372.  Do  you  know  anything  of  the  circumstances 
under  which  that  report,  which  was  so  incorrect,  was 
made  ? — No,  I  had  nothing  to  4o  with  the  Board's 
operations.  I  had  rather  been  in  antagonism  with  the 
Board  foryears  in  these  matters. 

7373.  ETow  it  came  to  be  made  you  do  not  know  ?— * 
I  suppose  it  was  made  for  this  reason,  that  they  wanted 
their  certificate. 

7374.  How  it  came  to  be  so  incorrect  you  do  not 
know  ? — I  can  easily  understand  it.  I  do  not  know 
who  made  it,  but  I  believe  that  whei)  the  young  man,  or 
the  person  who  made  the  report,  went  to  the  building 
it  was  too  far  advanced,  and  that  he  made  it  hurriedly 
and  in  the  pressure  of  business.  I  at  first  thought  it 
was  got  up  to  injure  me,  but  I  do  not  bebeve  so  now 
from  what  I  afterwards  ha^e  learnt,  and  believe  it 
was  made  on  a  careless  survey,  and  hurried  survey, 
and  without  examining  the  building  properly.  I  think 
it  was  made  so  late,  and  the  building  was  so  far  com- 
plete, that  the  gentlman  who  made  it  could  not  get  at 
the  facts. 

7376.  You  do  not  think  it  was  made  wilfully 
falsely? — ^I  thought  at  the  time  that  it  was  done 
to  throw  discredit  on  myself  but  since  then  I  have 
entirely  altered  my  opinion,  and  I  think  it  was  simply 
a  careless  survey  and  made  too  late  when  the  proper 
facts  could  not  be  ascertained . 

7376.  Were  you  employed  by  Mr.  Hobson  ? — ^Not 
exactly,  I  have  the  plans  of  that  case  here.  The  fact 
was  this,  Messrs.  Habershon  and  Faulkner  were 
architects  to  the  site  of  the  Colonial  Institute.  I  had 
acted  as  architect  to  the  Turkish  baths  in  Northumber* 
land  Avenue  adjoining,  and  Mr.  Habershon  called 
on  me  repeatedly  and  represented  to  me  the  great 
difficulty  he  was  in  as  regards  getting  his  building 
erected,  and  that  the  ancient  lights  stopped  it  half  way 
up  the  first  floor.  I  have  the  diawingfs  here,  but  I  do 
not  suppose  you  would  care  about  going  into  them. 
The  fact  was  tbey  could  not  raise  their  building.  It 
so  happened  I  had  settled  with  the  same  adjoining 
owners  for  the  adjoining  buildings  and  Mr.  Habershon 
asked  me,  having  settled  for  the  Turkish  baths  with 
the  Craven  estate,  Mr.  Bushill  was  the  surveyor  and 
Mr.  Bonner  was  the  solicitor,  if  I  could  not  use  the 
same  knowledge  I  had  acquired  in  settling  for  the 
Turkish  baths  for  his  building. 

7377.  Were  you  employed  by  Mr.  Hobson  ? — I  will 
tell  you  how  that  arises.  He  moreover  told  me  that 
he  could  not  pay  my  fee  in  the  matter  because 
Mr.  Hobson  had  guaranteed  to  settle  the  ancient 
lights,  but  it  was  through  Mr.  Habershon  I  was  called 


in,  and  he  said  Mr.  Hobson  would  pay  my  fee,  and  I 
received  20/.  from  Mr.  Hobson. 

7378.  Then  as  far  as  you  were  concerned  you  had 
nothing  to  do  with  Mr.  Robertson  ? — ^Nothing  at  all. 

7379.  And  you  had  nothing  to  do  with  Mr. 
Hobson  ? — I  never  had  a  transaction  with  him. 

7380.  He  tells  us  you  were  recommended  to  him 
by  Mr.  Robertson  ? — ^That  is  a  mistake  on  his  part, 
because  here  are  the  drawings  I  received  from  Messrs. 
Habershon  and  Faulkner,  I  think  Mr.  Robertson  may 
have  said  that  I  had  a  high  reputation  for  settling 
cases  of  ancient  lights,  and  that  is  generally  known — 
I  mean  for  actually  settling  them  in  the  law  courts. 

7381.  You  did  not  reward  Mr.  Robertson  in  any 
way  ? — ^I  never  have  had  a  shilling  transaction  with 
Mr.  Robertson  in  my  life. 

7382.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Did  Mr.  Hobson  write  to 
you  asking  you  to  do  something  with  regard  to  this 
Colonial  Institute.  Mr.  Hobson  says  he  was  writing 
to  you  every  day  and  could  get  no  answer — that  ho 
gave  you  a  fee  and  that  you  did  nothing  for  it  ? — ^I 
did  a  good  deal  for  it.  I  have  here  the  original 
drawings.  Unfortunately  at  that  very  crisis  the  two 
partners  in  the  firm  of  surveyors  to  the  Craven  estate, 
Mr.  Finlayson  and  Mr.  Bushill  died.  They  died 
at  the  very  crisis  of  the  negotiations,  and  at  the  same 
time  the  South-Eastern  Railway  through  Messrs. 
Fowler  and  Perks  bimght  the  equitable  interest  in 
the  Craven  estate  just  as  we  were  coming  to  a  con- 
clusion, and  I  saw  Mr.  Hobson  on  one  occasion  and 
he  said,  '*  that  is  a  strange  thing  these  men  dying  at 
"  the  crisis  of  the  negotiations,"  but  it  was  so.  Mr. 
Hobson  was  really  in  a  great  difiiculcy  then,  because 
if  the  question  of  lights  had  not  been  settled  he  stood 
to  lose  a  large  sum  of  money. 

7383.  (Mr,  Meadows  White.)  There  was  some 
correspondence  with  regard  to  this  matter  of  the 
Avenue  Theatre  ? — ^There  was  a  lengthy  correspon- 
dence. 1  wrote  very  angry  letters  to  the  officials  at 
the  Boai'd.  I  was  thi*oe  hours  court-martialed  before 
the  Board,  and  ultimately  they  justified  my  action, 
but  thought  I  had  been  very  indiscreet  in  the  action 
I  took  to  redress  myself 

7384.  It  may  be  a  mistake  was  made,  but  there  was 
an  answer  sent  to  your  letter  of  the  15th  December 
1881  ? — The  Board  passed  a  resolution  that  was  I 
right,  and  their  architect's  department  was  wrong,  but 
thought  I  was  guilty  of  an  act  of  indiscretion  in 
exposing  it  except  through  an  official  channel,  and 
that  satisfied  me. 

7385.  You  do  not  consider  now  there  was  anything 
more  than  a  mistake  or  a  hasty  survey  ? — It  was  a 
mistake  made  when  the  building  was  too  far  advanced, 
but  where  I  had  been  consulted  all  through,  I  did 
think  the  superintending  architect  had  no  business  to 
make  the  report  he  did  without  seeing  me. 
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The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Fbank  Statham  Hobson  recalled  and  further  examined. 


7386.  (Chairman.)  I  may  remind  you  that  you 
have  been  sworn? — Yes.  May  I  just  respectfully 
interrupt  you.  I  am  so  nervous  about  forgetting  any- 
thing, but  I  have  heard  something  about  the  ^'  Cock 
Tavern,"  that  is  not  a  Metropolitan  Board  of  V^orks 
matter,  I  think,  but  if  it  is,  I  had  a  share  in  it.  It 
was  sold  by  public  auctioui  and  I  re-sold  it  ^with 
another  gentleman)  to  Messrs.  Spiers  and  Pond. 

7387.  I  think  that  is  entirely  in  the  City.  You 
said  that  you  would  go  through  your  papers;  have 
you  any  recollection  or  record  of  any  other  trans- 
actions with  the  Board  besides  those  you  have  stated  ? 
— With  regard  to  Mr.  Fowler,  I  wish  to  state  that  in 
the  summer  of  1887  Mr.  Phipps  called  on  me  with  a 
message  from  Mr.  Fowler  and  a  cheque  for  200/.  He 
said  Mr.  Fowler  wished  him  to  return  the  200/.,  as  in 
the  inquiry  held  by  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works 
it  appeared  my  name  was  so  mixed  up  with  Mr. 
Robertson's,  and  he  did  not  wish  it  to  be  said  that  he 
had  had  any  money  from  me  when  he  had  not,  and  that 
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he  would  lose  money  rather  than  have  any  cheque  of 
Mr.  Hobson's.  I  took  the  cheque,  but  stated  that  it 
could  not  in  any  way  cancel  the  transaction,  and  that 
if  asked  whether  any  payment  had  been  made  to  Mr. 
Fowler  I  should  most  certainly  state  it.  1  did  not 
regard  it  as  cancelling  the  payment,  and  that  was  in 
my  mind. 

7388.  I  believe  you  did  not  state  on  the  former 
occasion,  I  do  not  suppose  you  were  asked,  the 
premium  which  you  got  on  the  sale  to  the  Arundel 
Trustees  of  6  and  7  that  you  purchased  ? — No,  I  did 
not.  I  stated  for  a  premium,  and  the  examination 
appears  to  have  gone  on  to  something  else. 

7389.  What  was  the  amount  of  it  ? — In  considera- 
tion of  two  payments  of  5,342/.  and  3,152/.,  I  assigned 
to  the  Arundel  Trustees  at  a  i*ental  of  250/.  That 
would  be  about  100/.  a  year  less  than  I  was  paying 
the  Board,  taking  the  average  of  my  take. 

7390.  There  is  one  correction  you  desired  to  make, 
that  you  are  represented  as  saying  that  you  did  not 
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know  Mr.  Fowler  as  a  member  of  the  Board.  I 
miderstood  you  merely  meant  you  had  no  connexion 
with  him  as  a  member  of  the  Board  in  the  transaction, 
but  not  that  you  did  not  know  that  he  was  a  member 
of  the  Board  ? — Not  only  that,  but  I  knew  perfectly 
well  that  Mr.  Phipps  and  Mr.  Fowler  were  working 
together.  I  knew  Mr.  Fowler  was  an  active  member 
of  the  Board,  because  it  was  in  that  capacity  I  heard 
of  him.  I  never  intended  to  convey  anything  else. 
And  also  I  should  like  it  quite  understood,  that  neither 
Mr.  Fowler  or  Mr.  Phipps  knew  the  names  of  the 
solicitors  through  whom  I  was  tendering,  1  am  per- 
fectly convinced  that  was  accurate  at  the  time  the 
tendei^s  were  sent  in,  but  immediately  after  they  were 
sent  in,  I  have  no  doubt  that  Mr.  Phipps  told  Mr. 
Fowler.  No  doubt  that  was  the  result  of  conversations 
that  occuiTed  between  the  time  that  the  tenders  were 
sent  in  and  the  negociations  really  closed  and  the 
tenders  accepted. 

7391.  You  have  I  believe  considered  further  the 
question  as  to  the  amount  you  have  paid  Mr.  Robertson, 
and  though  you  cannot  fix  the  exact  amount,  you  are 
satisfied  that  you  have  stated  it  within  100/.  ? — I  have 
my  books  here,  and  they  are  perfectly  at  your  dis- 
posal ;  but  with  regard  to  Mr.  Robertson,  1  should 
like  to  say  that  I  think  I  have  ahready  stated  that  I 
paid  him  on  February  2l6t,  1884,  25/;  on  May  Srd, 
25/;  on  July  21st,  J  885,  350/.  ;  on  November  10th, 
1886,  100/. ;  on  January  8tb,  1887,  130/.  I  am  not 
sure  that  that  was  not  150/.,  and  on  February  29th 
1888,  250/.  Then  in  the  very  anxious  search  I  have 
made,  trying  to  dovetail  as  far  as  possible  things 
together,  I  am  doubtful  whether  on  July  28th,  1883, 
there  was  not  a  50/.  and  March  22nd,  lb87»  100/. 
That  would  m^ke  a  difference  of  150/.  These  are 
only  stated  by  me  for  fear  I  should  have  passed  over 
anything  Then  I  was  asked,  if  I  may  be  forgiven 
for  saying  so,  what  they  were  for.  I  have  got  them 
all  grouped.  Colonial  Institute,  Northumberland 
Avenue,  Shaftesbury  Avenue.  When  I  say  with 
regard  to  the  negotiations,  Villiers  and  others  I  mean, 
that  it  was  generally  in  connexion  with  that  street 
(Shaftesbury  Avenue),  and  ah»o  when  I  say  on  the 
introduction  to  Phillips,  that  may  have  been  Phillips 
or  Javius  or  some  one  in  that  street  (Clerkenwell 
Road).  I  have  every  payment,  and  here  I  may  say  that 
all  my  books  are  kept  in  tliis  way.  There  is  "  Shaftes- 
bury Avenue  Account,"  and  then  you  can  turn  to  it 
yourself  if  you  think  of  any  transaction  by  the  name 
of  the  street.  That  is  all  I  can  say.  If  with  regard 
to  the  intimation  you  have  received  you  would  guide 
my  mind  in  any  way,  I  should  be  much  obliged.  It 
is  natmuUy  a  matter  of  great  thought  to  me,  I  am  as 
positive  as  far  as  a  human  being  could  be,  that  I  have 
examined  all  my  transactions. 

7392.  Have  you  had  any  transactions  in  which  you 
have  been  interested  with  others  in  the  sale  of  land  to 
the  Board  ? — No,  my  Lord.  I  do  not  think  so  in  the 
slightest  way.  It  would  have  been  a  thing  of  some 
importance  if  I  had  been,  and  therefore  it  must  be  in 
in  my  mind.  I  think  I  may  say  really  I  have  never 
seen  a  cheque  of  the  Board's,  or  never  received  any 
money  from  the  Board  of  itselfl  Mine  have  all  been 
payments  to  the  Board.  I  am  very  strong  about 
that. 

7398.  With  regard  to  the  matters  spoken  of  by 
Mr.  Villiers  as  to  an  arrangement  between  you  and 
Mr.  Robertson  that  he  was  to  have  a  certain  ^are  of 
the  profit,  that  is  one-eighth,  I  think  ? — Yes. 

7394.  Which  would  be  in  that  case  2,000/.  I  do 
not  think  you  told  us  abouir  that  before  ? — If  I  might 
respectfully  say  so,  if  you  would  kindly  look  at  the 
examination,  I  had  all  these  papers  with  me,  and  I 
was  about  to  go  on  when  you  requested  me  not  to  go 
into  details.  I  had  got  the  papers  in  my  hands  at 
the  time. 

7395.  Is  that  250/.  included  in  the  payments  you 
made  to  Mr.  Robertson,  or  has  not  that  been  paid. 
There  was  a  profit  of  2,000/.  or  Mr.  Villiers  ulti- 
mately  paid  2,000/. ;    of  that  Robertson   would  be 


entitled  to  one-eighth,  which  would  be  250/.  Has 
that  been  paid  ? —  NTo,  my  Lord.  That  is  a  perfectly 
misleading  statement,  that  there  was  a  profit  of 
2,000/.  Mr.  Villiers  agreed  to  take  this  land  of  me ; 
in  fact  he  was  very  anxious  to  have  the  land  and  he 
kept  me  waiting,  I  think  the  dates  will  show,  for 
about  two  years  during  which  I  must  have  paid  the 
Board — I  am  speaking  roughly — 700/.  or  800/.  in  rent. 
Then  I  got  my  agreement  to  meet  really  Mr.  Villiers 
own  technical  objections  to  completing  his  covenants 
with  me  altered  as  to  this  plot,  to  350/.  Then  Mr. 
Villiers  does  not  take  the  land  at  all  but  keeps  me 
out  of  my  rent  until  this  action  was  settled  as  a  com- 
promise. I  have  still  the  land  on  my  hands  with  all 
its  covenants  and  rents.  I  should  be  very  glad  if 
Mr.  Villiers  had  taken  the  land  and  given  me  2,000/. 
That  is  quito  a  different  thing.  I  liave  not  moved 
the  land  in  any  way. 

7396.  Was  the  arrangement  about  giving  Robert- 
son an  eighth  confined  to  this  particular  piece  of 
land,  or  was  it  of  a  more  extonsive  kind  ? — ^There 
was  a  more  extensive  arrangement  at  one  time. 
The  only  colour  for  that  is  this:  That  there  was 
a  letter  written  by  Mr.  Robertson,  of  which  I 
have  not  got  a  copy,  which  I  signed,  promising  him 
one-eighth  of  the  profit  on  Shaftesbury  Avenue,  but 
that  was  never  acted  upon.  It  was  cancelled  and 
destroyed,  but  never  acted  on  in  any  way.  But  that 
was  so,  and  I  told  Mr.  Vill'ers  at  that  time  I  was  giving 
Robertson  an  eighth.     That  is  the  colour  for  it. 

7397.  You  did  not,  in  fact,  give  him  the  eighth  ? — 
No,  I  have  never  given  him  an  eighth,  or  anything 
approaching  an  eighth. 

7398.  You  have  made  him  payments,  but  they  do 
not  amount  to  the  eighth? — I  have  made  him 
payments,  and  they  do  not. 

7399.  When  was  this  document  made  that  he  drew 
up  and  you  signed  ? — I  cannot  tell  you.  It  would  be 
aoout  the  time  I  was  tendering  for  Shaftesbury 
Avenue. 

7400.  When  was  it  put  an  end  to  ? — I  should  not 
like  to  bind  myself;  a  few  months  afterwards,  as  far 
as  I  can  remember,  I  said  to  Robertson  I  did  not 
care  about  the  arrangement.  ^ 

7401.  Would  it  be  about  the  time  when  these 
inquiries  were  beginning  about  Robertson  at  the 
Board? — I  should  think  so.  I  wish  to  say,  with 
regard  to  this  paragraph  of  the  statement  of  defence, 
that  there  was  no  arrangement,  as  set  forth,  that 
Robertson  should  supply  me  with  information  as  to 
what  tenders  were  made  for  lands,  and  that  with  such 
information  I,  the  plaintifi*,  should  tender  for  a 
number  of  plots  at  such  price,  and  enable  me  to 
sublet  the  separate  lots. 

7402.  Whether  that  was  exactly  entered  into  or 
not  at  the  time  you  were  tendering,  you  did  enter  into 
an  arrangement  and  a  document  was  draMm  up  by 
himself  ? — ^Yes. 

7403.  And  signed  by  you,  under  which  you  were  to 
give  him  one-eighth  of  the  profit  ? — Yes. 

7404.  And  that  was  put  an  end  to  when  Robertson's 
conduct  was  first  called  in  question  at  the  Board  ? — ^I 
am  bound  to  say  my  impression  is  it  was  not  in  that 
way  quite.  I  objected  altogether  to  this  arrangement^ 
and  Robertson  said,  "I  will  leave  you  to  give  me 
"  what  you  like,"  and  I  think  also  I  am  bound  to  say 
that  in  fairness  to  him  I  think  I  must  have  known  at 
the  time  that  I  had  got  the  land.  I  will  not  be  quite 
sure.  Here  is  Robertson's  own  statement  given  to  my 
solicitor  in  the  Villiers'  action.  I  do  not  know 
whether  you  would  care  for  that  ? 

7405.  You  may  hand  it  in  (same  handed  in).  You 
have  now  told  us  all? — I  think  in  my  corrected 
evidence  I  cailed  attention  to  the  fact  that  there  was 
a  promise  to  pay  Robertson  a  further  sum  of  250/., 
and  that  I  gave  him  an  I.O.U.,  which  he  has  never 
claimed.     I  stated  that  in  my  amended  evidence. 

74()6.  In  correcting  the  proof  ?— Yes. 

7407.  Then  you  had  better  state  that  now  ? — I  wish 
to  state  that  on  the  date  I  gave  him  the  last  cheque  it 
>vas  agreed  that  I  should  give  him  in  all  500/.,  and 
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that  was  to  wipe  off  everything.  That  was  on 
February  29th  of  this  year.  I  gave  him  250/.  and  an 
I.  O.  U.  for  250/.  That  I.  O.  U.  I  have  never 
heard  of.  Then  there  is  one  other  question  with 
r<*gard  to  Mr.  Phipps  and  Mr,  Fowler.  I  find  by 
my  notes  that  in  one  of  my  answers  I  was  incorrectly 
reported.  I  was  asked  '^  Did  you  promise  Mr.  Phipps 
700/.  ?  *'  and  I  said  "  Yes,  I  think  he  took  a  little 
less."  What  I  meant  by  this  was  that  700/.  was  less 
than  the  amount,  which  if  our  first  arrangement  had 
been  adhered  to,  I  was  to  have  paid,  which  I  think 
was  900/. 

7408.  You  mean  that  he  did  not  take  less  than  the 
700/.,  but  the  700/.  was  less  than  the  original  arrange- 
ment ? — Yes,  it  was  less.  Then  I  should  like  to  mi^e 
one  statement  about  Mr.  Saunders.  When  the 
Arundel  trustees  took  my  land,  I  nominated  or  men* 
tioned  Mr.  Saunders  to  examine  the  plans.  That  had 
passed  from  my  mind,  because  if  any  payment  was 
made  it  would  be  paid  by  them.  I  do  not  think  It 
was  any  use  as  a  matter  of  fact,  and  it  was  merely — 
Mr.  Saunders  had  better  look  through  this  plan  for 
me,  and  see  if  it  suits  my  other  building.  I  have 
never  made  a  single  payment  in  connexion  with  it.  I 
find  by  my  solicitor's  bill  which  I  have  only  just  found 
that  in  1884  I  must  have  tendered  for  some  land  in 
Gray's  Inn  Road,  but  it  could  not  have  come  to 
anything,  and  that  is  why  I  could  not  in  any  way 
treat  it  as  a  transaction,  but  it  is  evident  that  I  had 
something  to  do  with  Gray's  Inn  Road,  but  I  have 
nothing  in  my  ledger  about  it. 

7409.  It  is  stated  here? — ^It  came  to  nothing. 
Those  are  all  the  matters.  Would  you  allow  me  to 
ask  a  question  about  the  letter,  and  if  my  mind  could 
be  led  to  anything — I  do  not  think  it  is  possible,  but 
in  a  very  busy  practice  I  may  have  overlooked 
something. 

7410.  The  question  I  wished  specifically  to  put  to 
you  was  that  which  you  have  already  answered  as  to 
any  transactions  with  any  member  of  the  Board  in 
connexion  with  sales  of  land  to  the  Board? — Cer- 
tainly not.  I  am  obliged  to  you  if  you  will  allow  me 
to  say  so. 

7411.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  I  want  to  call  your  atten- 
tion to  the  transactions  about  the  sites  in  Shaflesbury 
Avenue.  On  the  14th  July  1886,  you  made  your 
bargain  with  Mr.  Yilliers  that  he  was  to  have  the 
sites  at  350/.  per  annum,  and  to  pay  you  a  premium  of 
2,200/.     Do  you  remember  that  ? — Quite  well. 

7412.  That  was  a  memorandum  drawn  up  by 
Mr.  Robertson  ? — Yes. 

7413.  Is  it  correct  that  the  2,200/.  was  calculated 
upon  the  difierence  between  what  Mr.  Villiers  had 
tendered  and  the  350/.  a  year  ? — That  is  so,  subject 
to  an  explanation  of  what  really  the  transaction  was. 

am  speaking  roughly,  but  I  think  it  was  12,000  or 
13,000  feet  of  land  I  was  applying  for.  Mr.  Villiers 
came  to  me,  and  was  most  anxious  if  I  got  the  whole 
of  it  to  have  a  comer  piece  of  only  4,000  feet,  and  he 
stated  that  he  was  going  to  offer,  or  had  offered,  I 
think  450/. 

7414.  If  I  may  remind  you  he  had  offered  450/.? 
Yes,  there  was  only  one  transaction. 

7415.  And  his  offer  had  been  refused,  or  it  was 
known  that  it  would  be  refused  ? — I  do  not  think  so. 
I  think  neither  of  us  knew  for  certain — that  is  my  strong 
impression — whether  he  would  get  it,  or  I  was  to  get 
the  whole.  Mr.  Villiers  came  and  was  most  anxious 
to  get  this  corner  site  at  a  price  which  was  only  six- 
pence a  fiK>t  more  than  the  price  at  which  I  was 
taking  the  responsibility  of  about  a  1,000/.  a  year  for. 
It  was  never  regarded  as  a  profit  in  my  mind. 

7416.  I  want  to  call  attention  to  this.  It  was  a 
favour  to  Mr.  Villiers.  I  think  from  the  statement  in 
your  action,  it  appears  that  Mr.  Villiers  had  actually 
been  refused.  He  says  so.  I  do  not  know  whether 
YOU  wish  to  correct  that.  It  may  not  be  correct^  but 
in  your  statement  of  claim  in  the  action  you  say  that 
**  the  defendant  tendered  for  a  lease  of  the  said  plots  ^ 
—'that  is  Mr.  Villiers  tendered — **  and  his  tender  was 


"  refused.  Afterwards  the  defendant  "-^hat  ig  Mr. 
Villiers — **  became  aware  that  the  plaintiff" — that  is 
you — "  was  tendering  for  a  lease  from  the  Metropolitan 
•*  Board  of  Works,  of  the  said  plots  together  with 
*'  others."  Is  that  right  or  wrong? — My  impression 
is,  as  far  as  I  can  give  it,  that  at  that  time  we  were 
neither  of  us  quite  sure  whn  was  to  get  it.  The 
transaction^  really  as  between  him  and  me  was  one 
to  oblige  Mr.  Villiers.  It  was  not  a  profit  which  at 
any  rate  would  at  all  accrue  to  me  on  the  whole 
transaction  of  anything  like  2000/.  I  was  taking  the 
whole  of  the  covenants,  to  spend  some  25,000/.  or 
30,000/.  on  the  whole  site  or  more,  and  I  was  taking 
the  whole  of  this  site  from  the  comer  of  the  Trocadero 
to  the  end  of  Rupert  Street.  He  only  wanted  a  small 
portion,  and  even  as  the  transaction  now  stands,  even 
with  my  profit  from  the  Arundel  trustees,  1  am  left 
with  more  than  two-thirds  of  the  land,  and  it  is 
impossible  to  say  what  profit  I  shall  make. 

7417.  What  I  am  asking  is  this.  You  say  in  one 
of  your  answers  to  interrogatx>ries  that  it  was  antici- 
pated by  all  parties,  that  is  you  and  Robertson  and 
Villiers,  that  your  tender  would  be  the  one  accepted. 
At  this  interview  when  Robertson  di*ew  up  the  memo- 
randum between  you,  it  was  anticipated  or  understood 
as  fully  certain  between  you,  and  Villiers,  and 
Robertson,  that  your  offer  was  going  to  be  accepted  ? 
— I  think  that  is  so. 

7418.  Then  was  it  not  at  the  same  interview 
arranged  that  Robertson  was  to  have  one- eighth  of  the 
premium  ? — Yes,  certainly.     Arranged  or  confirmed. 

7419.  What  you  say  is  this  in  your  answers  to 
interrogatories.  *'  I  promised  the  said  Thomas  James 
"  Robertson  one-eighth  out  of  the  premium  to  be  paid 
**  by  the  Defendant  to  me  "  ? — Certamly. 

7420.  That  is  the  premium  I  suppose  that  is  men- 
tioned in  the  letter  of  2,200/.  ? — Quite  so.  As  ref^ds 
Mr.  Robertson,  in  this  case  I  believe  he  entirely  was 
Mr.  ViUiers'  agent  and  had  nothing  whatever  to  do 
with  me.  He  was  most  anxious  to  get  this  ground 
for  Mr.  Villiers,  because  he  was  very  anxious  to 
prevent  the  Trocadero  as  a  Music  Hall  coming  out. 
Directly  he  flcated  his  company  I  never  could  get  a 
settlement  with  Mr.  Villiers  in  any  way. 

7421.  Mr.  Villiers  had  tendered  for  450/.,  and  it 
either  was  refused  or  was  expected  to  be  refused. 
What  I  want  to  know  is  how  you  ascertained  at  that 
time  that  you  were  to  have  your  offer  accepted,  which 
really  was  at  a  lower  figure  ? —I  cannot  quite  tell.  It 
must  have  been  within  our  knowledge.  I  expect  in 
some  way  that  the  Board  were  much  more  likely  to 
take  an  offer  of  Is.  6d,  for  about  14,000  feet,  which 
Mr.  Villiers  did  not  want,  than  2#.  for  4,000  feet. 
That  is  the  exact  difference,  and  I  think  that  was  in 
Mr.  Villiers'  mind,  and  he  was  very  anxious  to  protect 
himself. 

7422.  You  were  in  communication  with  Mr. 
Robertson,  who,  we  know,  was  the  adviser  of  the 
Board  at  this  time  ? — Yes. 

7423.  Were  you  in  communication  with  any  other 
oOicer  of  the  Board  ? — Kone. 

7424.  Then  it  was  through  Robertson  if  you  knew 
that  ? — I  should  imagine  the  way  it  came  about  was 
this :  that  Robertson  must  have  told  Mr.  Villiers  that 
it  was  very  probable  my  larger  tender  for  the  lai^ger 
ground  would  be  accepted,  and  that  Mr.  Villiers  must 
get  a  refusal  of  the  site  from  me.  That  is  what  I 
should  imagine  is  what  occurred,  aud  it  would  be 
quite  probable  that  even  Mr.  Villiers  told  me  he  did 
not  think  his  tender  wonld  be  accepted,  but  I  do  not 
bind  myself  to  that. 

7425.  I  think  firom  the  papers  you  knew  that  his 
offisr  had  been  rejected  at  that  time  ? — ^It  must  have  « 
been  so. 

7426.  Do  you  say  that  from  your  conversation  with 
Robertson  you  never  knew  how  it  was  to  be  brought 
about  or  what  advice  he  was  to  give  to  secure  your 
lower  offer  being  accepted  ? — Certainly  not ;  and  it  is 
a  curious  fi»ot  that  in  the  statement  of  Robertstm's 
which  was  handed  to  my  solicitor,  and  not  to  me. 
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7427.  I  am  not  troubling  myself  with  Robertson's 
statement,  but'yours  in  the  action  ? — I  fancy  an  Robert- 
son was  in  Mi*.  Vulliamy's  department  you  will  find 
he  states  he  was  adnsing  that  Mr.  Villiers'  tender  be 
accepted,  and  not  mine  at  all ;  and  if  that  is  so  it  is 
easily  discovered. 

7428.  T  am  asking  what  arrangement  you  knew  of 
or  what  you  heard  from  Robertson  ? — I  must  have 
heard  either  from  Robertson  or  Mr.  Villiers  or  some^ 
body  that  in  all  probability  mine  would  be  the 
one  accepted.  Mr.  Villiers  found  me  out  through 
Robertson — I  had  known  Mr.  Villiers  years  ago— and 
asked  for  the  refusal  if  I  got  the  whole  thing ;  and  1 
have  no  doubt  it  was  present  to  our  minds  that  most 
probably  I  should. 

7429.  You  had  no  arrangement  with  Robertson  as 
to  what  way  he  was  to  get  your  offer  ac^cepted  ? — No 
arrangement  of  any  kind  of  that  sort. 


{Mr.  MeadowS'fVhite,)  Thi.«.  my  Lord,  is  the 
Shaftesbury  Avenue  memorandum  of  tenders  in  the 
architect's  office.  You  wDl  see  opposite  8.  Tender 
by  Graham.  "Accept."  The  memorandum  in  the 
architect's  office  at  that  time  was  that  that  tender 
should  be  accepted.  That  is  Mr.  Villiers'  tender. 
That  is  in  Robertson's  handwriting. 

{Chairman)  Plots  4  and  5  are  the  ones  in  question. 

{Mr,  Meadows^  Wkite,)  It  is  the  eighth  tender  for 
Lots  4  and  6. 

7430.  {Mr.  Bo8anquet.\  Wlien  was  that  refused  ? 
— I  had  offered  850/.  in  tne  first  instance. 

{Mr.  Meadows-White.)  The  sub-committee  said 
they  preferred  the  tender  for  the  greater  number  of 
lots.     I  suppose  that  is  how  it  was. 


The  witness  withdrew. 
Adjourned  for  a  short  time. 


Mr.  Francts  Hatman  Fowler  recalled  and  further  examined. 


Mr. 
F.  JET.  Fowler. 


7431.  {Chairman.)  When  you  were  examined 
before  you  were  asked  very  particularly  whether  you 
had  received  any  money  in  connexion  with  advice 
as  to  theatres,  and  your  attention  was  specially  called 
to  the  question  of  exits  from  theatres,  and  you  told  us 
that  as  flEir  as  you  knew  you  had  not  given  any  such 
advice,  or  received  any  fee  for  that  ? — ^Yes. 

7432.  We  have  been  informe<l  that  you  received 
100/.  in  connexion  with,  ndvice  given,  or  at  all 
events  in  connexion  with  proposed  alterations  at  the 
Criterion  Theatre  ? — That  is  not  so.  What  I  was 
concerned  in  with  reference  to  the  Criterion  Theatre 
was  the  ventilation  of  rear  of  Messrs.  Spiers  and 
Pond's  premises.  It  appears  that  at  the  time  that  the 
theatre  was  closed,  there  was  a  large  amount  of  dis- 
satisfaction amongst  Messrs.  Spiers  and  Pond's  people, 
and  I  was  interviewed  by  Mr.  Haines,  who  wished 
me  to  go  and  see  Mr.  Verity  about  it,  and  also  by  Mr. 
Webster.  They  wanted  to  get  at  the  exact  reason 
why  the  Board  had  closed  the  theatre.  I  explained 
it  was  not  my  position  to  say  what  took  place  at  the 
Committee  of  the  Board,  but  I  told  them  my  own 
view  was  that  the  theatre  W9s  closed  principally 
because  it  was  artificial  ventilation  :  it  was  all 
ventilated  by  artificial  means. 

7483.  Who  did  you  tell  that  to?— I  told  that  to 
Mr.  Haines  and  to  Mr.  Webster,  the  contractor,  Mr. 
Webster  being  the  contrator  for  Spiers  and  Pond,  who 
had  built  the  new  annexe  to  the  restaurant.  Mr. 
Webster  asked  me  what  possibly  could  be  done  to 
remedy  this  defect.  I  told  him  I  saw  nothing  else 
but  the  theatre  being  reconstructed  without  Messrs. 
Spiers  and  Pond  would  consent  to  (sive  up  a  portion 
of  the  rear  of  their  premises  at  the  restaurant  for  the 
purpose  of  forming  an  area  so  that  they  could  get 
direct  ventilation  down  to  the  theatre,  and  upon  that 
he  asked  me  to  go  and  see  the  theatre. 

7434.  Who  asked  you  ? — Mr.  Webster  asked  me 
to  go  down  and  see  the  premises.  Nothing  was  said 
about  payment. 

7435.  You  had  seen  it  before? — I  had  seen  the 
theatre,  because  I  had  been  with  the  Theatre  Sub- 
Committee  visiting  it ;  but  I  had  never  had  my 
attention  called  to  the  rear  of  Messrs.  Spiers  and 
Pond's  premises,  which  infringed  on  the  side  of  the 
theatre.  I  went  down  there,  and  I  told  Mr.  Webster 
the  first  time  I  went  down  I  saw  a  considerable 
difficulty  in  doing  what  seemed  to  me  to  be  tlie  only 
way  out  of  the  diflUculty,  more  especially  from  the 
great  sacrifice  of  room  in  the  rear  of  the  restaurant  of 
Spiers  and  Pond ;  and  secondly,  because  of  the  great 
cost,  as  those  buildings  wei*e  all  new,  and  with  heavy 
walls,  which  would  have  to  be  all  cut  about,  but  I  did 
consent  to  look  into  the  matter,  if  he  would  bring 
me  the  drawings  of  Messrs.  Spiers  and  Pond's  pre- 
mises.    It  ended  in  this.     I  went  four  or  ^ve  times 


there ;  I  looked  into  it  and  made  some  calculations, 
and  did  make  a  scheme  whereby  if  they  cut  into 
Spiers  and  Pond's  premises  and  part  of  the  restaurant, 
and  did  away  with  these  buildings  that  were  below 
infringing  against  the  side  of  the  theatre,  they  could 
then  get  the  external  air  right  down  to  the  theatre. 
7438.  Did  you  make  any  plans  ? — No. 

7437.  Did  you  make  any  report? — I  made  no 
report,  it  was  all  done  vivd  voce  and  with  some 
calculations  which  I  made  upon  the  papers. 

7438.  You  did  not  see  Mr.  Verity,  the  architect  ? — 
No. 

7439.  Nor  make  any  report  or  suggestion  to  him  ? 
— No,  I  declined  to  do  that,  because  that  was  u 
question  which  the  Board  had  jurisdiction  over. 
They  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  ventilation  of  the 
theatre,  and  I  would  not  have  touched  on  the  question 
of  exits  and  entrances. 

7440.  Do  you  really  mean  to  represent  you  under- 
stood you  were  merely  called  in  to  advise  on  the 
ventilation  ? — Yes.  I  was  not  called  in.  Mr.  Webster 
himself  came. 

7441.  You  did  not  receive  the  payment  from  Mr. 
Webster?— No;  but  Mr.  Webster  was  one  of  Messrs. 
Spiers  and  Pond's  people.  . 

7442.  You  received  the  payment  from  Mr.  Haines, 
the  surveyor  ? — Yes. 

7443.  Did  you  know  Mr.  Saunders  was  also  re- 
ceiving payment  ? — I  knew  that  Mr.  Saunders  was 
employed. 

7444.  Did  you  know  that  Mr.  Gknidard  was 
receiving  payment  ? — ^No,  I  did  not. 

7445.  How  many  interviews  did  you  have  with  Mr. 
Webster  ? — He  was  there  nearly  every  day. 

7446.  Where  ? — At  my  chambers,  and  sometimes  I 
met  him  at  the  Board  of  Works,  and  went  up  to  the 
locus  in  quo, 

7447.  You  were  asked  about  receiving  money  in 
cases  where  advice  was  given  to  people  who  were 
applying  to  have  plans  passed  ? — Yes. 

7448.  Did  it  never  occur  to  you  that  the  Criterion 
would  come  within  that  class  of  cases  ? — It  did  not. 
I  thought  it  was  entirely  without  the  scope. 

7449.  At  the  very  time  that  matter  was  before  the 
theatres  sub-conmiittee  about  the  closing  of  this  theatre, 
and  on  what  terms  it  should  be  re-opened,  you  received 
100/.  ?— Not  till  afterwards. 

7450.  No;  you  received  that  100/.,  did  not  you,  on 
the  29th  January  1883?--At  that  time  the  whole 
thing  was  at  an  end ;  the  reference  was  discharged 
and  the  whole  matter  was  at  an  end  at  the  Board. 

7451.  Immediately  after  that  Mr.  Veritz  sent  in 
new  plans,  or  very  shortly  afterwards  ? — Two  months 
afterwards,  but  the  old  ones  on  which  we  legislated 
were  discharged — the  reference  was  discharged  by  the 
Board. 
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7452.  Wc  know  now  it  waA  paid  to  you  aa  a  bribe. 
Did  that  never  occur  to  you  at  all  ? — ^I  should  think 
not. 

7453.  Did  not  it  seem  strange  that  they  should 
come  to  you,  a  member  of  the  theatre  sub-committee, 
to  consult  about  the  closing  of  the  theatre  or  how  it 
could  be  re-opened  ? — I  conceived . 

7454.  Your  position  never  seemed  an  equivocal 
one  even,  to  you  ? — It  did  not. 

7455.  Then  perhaps  you  now  can  tell  us  of  some 
other  instances  in  which  you  have  received  money 
whilst  matters  have  been  before  the  Board.  I  will 
not  ask  you  know  in  connexion  with  exits  or  en- 
trances, or  ventilation,  or  anything  else  ? — I  know  of 
no  instance. 

7456.  Will  you  swear  there  were  none  ? — To  the 
best  of  my  knowledge  and  belief. 

7457.  Will  you  swear  there  were  none  ? — Will  your 
Lordship  kindly  give  me  your  question. 

7458.  Will  you  swear  that  there  is  no  other  instance  in 
which  plans  were  before  the  committee,  or  applications 
were  before  the  committee  in  relation  to  theatres  or 
public  buildings,  where  you  received  money  for  any- 
thing ? — I  think  I  could  swear  that,  my  Lord,  most 
conscientiously. 

7459.  You  do  swear  it,  do  you  ? — Yes. 

7460.  Cases  like  the  Criterion  Theatre — there  was 
no  other  case  like  that,  was  there  ? — ^None. 

7461.  You  are  sure  you  are  not  forgetting  any  ?^ 
It  is  very  difficult  to  remember  every  act  one  has  done 
for  20  years.  I  have  been  at  the  Board  20  years,  and 
I  have  not  the  slightest  remembrance  in  my  mind  of 
anything  of  the  sort. 

7462.  We  have  heard  from  Mr.  Phipps  that  fhero 
was  a  case  in  which  he  gave  you  40/.  ? — Yes,  I  heard 
that. 

7463.  What  was  that  ? — ^Mr.  Phipps  gave  me  that 
as  a  voluntary  gift. 

7464.  I  am  asking  you  about  voluntary  gifts  and 
every  gift.  What  was  it  a  voluntary  gift  for  ?  How 
many  more  voluntary  gifts  have  you  had  of  40/.  or  any 
other  sum  ? — In  that  case  until  I  heard  it  here  to-day 
I  did  not  remember  it,  and  dov\-  1  do  not  remember  his 
doing  it.  If  he  said  so  I  believe  he  said  what  is  true, 
hut  I  do  not  i-emeraber  it. 

7465.  There  may  have  been  a  good  many  voluntary 
gifts  you  may  have  forgotten  ? — I  think  not. 

7466.  Your  memory  is  imperfect  perhaps? — I  do 
not  think  I  should  generally  forget  a  thing  of  that 
sort.  I  recollect  his  coming  to  me  about  something 
and  his  giving  me  a  great  deal  of  trouble,  and  I  made 
no  charge  to  him  for  it. 

7467.  Did  you  give  any  advice  about  the  passing 
of  some  plans,  or  about  some  plans  or  in  connexion 
with  some  plans  for  an  estate  in  Albany  Road, 
Camber  well  ? — That  estate  in  Albany  Road,  Camber- 
well,  did  belong  to  a  client  of  mine,  Mr.  Bird,  and  I 
laid  that  estate  out  for  him. 

7468.  Had  not  the  matter  come  before  the  Board 
before  you  laid  it  out  for  him  ? — It  had  not. 

7469.  Had  any  difficulty  arisen  with  regard  to  the 
plans  before  you  were  employed  ? — I  never  heard 
thei*e  was  any  difficulty  at  all  in  the  matter ;  it  was 
the  usual  way  of  business.  He  asked  roe  to  lay  it 
out.  I  was  told  to  look  up  some  instances  the  other 
day  when  I  was  employed  and  that  is  one  I  put  down. 
Mr.  Bird  appears  to  have  taken  a  lease  from  the  city 
of  London  I  think  or  from  some  city  company.  1 
was  concerned  for  Mr.  Bird,  and  he  asked  me  to  lay 
out  the  estate — the  roads  and  so  on — and  I  did  so, 
and  then  I  gave  the  plans  as  so  laid  out  to  him.  and 
then  he  made  afterwards  application  to  the  Board, 
because  I  was  not  the  architect  of  the  estate. 

7470.  Who  was  the  architect  of  the  estate  ?— I  do 
not  know.  I  think  it  was  somebody  contiected  with 
the  ground  landlord. 

7471.  Was  it  a  Mr.  Evans  ? — It  might  have  been. 
I  do  not  remember. 

7472.  After  some  other  gentleman  was  acting  as 
architect  of  the  estate,  were  you  again  employed  in 


relation  to  plans  on  the  Albany  estate? — I  was  only 
employed  once  with  regard  to  it. 

7473.  When  you  were  employed,  bad  not  some 
plans  already  been  sent  in  and  difficulties  made  about 
them  at  the  Board  ? — I  think  not     I  never  heard  sr. 

7474.  Were  not  you  consulted  about  some  altera- 
tion of  the  plan  ? — I  may  have  been  consulted,  but  I 
do  not  remember  after  that 

7475.  Did  not  you  receive  money  in  connexion  with 
it  ? — I  was  only  paid  my  professional  fees. 

7476.  I  daresay  it  was  a  professional  fee,  but  was  it 
a  professional  fee  for  advising  with  regard  to  the 
alteration  of  the  plans  ? — The  professional  fee  was 
for  laying  out  the  ground. 

7477.  How  much  was  it  ? — I  received  it  in  the 
general  account.  We  had  a  long  account  against 
Mr.  Bird,  and  I  think  it  was  50  guineas,  including  a 
lot  oF  other  things.  I  had  a  commission  account  with 
Mr.  Bird  for  buildings  being  erected,  on  which  I  had 
5  per  cent.,  the  usual  commission,  and  I  had  a  lot  of 
various  things  which  he  called  me  in  to  do. 

7478.  Was  not  one  of  the  things  he  called  you  in 
to  do  the  advising  as  to  plans  which  the  Board  were 
making  difficulties  about? — I  think  not.  I  do  not 
remember  the  Board  made  any  difficulties  about  the 
plans,  as  far  as  I  know. 

7479.  Was  Mr.  Saunders  called  in  with  regard  to 
the  same  estate  ? — In  the  city,  I  do  not  remember. 

7480.  You  never  heard  that  he  was.^ — I  never 
heard  that. 

7481.  That  you  swear  ? — I  do  not  remember  it. 
He  may  have  been. 

7482.  That  is  not  altogether  the  same  thing.  You 
told  us  last  time  about  the  payment  of  200/.  which 
Mr.  Statham  Hobson  made  to  you,  but  you  did  net 
tell  us  last  time  that  you  had  returned  that  money  ? 
I  did  not. 

7453.  What  did  you  return  it  for  if  it  was  perfectly 
honestly  obtained  ? — I  will  tell  you  why  I  returned 
it.  When  there  was  an  inquiry  at  the  Board  upon 
Mr.  Robertson,  I  found  that  in  that  inquiry  it  was 
being  stated  that  these  two  gentlemen  were  connected. 
I  immediately  went  to  Mr.  Phipps,  and  said  to  him, 
"  I  will  not  have  this  money ;  it  came  through  th« 
"  hands  ot  Mr.  Hol>son,  and  1  will  not  have  it.  I 
"  would  i-ather  lose  the  money  for  all  the  work." 

7484.  What  was  the  harm.  There  was  a  question 
about  what  Mr.  Robertson  had  done  at  the  Pavilion, 
and  because  you  found  that  Mr.  Statham  Hobson  had 
some  connexion  with  Mr.  Robertson,  although  you 
had  done  200/.  worth  of  work  at  the  request  of 
Mr.  Phipps,  you  would  not  keep  the  money.  Why  ? 
— ^Because  it  had  not  been  paid  through  Mr.  Phipps. 

7485.  According  to  your  account  Mr.  Phipps  had 
come  and  said,  "  Mr.  Hobson  owes  me  this  money  ;  I 
"  have  asked  him  to  pay  200/.  of  it  to  you  on  my 
"  behalf."  What  harm  was  there  in  that  ?  That  is 
the  story  you  told  us.  Why  should  there  have  been 
anything  to  be  ashamed  of  or  afraid  of? — I  was  not 
afraid  of  it.  What  I  did  not  like  was  having  the 
money  through  Mr.  Hobson's  bands.  I  said  rather 
than  have  it  through  his  hands 

7486.  So  I  see,  and  you  sacrificed  200/.  ? — So  I 
have. 

7487.  But  there  must  have  been  some  motive  for 
that.  You  still  think  it  was  a  perfectly  honest, 
straightforward  transaction,  such  as  you  described  to 
us  the  other  day  ? — So  I  do  now. 

7488.  Then  I  do  not  now  understand  why  you  should 
have  returned  it? — I  returned  it,  my  lord,  because  I 
did  not  like  the  idea  of  having  received  20C/.  from 
Mr.  Hobson. 

7489.  You  did  not,  according  to  your  account, 
except  as  a  mere  means  to  hand  it  you  on  behalf  of 
Mr.  Phipps  ? — That  is  so ;  but  at  the  same  time  I 
had  his  cheque,  and  did  not  like  it,  and  I  told 
Mr.  Phipps  I  must  have  his  cheque  as  he  paid  it,  and 
I  would  rather  lose  the  money  than  have  it  fix)m 
Mr.  Hobson. 
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7490.  It  never  even  then  occarred  to  you  that  there 
was  anything  wrong  in  the  transaction  ? — Not  at  all. 
I  did  not  think  there  was  anything  wrong  in  the 
transaction. 

7491.  You  did  not,  then,  inform  the  Board  you 
knew  all  about  how  Mr.  Statham  Hobson  was  mixed 
up  with  Mr.  Robertson  ? — I  did  not  know  any  more 
than  was  known  there. 

7492.  This  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  Pavilion  ? 
—No. 

7493.  Unless  yon  suspected  that  Robertson  had 
something  more  to  do  with  Mr.  Statham  Hobson  than 
merely  asking  him  to  be  a  shareholder  in  the  Pavilion 
restaurant,  why  should  you  have  returned  the 
money  ? — Because  it  was  whispered  then  very  strongly 
about  the  room  that  Mr.  iStatham  Hobson  and 
Robertson  had  intimate  relations. 

7494.  And  you  knew  that  this  was  a  transaction  of 
Mr.  Statham  Hobson,  in  the  Shaftesbury  Avenue,  and 
you  suspected  Robertson  to  be  connected  with  him  in 
it  ? — I  was  afraid  of  something  of  that  sort. 

7495.  Why  did  not  you  communicate  that  to  the 
Board  ? — Because  I  had  no  grounds. 

7496.  You  knew  that  Mr.  Statham  Hobson  had 
this  affair  in  the  Shaftesbury  Avenue;  you  knew 
you  had  received  the  200/. :  and  you  thought  it  so 
much  connected  with  Mr.  Robertson,  or  the  persons 
mixed  up  with  it,  that  you  returned  it.  Why  did  not 
you  communicate  your  suspicions  to  the  Board  ? — I  did 
not  know  there  was  anything  wrong  at  all  between 
Robertson  and  Mr.  Statham  Hobson  as  regards  the 
Shaftesbury  Avenue. 

7497.  If  there  was  nothing  wrong,  why  did  you 
return  the  money  unless  you  suspected  it  ? — I  did  not 
choose  to  have  my  name  mixed  up  with  Mr.  Statham 
Hobson. 

7498.  You  thought  there  might  be  further  inquiries 
made  and  further  disclosures  come  out  ? — I  did  not 
think  that  at  the  time.  I  acted  on  the  impulse  of  the 
moment  directly  I  heard  what  I  did.  I  went  down 
to  Mr.  Phipps  and  I  said,  ^'  Take  this  cheque  from 
^^  Mr.  Statham  Hobson ;  I  do  not  like  it,  and  I  shall 
«  return  it." 

7499.  The  impulse  of  the  moment  did  not  lead  you 
to  make  any  commanication  to  your  fellow  members 
of  the  Board  ? — ^No,  I  did  not  communicate  to  them, 
because  I  had  no  grounds  for  my  belief. 

7500.  Then  if  you  had  told  them  what  your  belief 
was  they  might  have  made  some  investigation  into  it  ? 
— I  did  not  say  my  belief ;  I  said  I  had  no  foundation 
for  my  surmise. 

7501.  You  as  a  member  of  the  Board  could  have 
looked  a  little  into  it,  and  seen  whether  there  was  any 
foundation  for  your  surmise.  Did  you  make  any 
investigation  as  to  the  circumstances  of  the  tender  for 
the  Shaftesbury  Avenue  site  ? — Yes,  I  was  there  ;  I 
was  one  of  the  committee. 

7502.  Did  you  become  aware  that  you  had  been 
engaged  by  Mr.  Phipps  in  this  matter  before  ever 
Mr.  Statham  Hobson  had  got  the  site  ? — No. 

7503.  Did  you  look  into  the  question  ? — I  did  not, 
Mr.  Phipps  only  talked  to  me  casually  about  it. 

7504.  Mr.  Phipps  tells  us  now  that  he  first  saw  you 
and  engaged  you  in  the  matter  in  September? — 
Yes. 

7505.  At  that  time  Mr.  Statham  Hobson  had  not 
actually  got  the  site  ? — I  think  he  had.  I  am  under 
the  impression  he  had  got  it.  Captain  Napier  was  the 
person  who  had  not  got  it  ;  as  I  understand  it  was 
Captain  Napier. 

7506.  Mr.  Statham  Hobson  said  it  was  in  June  he 
originally  applied,  and  that  his  tender  was  accepted 
subject  to  references,  and  he  told  us  he  gave  no 
references,  because  he  wanted  to  see  first  if  he  could 
find  a  purchaser,  and  his  tender  was  not  ultimately 
accepted,  but  there  was  a  question  whether  it  should 
be  revived  and  accepted,  and  that  did  not  take  place 
until  after  you  had  been  employed? — I  had  been 
spoken  to  by  Mr.  Phipps  but  had  not  acted. 

7507.  You  make  a  distinction  between  that  and 
employment  ? — Yes,  I  was  not  employed. 


7508.  You  did  not  make  any  enquiry  about 
Mr.  Statham  Hobson  or  his  dealings  with  the  Shaftes- 
bury Avenue  ? — I  could  not. 

7509.  Why  could  not  you  say  :  "  I  know  that 
*^  Mr.  Statham  Hobson,  who  was  connected  with 
'^  Mr.  Robertson,  in  this  is  connected  also  in  ihe 
^  Shaftesbury  Avenue.  I  have  a  siumise  that  there 
*'  is  something  wrong.  I  got  200/.  which  I  will  not 
'^  accept  because  I  surmise  there  is  something  wrong. 
•*  Let  us  look  into  that  too."  Why  did  not  it  occur 
to  you  to  do  that? — I  had  no  evidence  at  all  that 
would  warrant  me. 

7510.  Why  could  not  you  try  to  get  evidence  to 
see  what  the  transaction  was  ? — I  did  not  know  there 
was  anything  wrong  in  that  transaction. 

7511.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Do  you  say  this  100/.  for 
the  Criterion  was  paid  you  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
business  ;  is  that  your  representation  ? — The  100/.  was 
sent  to  me. 

7512.  I  am  asking  whether,  according  to  the  story 
you  now  put  to  us,  it  was  paid  to  you  aa  an  ordinary 
business  transaction  ? — As  a  professional  fee,  I  con- 
sider. 

7513.  Did  you  give  any  receipt  for  it  ? — ^No,  it  was 
sent  in  a  letter  to  me. 

7514.  Do  you  never  give  a  receipt  for  what  is  sent 
you  in  a  letter? — No,  sometimes  I  do  not  give 
receipts. 

7515.  {Chairman,)  Did  you  answer  that  letter  ? — I 
do  not  know. 

7516.  Did  you  even  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  it 
or  the  safe  arrival  of  the  check  ?— I  do  not  know  that 
I  did.  What  I  did  was  this.  I  said  to  Mr.  Webster, 
^  I  have  had  a  cheque  sent  to  me  from  Spiers  and 
**  Pond's  people."  He  said :  "  It  is  all  right ;  it  is  a 
"  payment  for  what  you  did." 

7517.  {Mr,  Bosanquet.)  Who  paid  you  the  cheque 
for  100/.  f— A  Mr.  Haines. 

7518.  You  gave  no  receipt  for  it  ? — I  do  not  think 
I  did. 

7519.  Did  you  enter  that  amount  in  any  book  of 
account  as  work  done  for  anybody  ? — No,  I  put  it 
down  as  a  fee. 

7520.  But  as  work  done  ? — I  did  not. 

7521.  There  was  no  work  done  which  appears  in 
your  books  ? — Not  that  I  know  of. 

7522.  Did  you  give  any  receipt  for  the  40/.  ? — ^No. 

7523.  Did  any  account  appear  in  your  book  for 
that  work  ? — ^No. 

7524.  Then  in  the  matter  of  the  200/.,  the  100/., 
and  the  40/.,  you  gave  no  receipts  ? — No. 

7525.  And  in  none  of  those  cases  was  there  any 
work  done  entered  in  your  books ;  no  account  against 
anybody  ? — No  account  against  anybody  ;    they  are 


7526.  You  do  keep  books  ? — Yes,  some  books. 

7527.  (  Chairman.)  Your  interviews  were  with  Mr. 
Webster  and  Mr.  Haines  ? — ^Yes. 

7528.  Who  came  to  you  first  ?— I  think  Mr.  Webster 
came  first. 

7529.  How  many  times  will  you  say  Mr.  Webster 
came  to  your  office  ? — 1  did  not  see  him  always  at  the 
office ;  but  I  saw  him  at  least  eight  or  nine  times  at 
the  office,  I  recollect,  and  there  was  going  down  to  the 
Criterion  Restaurant  four,  if  not  ^vq  times. 

7530.  What  was  the  date  when  you  went  there  ? — 
The  date  was  at  the  end  of  November  and  the 
beginning ^f  December. 

7531.  Of  1882  ?— Of  1882. 

7532.  Had  any  point  been  i-aised  at  that  time  about 
the  ventilation  of  the  theatre  ? — It  was  closed  as  I 
conceive  upon  the  very  question  that  it  received  all 
the  air  by  artificial  means. 

7533.  Closed  simply  on  the  ground  of  ventilation  ? 
— That  was  the  principal  ground. 

7534.  Did  you  vote  for  its  being  closed?  —  I 
did. 

7535.  On  the  ground  of  ventilation  ? — I  did— or 
want  of  ventilation. 

7536.  Was  not  the  statement  made  that  the  Board 
had  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  the  conBtmction 
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and  position  of  the  building  were  such  that  no 
structural  alterations  that  could  be  suggested  would 
effectually  provide  for  the  safety  of  the  public 
in  the  event  of  an  outbreak  of  fire  ? — Yes,  for  this 
reason  ;  the  house  was  a  theatre  built  quite  under- 
ground, enclosed  by  walls  all  round,  and  if  a  fire  took 
place  there  was  no  outlet  for  the  smoke,  because  there 
was  no  ventilation. 

7537.  Then  it  was  noc  merely  the  question  of  venti- 
lation ? — ^There  were  other  questions.  The  exits  and 
entrances  were  not  satisfactory  ;  there  is  no  doubt 
about  it.  It  was  not  only  one  thing,  but  there  were 
other  circumstances. 

7538.  In  your  belief  that  was  a  matter  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Board,  because  you  voted  for  the 
closing  of  the  thea^e  ou  that  ground,  you  tell  me  ? — 
Yes. 

7539.  Then  the  point  upon  which  you  were  being 
consulted  was  one  of  the  very  points  within  your 
jurisdiction,  and  which  you  have  had  to  determine  as 
a  member  of  the  theatre  committee? — ^No,  the  venti* 
lation  of  theatres  is  excluded  by  the  Act. 

7540.  You  say  it  is  excluded  from  the  Act,  and  yet 
you  tell  us  you,  being  a  member  of  the  committee 
acting  under  the  Act,  voted  for  closing  the  theatre  on 
a  matter  that  was  excluded  from  the  Act? — And 
other  things  as  welL 

7541.  The  other  things  you  are  now  bringing  in, 
sir,  and  I  must  warn  you  that  in  my  opinion  you  have 
not  been  candid  with  the  Conmiission,  and  that  the 
consequences  may  be  serious  if  you  are  not  so.  You 
told  me  a  little  while  ago  that  the  ground  upon  which 
the  theatre  was  closed  and  said  to  be  unfit  was  the 
ground  of  ventilation ;  I  asked  you  if  you  voted  for 
that  closing,  and  you  said  **  Yes  "  ? — That  is  so. 

7542.  You  told  us  a  little  while  ago  that  you  would 
not  advise  about  the  plans,  but  you  advised  about  the 
ventilation  because  it  was  not  a  matter  in  your  juris- 
diction ? — Yes. 

7543.  If  it  was  not  in  your  jurisdiction  how  came 
you  to  deal  with  it  and  vote  for  closing  the  theatre 
because  of  the  want  of  ventilation  ? — I  did  not  vote 
solely  on  that  ground. 

7544.  But  it  was  partly  upon  that  ground  ? — ^It  was 
partly  on  that  ground. 

7545.  Then  it  was  a  matter  within  your  jurisdic- 
tion ? — Well,  it  was  We  have  the  power  of  closing  a 
thef.tre,  of  course. 

7546.  You  had  only  the  power  of  closing  a  theatre 
on  matters  that  were  within  your  jurisdiction,  I  sup- 
pose ? — I  believe  that  if  it  had  only  been  that  the 
theatre  was  not  properly  ventilated  the  Board  could 
not  have  obtained  the  power  they  did  of  closing. 

7547.  Your  point  was  not  a  mere  question  of 
ventilation,  but  that  it  was  unsafe  in  case  of  fire  ? — It 
was. 

7548.  Because  of  want  of  ventilation  ? — And  the 
exits  as  well.  There  was  only  one  exit  in  Picca- 
diUy. 

7549.  It  was  closed  on  that  ground.  Then  were 
not  you,  when  you  wyre  consulted,  consulted  about 
one  of  the  very  matters  upon  whiclj  the  theatre  com- 
mittee had  voted,  and  would  have  to  vote  again  ? — 
Certainly,  to  that  extent  I  was. 

7550.  Then  I  do  not  understand  the  fine  distinction 
you  draw  that  you  were  employed  about  a  matter  not 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Board,  because  it  was 
ventilation?-— I  consider  that  the  Board  had  nothing 
to  do  with  the  ventilation. 

7551.  Your  point  is  that  you  yourself  voted  as  a 
member  of  the  committee  on  the  ground  that  they  had 
such  want  of  ventilation  that  rendered  it  dangerous  in 
case  of  fire  ? — Yes. 

7552.  What  do  you  mean  by  saying  they  had 
nothing  to  do  with  ventilation  ? — We  voted  on  that, 
but  that  was  beyond  our  power,  no  doubt. 

7553.  Did  you  know  at  the  time  it  was  beyond 
your  power  ? — No,  I  did  not  when  I  voted. 

7554.  Did  you  know  it  when  you  were  employed  to 
advise  about  the  ventilation  ? — No,  I  did  not. 


7555.  Why  do  you  put  to  us  that  there  was  no 
harm  in  your  doing  it,  because  it  was  not  a  matter 
within  your  jurisdiction,  when  you  had  been  voting 
upon  it,  and  believed  it  then  to  be  within  your 
jurisdiction  ? — I  did  not  advise  with  regard  to  the 
theatre  itself. 

7556.  What  did  you  advise  with  respect  to? — I 
had  advised  to  make  adjoining  the  theatre  a  large 
area  at  the  back  of  Spiers  and  Pond's  Restaurant,  so 
that  when  the  theatre  was  re*constructed  they  would 
be  able  to  ventilate. 

7557.  That  is  advising  as  to  the  re-construction  of 
the  theatre  ? — Partly  that. 

7558.  As  to  the  mode  by  which  it  could  be  rendered 
fit?— That  is  it. 

7559.  And  whether  that  would  be  sufficient  or  not 
would  be  a  matter  on  which  you  would  have  to  vote 
as  a  member  of  the  theatre  sub-committee  ? — ^Yes. 

7560.  You  thought  it  consistent  with  your  duty  to 
give  that  advice  and  receive  a  fee  for  it  ? — ^Yes. 

7561.  When  the  matter  came  before  the  Board  on 
the  1st  of  June  1883,  there  were  some  members  of 
the  Board  who  took  exception  Mill  to  the  Criterion 
Theatre  being  allowed  to  be  re-built  upon  the  plans 
that  had  been  passed  ? — Yes. 

7562.  There  was  a  division  on  it  and  discussion, 
and  you  made  a  speech  in  favour  of  it.  J^t  me  read 
you  your  speech :  "  It  must  not  be  supposed  that 
"  this  report  of  tlie  Building  Act  conmiittee  has  not 
"  been  the  result  of  consideration  both  by  the  superin- 
"  tending  architect  and  by  the  committee.  A  large 
^^  number  of  drawings  have  from  time  to  time  been 
*•  before  the  committee.  Two  sets  have  been  before 
<^  the  committee,  and  in  this  last  set  there  are  t)iose 
''  which  the  committee  thought  were  satisfactory. 
♦*  Now,  sir,  there  are  two  points  upon  which  this 
^'  building  was  condemned.  The  first  was  that  the 
**  egress  and  access  were  not  sufficient.  Upon  this 
^*  point,  the  new  drawings  which  have  been  made 
*^  have  an  improved  egress  and  access,  so  that  no 
^'  objection  ou  that  ground  can  be  for  one  moment 
"  raised.  If  this  building  had  been  an  ordinary 
"  building,  it  would  be  one  of  the  best  buildings  for 
**  egress  in  the  metropolis.  Then  the  only  other 
"  question  remaining  was  this.  The  artificial  venti- 
^*  lation  was  originally  objected  to,  and  the  objection 
**  was  recognised  generally  by  the  Board.  It  was 
''  felt  that  if  anythmg  happened  to  the  building  or 
**  to  the  machinery,  there  would  be  great  danger  of 
*'  the  public  being  suffocated.  That  was  a  great 
"  point.  To  meet  this,  what  have  these  gentlemen 
"  done  ?  They  have  made  large  areas  outside  the 
**  building  on  two  sides,  and  they  'have  abolished 
"  altogether  the  machinery  which  produced  this  arti- 
*^  ficial  ventilation.  Therefore  the  building  now 
**^  stands  in  this  way,"  and  so  on.  Those  were  matters 
you  advised  them  upon  ? — ^Part  of  them ;  the  ventila- 
tion I  did. 

7563.  You  did  not  tell  the  Board,  when  you  were 
pointing  out  how  unsatisfactory  it  had  been,  that  you 
had  received  one  hundred  guineas  for  advising  as  to 
ventilation  ? — I  did  not. 

7564.  ^'  Under  these  circumstances,  I  have  felt  that 
^^  the  ground  upon  which  the  Board  originally 
<f  objected  to  this  theatre  being  licensed  were  taken 
'<  away,  and  in  the  interests  of  the  proprietors 
^  possessing  vested  interests  in  the  building,  I  think 
"  we  should  now  let  them  carry  out  their  plans.  A 
"  large  amount  of  improved  access  to  the  theatre  has 
<<  been  given  in  the  new  plans,  and  I  venture  to  think 
*^  that  this  Boaixl  would  do  right  in  adopting  the 
<'  committee's  report."  Then  you  argued  that  the 
architect  had  really  supported  the  plans,  although  he 
had  not  expressed  any  opinion,  having  simply  laid 
them  on  the  table.  Then  Mr.  Deputy  Saunders 
follows  you,  and  says,  it  is  not  necessarv  to  say  more 
than  two  or  three  words.  If  on  consideration  any 
other  payments  do  occur  to  you — any  other  matters 
at  all  like  those  which  you  have  been  examined  upon, 
it  would  be  well  that  you  should  communicate  them  ? 

Hh  4 


IV>arteeiitii 
Day. 

S9  June  1888. 

Mr. 
F.  JET.  Fowler. 
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— I  do  not  think  there  are  any.  I  should  like  to  hand 
in  a  list  that  I  prepared.  The  counsel  asked  about 
building  frontages.  I  have  looked  back,  and  got  some 
(handing  same  to  his  Lordship), 

7565.  Is  this  land  in  Walworth  the  same  land  that 
has  been  referred  to  ? — Yes.     I  did  not  know  that  I 


should  be  asked  about  it,  but  I  find  it  among  my 
papers.  I  was  asked  also  to  say  where  I  had  been 
employed  as  an  expert  or  witness  in  theatres.  This  is 
a  paper  T  have  prepared  {handing  paper  to  his 
Lordship).  I  prepared  it  in  consequence  of  the 
requests  the  last  time  I  was  here. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


(Mr,  Freeman.)  I  have  now  ascertained  some 
dates  which  I  was  not  able  to  give  in  answer  to 
a  question  your  Lordsliip  asked  before  the  adjourn- 
ment as  to  the  Lord  Chamberlain  and  the  theatres. 
I  have  here  the  first  communication  from  the  Lord 
Chamberlain,  which  was  on  the  29th  of  September 
1882,  contained  in  a  letter  from  the  Lord  Chamber- 
lain's secretary,  forwarding  a  list  of  27  theatres, 
among  which  was  the  Criterion,  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Lord  Chamberlain,  the  managers  of  which 
have  applied  for  renewal  of  their  annual  licences 
from  the  29th  instant,  requesting  to  be  favoured  with 
the  opinion  of  the  Board  whether,  in  reference  to  the 
structure  of  the  theatres  and  the  safety  of  the  public, 
the  licences  should  be  issued.  Then  on  the  3rd  of 
October  1882  there  is  a  further  letter  from  the  Lord 
Chamberlain's  secretary,  stating  that  the  Lord 
Chamberlain    had    granted    provisional   licences  for 


three  months  to  the  under-mentioned  theak^s;  that 
this  course  had  been  attended  with  considerable  incon- 
venience, particularly  in  the  case  of  the  Criterion 
Theatre,  and  hoping  that  before  the  expiration  of  the 
above  period,  the  Board  would  be  in  a  position  to 
advise  his  Lordship  as  to  the  issue  of  the  extended 
licences;  and  then  followed  a  list  of  theatres,  in- 
cluding the  Criterion.  That  was  the  first  time  that 
the  Lord  Chamberlain  put  himself  in  communication 
with  the  Board,  the.se  communications  being  entirely 
outside  the  powers  of  the  Board,  which  are  in  the 
11th  and  12th  sections  of  the  Act,  1878,  providing 
for  alterations  of  old  theatres  and  structural  super- 
vision in  the  case  of  new  theatres.  That  communica- 
tion your  Lordship  will  see  from  the  Lord  Chamber- 
lain was  shortly  after  the  Vienna  fire  had  called 
attention  to  the  condition  of  theatres,  and  the  Home 
Secretary  had  spoken  on  the  subject. 


Mr.  Robert  Evans  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr.  Jt.  Evans.       7566.  ( Chairman.)  You  are  a  surveyor  and  archi- 
— "■"""       tect  ? — I  am. 

7567.  Did  you  act  for  a  new  estate  which  was  laid 
out  in  the  Albany  Road,  Camberwell  ? — I  did. 

7568.  For  whom  did  you  act  ? — Mr.  Earle  Bird. 

7569.  Did  you  lay  the  estate  out,  and  plan  it  out  ? 
—I  did. 

7570.  Mr.  Fowler  has  told  us  that  he  planned  it 
out  ? — Well,  I  was  surveyor  to  the  estate.  I  could  not 
gc;t  the  plans  passed  for  some  weeks  by  the  Board  of 
Works,  and  Mr.  Bird  told  me  that  he  would  like  to  have 
some  plans,  and  to  go  to  Mr.  Saunders,  so  that  he 
could  assist  him  in  this  matter  to  get  the  plans  passed 
by  the  Board.  I  gave  him  those  plans,  and  he  took 
them  to  Mr.  Saunders,  and  I  believe  he  consulted  Mr. 
Fowler  as  well.     Eventually  the  plans  were  passed. 

7571.  Were  those  the  plans  that  you  have  prepared  ? 
— They  were. 

7572.  Were  they  altered  at  all  by  either  Mr. 
Saunders  or  Mr.  Fowler  ? — I  believe  there  was  just  a 
line  or  two — a  line  of  frontage,  or  something  like  that 
— 10  minutes'  \frork  I  should  imagine. 

7573.  You  do  not  know,  I  suppose,  what  Mr. 
Saunders  or  Mr.  Fowler  got  for  it  ? — I  do  not. 

7574.  You  say  there  had  been  a  difficulty  in  passing 
them.  Did  you  ascertain  from  the  Board  what  the 
difficulty  was,  or  why  they  would  not  pass  them  ? — 
No.  Mr.  Bird  took  it  out  of  my  hands  to  go  to  Mr. 
Saunders,  as  he  knew  him,  and  also  Mr.  Fowler  was 
doing  some  work  at  the  time,  I  believe,  for  Mr.  Bird, 
1  have  some  of  the  plans  here  now. 

7575.  After  Mr.  Saunders  and  Mr.  Fowler  had  been 
consulted  the  plans  passed  through  r — Oh,  yes !  they 
went  through  immediately. 

7576.  You  are  sure  yon  had  not  any  plan  of  the 
estate  laid  out  by  Mr.  Fowler  before  you  began  ? — Oh^ 
no  !  I  introduced  the  estate  to  Mr.  Bird. 

7577.  Did  you  ever  see  any  plan  of  the  estate  laid 
out  by  Mr.  Fowler  ? — No.  I  can  bring  you  scores  of 
plans  that  I  made. 

7578.  You  did  not  yourself  go  into  personal  rela- 
tions with  Mr.  Saunders  or  Mr.  Fowler  in  the  matter  ? 
—.No,  I  did  not. 

7579.  Who  would  be  able  to  tell  us  about  that,  Mr. 
Bird  himself? — Mr.  Bird. 

7580.  Where  does  he  live? — Robertsbridge,  near 
Hastings. 

7581.  Do  you  know  whether  he  did  it  himself  or 


whether  his  solicitors  will  be  able  to  tell  us  about  it 
best  ? — I  cannot  tell  you. 

7582.  Who  are  his  solicitors  ? — Messrs.  Booty  and 
Baylifie,  1,  Raymond  Buildings,  Gray's  Inn  Square. 
I  may  mention  I  have  another  estate  at  Brixton  that 
I  am  surveyor  for.  I  complied  with  the  Building 
Act  in  everything,  and  even  that  I  have  not  got 
passed. 

7583.  You  could  not  get  the  plans  passed  ? — No,  I 
could  not 

7584.  Were  Messrs.  Fowler  and  Saunders  em- 
ployed ? — I  cannot  say. 

7585.  Have  you  found  in  other  cases  this  difficulty 
in  getting  plans  passed  ? — Only  those  two  estates. 

7586.  {Mr.  Winch.)  You  have  not  been  connected 
in  any  other  wav  with  the  Board,  or  come  in  contact 
with  the  Board  in  any  other  cases  ? — Not  with  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  but  with  suburban 
boards. 

7587.  {Mr,  Freeman.)  Can  you  give  me  the  date 
when  you  sent  in  these  plans  of  the  Albany  Road 
estate ;  the  first  one  you  mentioned  ? — ^The  Albany 
Road  estate  ? 

7588.  The  Walworth  estate? — I  cannot  exactly 
fix  the  date. 

7589.  What  year  was  it  in  ? — The  commencement 
of  1882 ;  I  believe  so. 

7590.  When  were  they  finally  passed? — I  should 
say  about  three  or  four  months  after  I  sent  them  in 
the  first  time. 

7591.  Were  they  altered  at  all  from  the  way  in 
which  you  had  sent  them  in  ?— They  were  altered  by 
Mr.  Saunders  as  I  previously  mentioned  to  my  Lord. 

7592.  Have  you  the  plans  here  ? — I  have  got  some 
of  the  plans. 

7593.  Could  you  show  us  one  of  them  which  shows 
the  alteration  made  ? — Well,  I  do  not  know.  I 
believe  the  alteration  was  this  blue  line  fronting  the 
road.     {Handing  plans  to  his  Lordship.) 

7594.  Did  you  send  them  in  yourself  or  were  they 
sent  in  through  the  solicitor  ? — I  sent  them  in  myself, 
to  the  best  of  my  recollection. 

7595.  With  your  name  upon  them,  I  suppose  ? — I 
believe  so. 

7596.  I  daresay  you  know  that  in  such  an  applica- 
tion as  this  the  plans  have  to  be  sent  to  the  vestry  as 
well  ? — ^Yes,  they  were. 

7597.  Have  you  noticed  what  it  is  they  hare 
approved  at  the  vestry  ? — ^No,  I  have  not. 
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7598.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Have  jon  received  any 
answer  from  the  Board.  Have  they  rejected  your 
plans  or  given  you  no  answer  at  all  ?— Which  estate  ? 

7599.  The  Brixton  ? — Oh !  yes.  I  had  an  answer, 
but  giving  no  definite  information  whatever.     *^  Re- 


fused/'  or  not  approved,  that  is  all,  and  I  have  been 
there  several  times,  and  I  cannot  get  any  explanation 
whatever. 

7600.  (Chairman,)  They   did   not    tell    you   why 
they  refused  or  what  would  satisfy  thera  ? — ^No. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Fourteetidi 
Day. 

89  Jmie  18S8. 

Mr.  JR.  EvoMS. 


Mr.  Jambs  Snellikg  sworn  and  examined. 


7601.  (Chairman,)  Are  you  connected  with  other 
people  in  building  a  new  road  from  Brixton  Boad  to 
the  Atlantic  Boad  ? — ^I  am. 

7602.  Is  Mr.  Evans  the  surveyor  ?— Quite  right. 
I  introduced  him  to  the  syndicate. 

7603.  Have  you  heard  any  statement  made  by  Mr. 
Fowler  with  reference  to  that  ? — Oh,  yes. 

7604.  Tell  us  what  it  is?— I  have  known  Mr. 
Fowler  a  great  number  of  years,  and  I  am  on  the 
vestry  with  him.  I  met  Mr.  Fowler  on  one  occasion 
going  to  the  syndicate  meeting  which  is  on  Friday. 

7606.  You  mean  the  syndicate  meeting  about  this 
Brixton  Road  ? — Yes,  we  have  a  meeting  every  Friday. 
I  was  going  up  there  and  I  met  Mr.  Fowler  and  he 
brought  the  matter  up,  and  he  asked  me  to  introduce 
him  to  the  syndicate.  I  told  him  it  would  be  of  no 
use  as  I  had  introduced  an  architect  of  our  own 
whom  I  had  known  many  years — Mr.  Evans,  a  per- 
sonal friend,  and  I  could  not  do  anything  else. 
"  Oh  I "  he  said,  "  It  would  be  advisable,  for  I  can 
**  make  things  go  so  easy  for  you ;  I  can  make  a  nice 
"  promenade  in  the  front  for  you."  I  said  I  did  not 
think  there  was  much  chance  but  I  would  mention  it. 
I  went  to  the  syndicate  meeting  and  I  did  mention  it. 
There  are  six  gentlemen  connected  with  the  syndicate. 
The  matter  was  fully  discussed  and  they  asked  my 
opinion.  "Well,"  I  said,  **  Gentlemen,  we  are  asking 
**  the  Board  of  Works  for  nothing.  We  are  complying 
"  with  all  their  rules  and  regulations.  Why  should 
**  we  ?  "  And  they  agreed  with  me  that  we  had  no  right 
to  employ  any  member  of  the  Board  of  Works.  Then 
I  do  not  think  I  saw  Mr.  Fowler  for  two  or  three 
weeks  after.  That  was  a  vestry  meeting,  and  he  leant 
over  the  gangway,  and  he  asked  me  whether  I  had 
mentioned  what  he  said  to  the  syndicate.  I  said  I 
had.  He  said,  "  What  was  their  answer."  I  said 
that  they  could  not  entertain  his  wish.  "  Oh,"  he 
said,  ^I  think  they  are  very  foolish,  I  could  have 
"  done  them  a  lot  of  good."  Mr.  Hooper  and  Mr. 
Barry  sat  alongside  of  me.  Some  four  months  after 
that  our  plans  bad  been  to  the  Board  of  Works.  We 
could  not  get  them  passed,  although  we  complied  with 
all  the  rules  and  regulations.  They  were  passed  by 
the  vestry,  I  may  tell  you  on  each  occasion,  and  by  a 
full  meeting  of  what  we  call  the  sewers  committee, 
which  is  commonly  called  the  building  committee  in 
the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works — ^by  a  full  majority. 
The  surveyor  said :  "  We  cannot  oppose  it.  It  is  so 
^  simple.  They  are  asking  for  nothing  but  what 
**  they  have  a  right  to.  We  cannot  oppose  it.  We 
'^  must  pass  it,  gentlemen."  They  were  passed  three 
or  four  times,  I  cannot  tell  you  which  now,  and  sent 
to  the  Board  of  Works,  and  yet  returned  to  us  not 
approved  of.  A  discussion  occurred  at  the  vestry  on 
one  occasion  as  to  why  we  were  allowed  to  go  and 
open  up  this  road  when  the  plans  had  not  b^n  ap- 
proved of  by  the  Board  of  Works.  Mr.  Fowler 
on  that  night  happened  to  be  in  the  chair.  Mr. 
Fowler  seemed  to  try  to  wriggle  out  of  it  by  some 
means  or  other,  but  the  members  pressed  for  an 
answer,  and  he  at  first  said  he  could  not  tell  them. 
Then  one  member  asked  why  we  were  allowed  to  go 
on  if  we  were  breaking  the  law.  "  Well,"  he  said, 
^  I  do  not  think,  gentlemen,  that  we  are  breaking  the 
**  law  for,"  he  said  "  we  do  many  things  at  the  Board  of 
"  Works  "  or  words  to  that  effect.  "  There  are  many 
**  thinffs  done  there  that  they  will  not  give  you  any 
**  sati^action  for  or  any  reason  why  they  will  not  pass 
"  tlie  plans."  Then  another  member  pressed  him, 
i    5414S. 


and  then  he  said,  **  Well,  gentlemen,  I  will  tell  you 
"  what  I  think  it  is.  It  is  because  they  have  cut 
"  through  the  Rush  Common."  With  that  the  vestry 
seemed  satisfied  that  we  had  broken  one  of  the  laws. 
Then  I  immediately  thought  as  an  interested  party  I 
had  a  right  to  speak,  and  I  said,  "  I  should  like  to 
*'  ask  Mr.  Fowler  whether  it  is  not  a  fact  that  other 
"  roads  have  been  cut  through  this  Rush  Common 
**  without  any  opposition  from  the  Board  of  Works, 
*'  and  also  supported  by  Mr.  Fowler."  He  said  he 
did  not  know.  "  Well,"  I  said,  »*  Mr.  Fowler,  do  have 
"  a  little  conscience."  I  think  that  was  my  remark. 
"  Do  speak  the  truth  for  once."  I  said,  **  yci:  know 
"  of  Endymion  Road  and  Josephine  Avenue."  I  may 
tell  you  Josephine  Avenue  is  only  39  feet  wide 
instead  of  40.  I  said,  "  you  know  that ,  you  cannot 
"  say  that  you  can  cut  a  road  through  Bush  Common, 
"  and  when  you  cut  it  through  because  it  happens  to 
"  be  a  friend  of  yours  one  is  to  be  approved,  and  one 
"  is  not."  He  said  he  could  not  say  anything  about 
I  of  course  felt  annoyed  about  it.     1  am  sorry  I 


Mr. 
J.  SnMng. 


it. 


did  so.  It  brought  a  lot  of  trouble.  I  said,  **  I  wish 
"  to  ask  you  another  question  whether  it  is  not  a  fact 
"  that  on  two  different  occasions  you  asked  me  to 
"  introduce  you  to  the  syndicate  r  " 

7606.  Was  any  objection  made  in  terms  by  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  to  you  on  the  ground 
that  you  had  cut  through  the  Common  ?— No.  They 
sent  the  plans  back  the  first  time.  We  thought 
perhaps  it  was  that.  So  we  immediately  sent  the 
plans  back  and  said,  '<  Grounds  coloured  green  will 
**  be  left  as  open  spaces,"  which  is  Rush  Common,  so 
that  we  showed  them  we  had  no  intention  whatever 
to  cover  this  ground.  We  absolutely  showed  them 
on  our  plans  that  we  had  no  intention  to  cover  the 
Rush  Common. 

7607.  Were  they  refused  again  ?— They  were 
refused  then. 

7608.  You  say  they  have  been  refused  several 
times.  Did  they  ever  tell  you  why  it  was  they 
refused  them,  or  what  it  was  they  wanted  you  to  do  ? 
—-They  will  not  give  you  any  reason. 

7609.  (Mr.  Winch.)  You  made  one  observation. 
In  conversation  witli  Mr.  Fowler  you  said,  "he 
"  happened  to  be  a  friend  of  yours."  They  had  made 
a  road  through  Rush  Common  ? — Yes. 

7610.  Who  were  you  alluding  to  ? — Mr.  Smallman. 

7611.  How  is  he  friend  of  Mr.  Fowler?— They 
have  been  friends  for  years  on  the  vestry.  They 
have  been  working  together  over  these  parks. 

7612.  In  what  Mr.  Smallman  has  been  doing  has  it 
been  necessary  for  him  to  make  application  to  the 
Board  of  Works  from  time  to  time  ? — Yes. 

7613.  Has  Mr.  Smallman  carried  out  extensive 
works  there  ? — ^Not  lately.     Some  years  back. 

7614.  Mr.  Fowler  acted  for  him  as  his  professional 
adviser  ?— That  I  cannot  say. 

7615.  You  do  not  know  whether  his  professional 
adviser  is  a  friend  ? — I  cannot  say. 

7616.  (Chairman.)  Is  Brixton  in  your  vestry  dis- 
trict ? — ^Yes,  it  comes  under  the  control  of  the  whole 
of  Lambeth.  Rush  Common  runs  from  Brixton 
station  up  to  Streatham. 

7617.  (Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Is  Rush  Common  an  open 
space  which  the  Metropolitan  Board  have  taken 
themselves  ? — No. 

7618.  What  have  they  got  to  do  with  it? — ^From 
what  I  have  learnt  from  dealings  I  have  had  Rush 
Common  was  a  common  some  years  back,  but  it 
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became  a  nuisancey  and  the  lord  of  the  manor  sold  it 
to  the  freeholders  with  power  to  enclose  but  not  to 
build.  At  the  Surrey  sessions  you  will  have  the  full 
particulars  on  the  maps. 

{Mr,  Freeman,)  On  these  questions  which  come  up 
from  time  to  time  it  is  almost  impossible  on  the  spur 


of  the  moment  to  refer  to  the  various  minutes  and  to 
get  the  information.  Of  course,  later  on,  when  the 
minutes  are  turned  up,  your  Lordship  will  give  the 
Metropolitan  Board  an  opportunity  of  stating  any- 
thing. 

{Chairman^  Certainly. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Charlbs  George  Watson,  M.R.C.S.,  L.K.Q.CJP.Irel.  and  L.R.C.S.Irel.,  sworn  and  examined. 


M.B.C.S.y 

L.K.Q.C.P. 

IreL  and 
L.B.C,S.  Irel 


>  r^w  1^1^*  {Chairman)  You  are  a  medical  man  and 

^MRCS^*  have  been  in  practice  for  many  years  in  the  Hammer- 
smith Road  ? — Yes. 

7620.  I  believe  you  have  been  in  occupation  of  the 
house  called  ^'Yimiera  House"  in  that  road  since 
September  1875  ?— -Yes ;  the  lease  runs  from  June  24th 
previous  to  that. 

7621.  You  first  took  the  residue  of  a  lease  of  five 
and  a  half  years,  and  then  in  1880  you  took  an  exten- 
sion for  21  years  ? — Yes. 

7622.  I  believe  your  rental  was  100/.  a  year  ? — ^It 
was  90/.  in  the  original  lease,  and  100/.  a  year  for  the 
first  seven  years  of  the  new  lease,  and  105/.  after- 
wards. 

7623.  In  1886  did  you  receive  notice  from  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  that  the  house  and 
forecourt  would  be  required  for  a  local  improvement 
—for  widening  the  road  ? — I  did. 

7624.  I  beUeve  you  employed  in  the  negotiation 
for  a  settlement  and  compensation  Mr.  Smith,  an 
auctioneer,  and  Mr.  Marshall,  a  solicitor  ? — Yes. 

7625.  Did  you  ascertain  whether  the  Board  would 
require  to  pull  down  the  house  for  the  local  improve- 
ment ?--I  was  informed  that  was  likely  to  be  the  case, 
but  I  could  not  ascertain  positively  what  was  intended 
to  be  done. 

7626.  I  believe  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works 
originally  offered  you  800/.  compensation  ? — They  did. 

7627.  For  your  lease  and  for  the  loss  to  you  by  the 
removal  ? — Yes,  for  the  disturbance  to  the  practice. 

7628.  Eventually  you  took  850/.  ?— Yes. 

7629.  That  in  your  view  was  much  less  than  was  a 
real  compensation  I  understand  ? — ^It  was  much  less, 
very  much  less,  than  I  expected. 

7630.  When  did  you  leave  your  house  ? — ^December 
9th,  1886. 

7631.  Were  you  told  that  you  must  turn  out ;  that 
the  Board  required  it  ? — ^Yes,  I  was ;  Mr.  Marshall, 
the  solicitor,  came  and  urged  us  to  go  out. 

7632.  Intimating,  I  suppose,  that  that  was  the 
Board's  wish  ?  —  Yes,  that  they  were  anxious  we 
should  leave  as  soon  as  possible. 

7633.  You  did  turn  out  on  the  9th  December  ?— 
Yes. 

7634.  Shortlv  after  you  had  gone  out,  did  another 
doctor  come  in  ? — ^He  came  in  shortly  after  Christmas. 
I  cannot  say  the  precise  time,  but  I  think  within  three 
months  after  Christmas. 

7635.  That  was  Christmas  1886  ?— Christmas  1886, 
the  same  year  we  were  turned  out.  The  next  year  he 
came  in  within  two  or  three  months  afterwards. 

7636.  You  were  turned  out  on  the  9th  of  December, 
and  he  came  in  early  in  1887  ? — Yes. 

7637.  He  had  previously  resided,  I  believe,  in  the 
Hammersmith  Road,  only  a  few  doors  from  your 
house  ? — Only  a  few  doors  ;  I  should  think  half  a 
dozen  doors. 

7638.  Was  that  a  larger  or  a  smaller  house  than 
yours  ? — A  smaller  house  than  mine. 

7639.  Is  Dr.  Barnes  there  still  ? — ^Yes,  he  remains 
there  still. 

7640.  Still  carrying  on  his  practice  in  the  house  ?— 
Still  carrying  on  his  practice  in  the  house. 

7641.  Then  it  has  not  been  pulled  down  or  used  by 
the  Board  ? — No,  it  has  not  been  pulled  down  at  alL 
It  stands  in  the  same  position  exactly ;  not  even  the 
forecourt  disturbed. 

7642.  As  far  as  you  can  see,  there  is  no  reason  why 
you  should  not  have  been    allowed  to  remain  there 


down  to  the  present  time  ? — Quite  so.  Mr.  Barnes' 
house  still  stands  also,  and  it  is  to  form  the  comer  of 
a  new  street ;  the  surgery  alone  having  been  taken 
down. 

7643.  They  compensated  him,  and  then  he  moved 
to  your  house,  and  they  compensated  you  ? — ^Yes. 

7644.  Did  anybody  come  from  the  Board  to  look  at 
the  premises,  or  investigate  them  before  the  Board 
took  them  ? — The  only  person  that  I  remembex  seeing 
was  Mr.  Gunn,  the  accountant,  and  Mr.  Smith  with 
him,  I  think. 

7645.  Mr.  Smith  was  a  surveyor  whom  you  had 
employed  ? — Yes. 

7646.  Did  Mr.  Gunn  look  at  your  books  ? — No.  He 
sent  Mr.  Wood  and  Mr.  Hudson  to  look  at  my  books  ; 
to  examine  the  books. 

7647.  They  were  clerks  in  the  office  ? — Clerks  in 
the  accountant's  office  of  the  Board. 

7648.  And  they  went  through  your  books,  did 
they  ? — ^They  went  steadily  through  them  with  the 
greatest  minuteness;  they  took  a  considerable  time 
to  go  through  them ;  most  minutely  and  most  accu- 
rately. 

7649.  Have  you  taken  another  house  in  the  same 
road  ? — ^No ;  after  that  I  took  a  house  at  Richmond. 
I  could  not  find  any  house  along  that  road  to  suit  me 
at  all.  All  the  houses  were  occupied,  and  all  the 
fkvourable  positions  were  taken  up  by  medical  men. 
We  could  not  find  one.  Then  I  made  up  my  mind  to 
try  Richmond. 

7650.  In  fact  another  doctor  had  moved  into  the 
very  house  where  you  had  been  practising? — Yes^ 
Mr.  Barnes. 

7651.  I  do  not  know  whether  you  know  that  Dr. 
Barnes  obtained  2,100/.  compensation ;  297/.  being  the 
value  of  the  lease,  fixtures  77/.,  removal  20/.,  making 
394/.,  and  1,700/.  compensation  for  disturbance  ? — 1 
was  told  he  received  3,500/. 

7652.  It  appears  to  be  2,100/.  I  do  not  know 
whether  that  was  all,  I  suppose  it  was.  Down  to  the 
present  time  he  has  been  put  into  your  house,  and  is 
living  within  a  few  doors  of  where  he  was  before  ? — 
Yes,  quite  so. 

7653.  You  do  not  know,  I  suppose,  what  rental  he 
is  paying  ? — No,  I  do  not ;  not  at  all. 

{Mr.  Freeman)  I  can  tell  your  Lordship  that  at 
once.  He  is  paying  60/.  a  year,  having  surrendered 
the  whole  of  the  forecourt ;  idl  that  was  required. 

{Chairman)  Do  you  mean  that  no  more  will  be 
required ;  he  can  stay  on  there  ? 

{Mr,  Freeman)  Yes.  The  plan  of  the  improve- 
ment shows  that  the  road  was  to  be  taken  through 
the  forecourt. 

{Chairman)  Then  I  do  not  quite  see  whjr  you 
should  not  have  given  this  gentleman  the  option  of 
staying  on,  giving  up  the  forecourt  at  a  reduced 
rent. 

7654.  {Mr.  Freeman)  I  am  going  to  show  that 
his  own  letter  shows  the  reason.  Mr.  Marshall  was 
acting,  was  he  not,  as  your  solicitor  ? — Yes,  he  was. 

7655.  And  in  the  notice  to  treat  which  was  served 
upon  you,  was  a  plan  annexed  showing  the  line  of 
improvement  opposite  your  house  ? — I  do  not  re- 
member it. 

7656.  Did  you  see  any  plan  showing  the  line  which 
the  improvement  was  to  take  ? — I  may  have  seen  the 
plan  at  Mr.  Smith's,  but  I  have  no  recollection  of  it. 

7657.  Was  not  it  brought  to  your  knowledge 
either  by  the  plan,  or  by  your  surveyor,  that  the 
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improvement  was  to  take  a  sweep  through  the  fore- 
court of  your  house  ? — ^Yes,  that  was  so. 

7658.  Let  me  draw  your  attention  to  this  matter. 
On  the  20th  October  your  solicitor,  Mr.  Marshall, 
writes  thus :  '^  As  my  client  is  anxious  to  get  this 
"  matter  settled  by  the  15th  of  November,  having 
**  contracted  to  purchase  another  house,  I  send  you 
*^  abstract  of  title,**  and  so  on,  and  then  several  letters 
passed. 

(Chairman.)  Is  that  after  the  compensation  was 
agreed  upon  ? 

{Mr.  Freeman.)  Yes,  it  must  have  been.  Then  on 
the  2nd  of  December  there  is  a  letter  from  Mr. 
Marshall  again :  **  I  shall  be  glad  if  you  will  arrange 
^  to  complete  this  purchase  on  the  9th  instant  at 
**  12  o'clock  at  your  offices,  as  Dr.  Watson  has  to 
**  complete  another  purchase  before  he  can  have 
"  possession  of  his  new  house.  He  will  deliver  up 
**  the  keys  on  completion." 

(Chairman.)  It  is  time  he  should,  because  he  had 
notice  that  he  must  quit  them  on  the  9th. 

7659.  {Jfr.  Freeman.)  Did  you,  knowing  that  the 
line  of  frontage  was  to  go  through  the  forecourt,  ever 
suggest  to  the  Board  that  you  would  desire  to  retain 
the  house  ? — ^No,  I  believe  I  did  not. 

7660.  Are  you  aware  that  the  house  which  Dr. 
Barnes  now  has  is  the  house  without  the  forecourt  ? 
— It  has  a  forecourt,  the  house  that  he  had,  if  you  are 
speaking  of  the  house  he  formerly  lived  in. 

7661.  I  am  talking  of  the  house  you  lived  in  which 
Dr.  Barnes  now  has  ? — ^It  had  a  forecourt. 

7562.  And  at  any  rate  a  portion  of  that  forecourt 
has  now  been  taken  away  ? — No,  it  has  not  been  taken 
away  at  alL 

7663.  Surely  do  you  mean  to  say  you  have  seen  the 
place,  and  it  has  not  been  taken  away  ? — Well,  I  may 
say  this,  that  I  have  not  seen  it  myself  for  a  few 
weeks,  but  being  extremely  busy  last  night  I  sent  my 
wife^to  see  if  things  were  the  same  there  still,  and  she 
came  back  and  reported  them  to  be  just  tbe  same  as 
before,  not  a  piece  of  railing  or  a  brick  had  been 
moved. 

7664.  (^Chairman.)  You  saw  it  yourself  a  few  weeks 
ago  ? — ^A  few  weeks  ago  I  saw  it. 

7665.  (Mr.  Freeman.)  The  works  relating  to  that 
improvement  are  now  proceeding,  are  they  not  ? — 
Yes,  but  they  had  not  advanced  so  fiu*  as  that  when  I 
last  saw  it. 

7666.  Are  yon  aware  that  Mr.  Barnes  holds  that 
house  of  yours  under  an  agreement  by  which  it  is 
prescribed  that  he  shall  give  up  the  forecourt  the 
moment  the  engineer  requires  it  for  his  works  without 
any  claim  ? — I  am  not  aware  of  it  at  all. 


7667.  You  never  expressed  a  desire  to  hold  on  the 
house  without  the  forecourt  ?  —  No,  I  was  never 
offered  it ;  never  had  any  offer  made  to  me. 

7668.  (Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Who  told  you  the  Board 
required  possession  at  once  as  early  as  December 
1886  ?— Mr.  Marshall,  my  solicitor. 

7669.  He  would  know  who  had  required  it  ? — Yes, 
he  would. 

7670.  You  only  knew  through  your  solicitor  ?— 
Yes,  only  through  him. 

7671.  (Mr.  Freeman,)  Do  you  know  whether  Mr. 
Marshall  was  the  solicitor  to  Mr.  Barnes  as  well  ? — 
Yes,  he  was. 

7672.  Did  he  ever  show  you  any  communication  in 
writing  from  anybodv  on  the  Board  that  immediate 
possession  was  required  of  your  place?  —  I  cannot 
remember  that 

7673.  (Mr.  Winch.)  You  purchased  another  pro- 
perty ? — I  did. 

7674.  Did  you  buy  that  immediately  after  you  had 
notice  to  quit,  or  did  you  buy  that  after  you  found 
you  must  go  ? — After  I  found  I  must  go. 

7675.  You  had  not  bought  your  new  property  until 
after  you  foimd  you  must  go  ? — No,  as  far  as  I  can 
remember. 

(Chairman.)  What  was  the  date  when  compensa- 
tion was  agreed  on  with  Mr.  Barnes. 

(Mr.  Freeman.)  Mr.  Barnes'  claim  was  sent  in  on 
the  1st  of  March  1886  for  4,169/.  The  surveyors  were 
unable  to  agree  the  amount  with  him,  and  a  sealed 
offer  was  made ;  and  before  they  went  to  a  jury,  on 
the  22nd  of  May  1886,  Mr.  Barnes  wrote  accepting 
the  sealed  offer  of  2,100/. 

(Mr.  Bosanquet,)  Have  you  got  here  a  copy  of  the 
notice  given  by  the  Board  to  Mr.  Watson  ? 

(3/r.  Freeman^  I  will  look  it  out ;  it  is  not  here. 

7676.  ( Chairman.)  Who  would  have  the  arrange- 
ment of  those  two  compensations  on  behalf  of  the 
Board,  arranging  the  amount  of  the  offer? — ^Mr. 
Gkxldard  as  regards  the  property,  and  the  accountant 
as  regards  the  trade.  In  the  case  of  Mr.  Barnes,  the 
trade  was  very  much  larger  in  proportion.  I  have 
here  all  the  minutes  if  your  lordship  cares  to  see 
them,  containing  very  long  reports  from  the  accoun- 
tants as  to  the  business  (handing  same  to  his  lord' 
ship). 

(Mr,  Bosanquet^  Perhaps  you  can  tell  us  under 
what  Act  this  land  was  taken — under  which  of  your 
special  Acts  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  Act  of  1883.  It  is 
called  the  Hammersmith  Improvement  Act  Messrs. 
Barnes  were  in  a  very  large  way  of  business  indeed, 
which  would  account  for  the  amount  of  compensation 
paid  to  them. 


Foortocntb 
Day. 

29  Jane  1S88. 

Mr. 

C.  O.  Wation, 

M.R.C.S., 

LJS:.Q,C.P. 

Jrel.  and 

L.R.C.S.  Irtt. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


(Chairman.)  I  will  tell  you  what  strikes  me :  that 
there  seems  to  have  been  no  sort  of  idea  or  inquiry 
whether  an  arrangement  could  not  be  made.  In  Dr. 
Barnes*  case  what  conceivable  loss  of  practice  could 
there  be  in  removing  six  doors  off  in  the  same 
road? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  It  is  only  a  temporary 
tenancy. 

(Chairman.)  It  may  be  permanent  if  he  likes.  Tou 
are  only  going  to  take  the  forecourt. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  think  your  lordship  will 
find  that  claimants  woidd  scarcely  look  at  such  a 
proposal.  We  are  bound  to  give  notice  to  treat,  and 
they  must  be  settled  with. 

(Mr.  Freeman.)  When  this  claim  came  in  it  had  to 
be  dealt  with  the  same  as  any  ordinary  claim.  Tou 
could  only  offer  this  man  a  temporary  tenancy,  and  he 
was  not  bound  to  accept  it.  It  was  a  claim  pro- 
ceeding under  the  Land  Clauses  Act, 

(Chairman^  What  strikes  me  as  curious  is  in  so 
many  of  these  cases  you  send  in  your  notices  wholesale. 
You  do  not  seem  to  consider  times  and  seasons,  and 
whether  an  arrangement  could  not  be  made  by  which 
some  compensation  could  be  avoided.    If  you  deal 


.with  everybody  in  that  way  that  may  possibly  be  the 
case.     What  reason  is  there  for  doing  that  ? 

(Mr.  Freeman.)  The  time  for  sen£ng  in  the  claims 
is  regulated  by  the  engineers.  They  send  notice  that 
they  are  ready  to  proceed  with  a  certain  section  of  the 
road,  and  must  have  the  land«  There  must  be  a  con- 
tinuous piece. 

(Chairman.)  Neither  the  house  of  Mr.  Barnes  nor 
the  house  of  Mr.  Watson  is  reached. 

(Mr.  Freeman.)  I  am  instructed  it  is  reached. 
-  (Chairman^  We  are  now  18  months  from  the  time 
when  it  was  taken. 

(Mr.  Bosanquet.)  1  should  like  to  point  out  that 
under  your  Act  your  powers  of  compulsory  purchase 
have  not  expired  now. 

(Mr.  Freeman.)  The  time  taken  in  settling  these 
cases  is  sometimes  very  long  indeed. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  You  have  to  make  a  firm 
offer  before  you  get  to  a  jury.  You  can  only  offer 
money. 

(Mr.  Bosanquet.)  You  need  not  give  notice  to  take 
a  whole  house  when  you  want  a  bit  of  the  forecourt. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Yes ;  we  are  bound  to  do 
that. 
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{Mr,  Bosanquet,)  Surely  there  is  nothiDg  which 
obliges  you  to  give  notice  to  take  a  whole  house  when 
you  only  want  a  forecourt.  It  is  clear  these  doctors 
were  r^y  to  stay,  and  one  is  there  now. 


{Mr.  Meadows  White,)    Sometimes 
are  made  afterwards.    In  Barnes' 
WAR  taken. 


arrangements 
case  the  surgery 


Mr.  Francis  Edward  Hudson  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr, 
F.F.  Hudson, 


Mr. 
a  U,  Boeke, 


7677.  (Chairman.)  You  are  a  clerk  in  the  Ac- 
countant's Office  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ? 
— I  am. 

7678.  You  and,  I  think,  Mr.  Wood,  wo  are  told, 
went  to  Mr.  Watson's  to  examine  the  books  ? — That 
is  so. 

7679.  Do  you  supply  Mr.  Gunn  with  materiab  for 
his  report  ? — Mr.  Wood  does.     I  am  his  junior. 

7680.  Mr.  Gunn  himself  diff  not  go  into  the  matter, 
and  it  was  you  and  Mr.  Wood  who  took  out  tlie  par- 
ticulars ? — Mr.  V\'ood  takes  out  the  particulars  with 
my  assistance ;  he  goes  to  the  office  and  writes  his 
report,  and  submits  it  to  the  chief  accountant,  Mr. 
Gunn. 

7681.  Did  you  take  out  the  particulars  from  the 
books  in  the  case  of  Dr.  Barnes  too  ? — ^Yes. 

7682.  Was  there  anything  that  struck  you  as 
peculiar  in  connexion  with  the  way  in  which  Dr. 
Watson's  case  was  treated  ? — Some  time  after  I  heard 
that  Dr.  Barnes  had  gone  into  the  house  from  which 
he  removed.  Personally  I  thought  it  was  not  quite 
right. 

7683.  Did  you  heai*  anything  of  the  circumstances  ? 
— No. 

7684.  You  do  not  know  when  it  was  arranged  that 
Dr.  Barnes  should  go  into  the  house  ? — I  do  not. 


7685.  Was  there  anythmg  going  on  there  that 
struck  you  as  strange  ? — No. 

7686.  Nothing  that  was  talked  about  in  connexion 
with  this  or  other  matters  ? — ^No,  except  that  fact  that 
Dr.  Barnes  had  gone  into  Dr.  Watson's  house. 

7687.  As  soon  as  he  left  it  ? — Yes  ;  or  soon  after. 
I  could  not,  however,  give  exact  date. 

7688.  (Mr.  Bosanquet)  Did  you  go  down  and 
look  into  Barnes'  books  ? — Yes. 

7689.  You  acted  in  the  same  way  in  that  matter  ? 
—Yes. 

7690.  Did  Mr.  Wood  also  act  in  that  matter  ? 

Yes ;  I  acted  with  him. 

7691.  Did  the  same  officers  of  the  Board  act  in 
regard  to  Barnes'  claim  as  in  regard  to  Watson's 
claim  ? — Yes. 

7692.  It  came  before  the  same  people  in  the  office  ? 
— Yes. 

(Chairman,)  Will  you  give  me  the  same  papers  in 
Watson's  case  that  you  gave  me  in  Barnes'. 

(Mr.  Freeman.)  I  am  afraid  they  are  not  collected  in 
Watson's  case.  One  was  a  contested  case,  and  there- 
fore all  the  minutes  were  put  together  ready.  The 
other  was  not  contested. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Charles  Mills  Bochb  sworn  and  examined. 


7693.  {Chairman.)  You  are,  I  believe,  a  solicitor, 
and  vestry  clerk  of  one  the  City  parishes  ? — Of  St. 
Stephen,  Coleman  Street,  and  St.  Olave,  Old  Jewiy. 

7694.  Have  you  had  any  dealings  or  transactions 
in  connexion  with  any  of  the  Board's  property  ? — No. 

7695.  Or  acted  in  relation  to  it  ? — No ;  I  have  had 
no  relations  whatever,  as  far  as  my  recollection  goes. 
I  have  not  had  a  single  case  that  I  know  of  in  con- 
nexion witn  the  Board's  property.  I  was  formerly  a 
member  of  the  Board,  up  to  six  or  seven  years  ago. 

7696.  Have  you  been  interested  with  Mr.  Saunders 
in  any  matters  ? — Not  in  one  single  matter  in  any- 
thing connected  with  the  Board.  He  has  acted  as  my 
surveyor,  for  myself  personally,  in  matters  connected 
with  my  own  property. 


7697.  Nothing  to  do  with  any  of  the  property 

which  did  belong,  or  had  belonged,  to  the  Board  ? 

Never. 

7698.  How  long  were  you  a  member  of  the  Metro- 
poUtan  Board? — The  records  would  show;  but  I 
should  say  some  18  years. 

7699.  When  did  you  cease  to  be  a  member  ?— The 
records  would  show.  I  should  say  some  six  years 
ago.     The  records  will  show  exactly  when  I  left. 

7700.  Since  you  ceased  to  be  a  member  of  the 
Board  you  have  not  acted  for  Mr.  Saunders,  or  in 
connexion  with  him,  in  relation  to  any  Board  property  ? 
— ^No,  in  no  way  whatever  have  I  had  any  connexion, 
directly  or  indirectly,*  with  any  dealings  of  the  Metro- 
politan Board,  or  (heir  lauds  or  property. 


The  vritness  withdrew. 
Adjourned  to  Tuesday  next  at  11  o'clock. 


FIFTEENTH  DAY. 


Tuesday,  July  3rd,  1888. 


BxroBB: 


LoBo  Hbbschbll, 


I 


Mr.  Gkbnfell. 
Lord  HERSCHELL  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  Bosanquet,  Q.C., 


Fifteenth  Day. 
8  July  1888. 


{Mr,  Meadows  White,)  I  will  hand  your  Lordship 
three  documents  which  your  Lordsldp  desired,  a  state- 
ment of  the  officers'  duties  and  the  names  of  the 
officers  in  other  departments.  Tour  Lordship  already 
has  the  .architect's  department,    This  is  the  clerk's 


department ;  this  is  the  engineer's  department ;  and 
the  third  is  the  accountant's  department.  The 
solicitor's  department  will  be  handed  to  your  Lord- 
ship when  it  is  completed  (handing  same  to  his  Lord- 
ship). 
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Mr.  Chables  Duncb,  recalled,  further  examinecL 


7701.  {Chairman,)  You  saw  Mr.  Groddard,  I 
believe,  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Villiers  while  Mr.  Villiers 
was  abroad  ? — I  did. 

7702.  Was  that  about  Robertson  going  away  ? — It 
was  never  mentioned. 

7703.  What  was  it  about? — Mr.  Villiers  had  re- 
ceived a  very  strange  letter  from  Mr.  Goddard,  and 
he  wrote  over  to  me  to  ask  me  if  I  would  see  Mr. 
Goddard,  giving  me  his  address,  which  I  did  not 
know  at  the  time,  to  see  whether  he  was  really  in 
his  right  mind  or  not. 

7704.  Were  thei«  any  monetary  arrangements  con- 
nected with  it  ? — No. 

7705.  You  did  not  find  him  or  arrange  for  his 
being  found  any  money  ? — Not  at  all.  I  had  a  con- 
versation with  him.  He  wandered  very  much  at 
times,  and  I  then  first  knew  that  he  had  received  some 
debentures.  I  replied  to  Mr.  Villiers  that  I  found 
Mr.  Goddard's  mind  weak  in  my  opinion. 

7706.  That  was  by  a  letter.  We  shall  see  the 
letter,  if  necessary.  As  to  another  matter,  have  you 
acted  for  claimants  against  the  Board  ? — Yes,  on 
many  occasions. 

7707.  Have  you  on  behalf  of  them  or  in  any  other 


8  July  1888. 
Mr.  C.  Dunch. 


way  had  any  pecuniary  transactions  with  Goddard  ? —  Fifteenth  Day. 
Not  at  all. 

7708.  Or  Robertson  ?— Not  at  all. 

7709.  At  no  time  ? — At  no  time.  I  have  had 
transactions  with  the  Board  for  many  years,  and  I  am 
astounded  at  the  evidence  which  I  read,  and  had  no 
idea  of  it  at  alL 

7710.  You  paid  no  part  of  your  fee  ? — No,  not  on 
any  occasion.  They  were  always  paid  direct  to  me 
by  the  Board. 

7711.  But  you  made  no  payment  at  all  to  Goddard 
or  Robertson  ? — Not  any,  my  Lord.  Would  you 
allow  me  to  make  one  statement,  as  I  have  the  oppor- 
tunity ?  It  is  simply  this,  that  so  far  as  regards  the 
negotiations  for  the  site,  the  pulling  down  the  old 
Pavilion,  and  the  erection  of  the  new  one,  I  had 
nothing  whatever  to  do  witli  them,  directly  or  indirectly. 

7712.  Have  you  acted  for  any  members  of  the 
Board  at  all  ? — ^No,  my  Lord ;  I  may  say  that  one  or 
two  are  my  clients,  but  that  is  for  private  business. 
For  instance,  Mr.  Cook  is  a  client  of  mine. 

7713.  But  not  in  any  way  connected,  directly  or 
indirectly,  with  the  Board  or  Board's  sites  ? — Not  in 
any  way. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Hbnky  George  Smallhan  sworn  and  examined. 


(Mr,  Smallman.)  I  wish  to  make  a  small  alteration 
in  the  evidence  given  by  Mr.  Snelling  on  the  last 
occasion.  He  mentioned  that  at  Brixton  Hill  the 
road  had  been  made  through  Rush  Common  by  Mr. 
Henry  Smallman,  my  father.  Mr.  Henry  Smallman 
has  never  made  any  road  at  Brixton  Hill  at  any  time 
whatsoever.  Mr.  Snelling  also  mentioned  that  **  they," 
aUuding  to  Mr.  Smallman  and  Fowler,  had  been 
working  together.  Mr.  Smallman  never  employed 
Mr.  Fowler,  or  Fowler  and  Hill,  his  firm,  or  paid 
them  or  either  of  them  any  money  on  any  occasion 
whatever. 

7714.  {Chairman.)  Do  you  know  the  road  that  is 
referred  to  ? — ^Yes.     Where  Mr.  Snelling  fell  into  the 


error  was  this :  Mr.  Henry  Smallman  is  the  fi-eeholder 
of  an  estate  on  Brixton  Hill  called  "  The  Brixton 
Rise  Estate,"  which  consists  of  the  houses  in  Joseph- 
ine Avenue  and  Appach  Road.  The  road  to  which 
Mr.  Snelling  alluded  was  Josephine  Avenue ;  this 
comes  from  Water  Lane  round  into  Brixton  Hill. 
Mr.  Smallman  purchased  that  property  in  1876,  but 
the  road  had  been  made  by  his  predecessor  in  title  in 
1872  or  1873,  and  in  fact  Mr.  Appach,  the  predecessor 
in  title,  named  one  of  the  roads  Appach  Road,  aA«r 
himself,  and  the  other  Josephine  Avenue,  after  his 
wife.  That  is  where  Mr.  Snelling  fell  into  the 
error. 


Mr.  H,  G. 

Smallman. 


Mr.  Fblix  William  Spiebs  sworn  and  examined. 


7715.  {Chairman,)  You  are  the  proprietor  of  the 
Criterion  Theatre  ? — ^The  company  (Spiers  and  Pond, 
Limited)  is  proprietor,  and  I  am  the  chairman  of  the 
company. 

7716.  You  were  the  proprietor  ? — With  my  partner 
Mr.  Pond ;  we  were  proprietors. 

7717.  The  theatre  was  opened  in  1873  ? — ^I  believe 
so.     If  the  date  is  there  it  is  quite  correct. 

7718.  Before  being  opened  was  it  examined  by  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  and  by  the  official 
architect  of  the  Lord  Chamberlain? — Yes.  Mr. 
Verity  told  us  so,  and  I  believe  it  was  true. 

7719.  And  licensed  after  that  by  the  Lord  Chamber- 
lain ? — It  was,  for  several  years. 

7720.  And  that  license  was  renewed  every  year 
^fter  inspection  by  the  Lord  Chamberlain's  repre- 
sentative ? — Yes,  it  was. 

7721.  In  May  1877  a  select  conunittee  of  the  House 
of  Commons  sat  and  examined  witnesses  respecting 
the  construction  of  Metropolitan  theatres  ? — ^Yes ; 
April  and  May. 

7722.  Especially  with  reference  to  arrangements  to 
guard  against  danger  through  fire  ? — ^Yes. 

7723.  On  that  occasion  ip  his  examination  reference 
was  made  by  the  Deputy-Chamberlain,  Sir  Spencer 
Ponsonby  Fane,  to  ^e  Criterion  Theatre  amongst 
others  ? — ^Yes. 

7724.  I  believe  he  then  stated  that  in  the  case  of 
the  Criterion  with  reference  to  the  safety  and 
ventilation  it  was  one  of  the  best  theatres  in  London  ? 
— I  believe  so ;  I  saw  it  in  the  blue  book. 

7725.  That  the  exits  were  extremely  good,  and 
that  in  case  of  fire  people  could  get  out  of  th^  thcfitre 
with  great  ease  ? — Yes. 


7726.  In  September  1882  receiving  notice  to  take 
up  the  renewal  of  your  licence  the  Lord  Chamberlain 
said  that  the  licence  would  be  a  provisional  one  pend- 
ing the  report  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ? 
—Yes. 

7727.  And  would  expire  on  the  30th  December  ? — 
Yes. 

7728.  A  report  had  then  been  made  by  Captain 
Shaw  to  the  Board  of  Works  of  the  theatres  in  the 
metropolis  ? — Yes. 

7729.  As  we  have  heard  your  architect  wrote  on 
the  26th  September  1882?— I  do  not  know  when  the 
dates  were. 

7730.  I  think  it  was  sent  in  October  1882,  your 
architect  wrote  by  your  direction  that  you  were  pre- 
pared to  carry  out  all  the  recommendations  of  Captain 
Shaw?— Yes. 

7731.  I  do  not  think  I  need  carry  you  through  the 
other  transactions,  because  we  have  them  now  from 
the  other  witnesses  fially  before  us.  I  believe,  finding 
that  the  Board  had  stated  that  the  construction  and 
position  of  the  building  was  such  that  no  structural 
alterations  could  be  suggested  which  would  effectually 
provide  for  safety  in  the  event  of  an  outbreak  of  fire, 
and  that  therefore  it  was  unfit  to  be  used  as  a  theatre, 
you  ultimately  put  the  matter  into  the  hands  of 
Messrs.  Haines  ? — Yes. 

7732.  And,  1  believe,  you  agreed  to  pay  1,000 
guineas  if  he  succeeded  in  obtaining  the  license,  and 
600  guineas  if  he  did  not  ? — Yes. 

7733.  On  the  23rd  February  1883  you  paid  250 
guineas  for  extra  expenses  and  outlay  ? — ^Yes. 

7734.  Did  you  learn  what  that  was  ?— Mr.  Hwnes 
had  a  free  hand  to  spend  whatever  money  he  liked, 
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Fifteenth  Day.  and  no  doubt  at  the  time  he  told  ns  what  he  had  done 
with  the  money. 

7735.  That  is  the  100  guineas  to  Mr.  Saunders  and 
Fowler,  and  50  guineas  to  Mr.  Goddard  ? — ^Yes,  no 
doubt. 

7736.  On  this  document  you  have  handed  up  to 
me  there  is  a  report  of  the  discussion  at  a  meeting  of 
the  Board,  from  which  I  read  last  time,  and  I  put  to 
the  witness  the  speeches  made  by  Mr.  Fowler  and 
Mr.  Saunders  ? — ^Yes. 

7787.  How  did  you  obtain  that  ?  Was  it  a  short- 
hand note  ? — We  had  a  shorthand  writer  there. 

7738.  At  the  meeting  of  the  Board  ? — At  the  meet- 
of  the  Board. 

7739.  That  is  all  I  need  trouble  you  with,  I  think, 
unless  there  is  something  you  think  of  ? — ^No,  I  have 
nothing  more  to  say.  That  memoir  contains  all  that 
I  know  of  the  transactions  and  the  facts  connected 
with  the  Criterion  Theatre  license  and  the  Board  of 
Works.  They  are  very  voluminous  and  complicated, 
and  I  thought  it  the  best  way  to  put  them  before  you 
in  that  form. 

7740.  I  think  we  have  from  the  other  witnesses  all 
that  is  material,  unless  anything  occurs  to  you  ? — 
Nothing  more  occurs  to  me  than  is  in  this  memoir. 

7741.  (Mr.  Winch.)  You  told  us  about  the  250 
guineas  that  went  to  Mr.  Fowler  and  Mr.  Saunders ; 
were  there  any  other  members  of  the  Board  who 
received  any  sums  of  money  from  you  ? — ^Yes,  cer- 
tainly; there  are  some  members  of  the  Board  with 
whom  we  have  done  business,  if  vou  mean  that. 

7742.  You  did  business  with  them  ? — Yes. 

7743.  And  paid  them  for  goods  they  supplied  to 
you  ? — ^Yes,  that  has  nothing  to  do  with  it. 

7744.  Previous  to  this  transaction  about  the  Crite- 
rion Theatre,  had  you  dealt  with  these  members  ot 
the  Board  ? — No,  we  had  not.     We  knew  nobody. 

7745.  When  did  you  first  have  transactions  in  the 
way  of  purchasing  of  goods  with  these  members  of 
the  Board  ? — ^In  1883.  I  believe  I  have  it  here.  It 
is  so  voluminous  that  I  cannot  tax  my  memory. 

7746.  ( Chairman.)  There  is  one  matter  I  ought  to 
have  asked  you  about,  though  it  is  not  a  large  amount, 
with  reference  to  other  payments  made  by  you.  I 
believe  it  appears  from  your  books  that  Mr.  Lancaster, 
a  clerk  in  the  Board's  office,  received  from  you  on  the 
5th  June  1883  the  sum  of  10/.  ? — ^Not  from  me,  but 
we  paid  it. 

7747.  Do  you  know  what  that  was  for  ? — I  really 
do  not  know  what  it  was  for. 

7748.  Who  made  the  payment  ? — Mr.  Ellis  or  Mr. 
Haines.  I  do  not  know.  As  you  will  see  by  page  18 
of  my  memoir,  they  had  the  conduct  of  the  case  after 
that,  and  they  would  give  you  the  information.  I 
really  do  not  know  what  it  was  given  for. 

7749.  {Mr.  Winch.)  You  opened  certain  business 
relations  with  members  of  the  Board  in  1883  ? — Yes. 

7750.  That  was  during  the  time  that  this  question 
of  the  safety  of  your  theatre  was  being  considered  by 
the  Board  ? — Yes,  it  was, 

7751.  Can  you  give  me  the  names  of  the  members 
with  whom  you  opened  business  relations. 

(Mr.  Besley.)  My  Lord,  I  appear  here  for  Spiers 
and  Pond,  Limited,  and  I  have  a  statement  of  these 
transactions  which  were  business  transactions,  and 
Mr.  Spiers  is  only  anxious  to  submit  to  your  Lord- 
ship that,  if  possible,  the  names  need  not  be  published 
as  they  have  no  reference  to  anything  but  business 
relations.    {It  is  handed  to  his  Lordship.) 

( Witness.)  Those  are  the  names  {and  the  circum- 
stances. 

(Mr.  Besley.)  Having  regard  to  the  capital  and 
expenditure  of  Spiers  and  Pond  they  are  very 
trivial. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  We  desire  that  the  names 
should  be  mentioned,  and  the  dates  and  the  amounts 
given.  Would  your  Lordship  allow  us  to  have  a 
copy  of  the  statement  handed  in  by  Mr.  Spiers. 

7752.  (Chairman.)  Mr.  WUHmu  Webster  was  a 
contractor  ? — He  was  the  contractor  for  our  building. 
He  is  dead. 


7753.  I  think  after  what  has  been  said  it  will  be 
much  better  that  the  thing  [should  be  stated.  It  will 
be  supposed  very  likely  that  there  is  a  great  deal 
more  in  it  than  there  is  if  it  is  not.  The  first  one  is 
not  a  member  of  the  Board,  and  therefore  I  do  not 
see  any  necessity  for  going  into  it,  but  as  to  the 
other  ^TQ  I  think  it  is  much  better  they  should  be 
stated  ? — I  think  it  incumbent  upon  me  to  tell  you 
everything. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  Board  desire  that 
every  name  and  every  amount  should  be  mentioned. 
I  represent  the  Board.  If,  which  I  should  be  much 
surprised  to  hear,  there  should  be  any  members 
tainted  with  this  corruption  I  do  not  represent  them 
at  all  or  seek  to  defend  them,  but  I  do  represent  the 
Board,  and  I  desire  on  the  part  of  the  Board  that 
every  single  statement  should  be  made  affecting  any 
of  its  members. 

(Mr.  Besley.)  Your  Lordship  understands  Mr. 
Spiers  makes  no  reflection  upon  the  names  which  are 
put  before  you. 

(Chairman.)  I  quite  understand.  • 

(Mr.  Besley.)  He  feels,  as  a  gentleman,  he  ought  to 
ask  you  to  use  your  judgment  as  to  what  names 
should  be  mentioned,  but  undoubtedly  he  is  of  opinion 
that  the  transactions  are  free  from  any  blame  to  any 
party,  and  that  really  they  are  trivial,  having  regard 
to  the  amount  of  the  business  carried  on  by  Messrs. 
Spiers  and  Pond,  Limited. 

(Mr.  Winch)  I  know  nothing  of  what  is  in  the 
list  or  the  amounts,  I  am  simply  inquiring.  If  your 
Lordship  has  looked  through  the  list  and  thinks  there 
is  nothing  there  which  may  reflect  in  any  way  on 
members  of  the  Board  I  have  no  desire  to  pursue  it 
in  the  slightest  d^ee.  I  know  nothing  of  what  is 
in  the  hst  whether  it  is  thousands  of  pounds  or  10/. 
notes. 

(Chairman.)  I  think  these  are  really  too  small  in 
unount  to  be  of  any  importance  to  us  to  go  into.  If 
tiiere  had  been  any  large  transaction  indicating  an 
understanding  that  they  were  to  get  support  or  any- 
thing of  that  kind  they  would  be  very  important,  but 
when  it  is  mere  ordinary  businessltransactions  for  a 
small  amount  you  can  hardly  expect  a  man  though 
a  member  of  the  Board  of  Works  to  say  I  will  not 
sell  a  few  pounds  worth  of  goods  to  Spiers  an4  Pond 
because  they  have  something  before  us. 

(Mr.  Winch.)  I  hope  your  Lordship  considers  I 
have  put  questions  which  have  gone  to  something 
substantial. 

(Chairman.)  Quite  so. 

(Mr.  Wtnch.^  We  are  now  entirely  in  the  dark. 
Your  Lordship  has  the  figures.  Possibly  if  I  looked 
at  that  I  should  see  the  amounts  were  such  that  it 
was  not  necessary  to  go  into  it.  (TTiey  were  handed 
to  Mr.  Winch.) 

(Mr.  Besley.)  Mr.  Spiers  is  anxious  to  put  before 
you  the  matter  of  the  **  Cock  Tavern  "  in  the  city  of 
London,  but  I  think,  from  examination  of  it,  it  does 
not  contain  any  single  iota  of  intelligence  beyond 
what  you  have  already  received  from  the  witnesses 
themselves  with  regard  to  Mr.  Spiers'  knowledge  of 
the  **  Cock  Tavern  "  (handing  it  in). 

7754.  (Chairman.)  I  quite  understand  Mr.  Spiers 
to  say  he  had  not  dealt  with  them  before,  and  it  was 
a  feeling  of  gratitude  to  some  extent  which  made  him 
deal  with  them  afterwards  ? — ^It  was. 

7755.  That  one  can  quite  understand,  but  a  member 
of  the  Board,  however  honestly  he  acted,  would  hardly 
say,  "I  will  not  act  for  Messrs.  Spiers  and  Pond, 
because  they  are  doing  this  in  gratitude  to  me. 

7766.  (Mr.  Winch.)  I  did  not  put  it  as  more  than 
a  delicate  attention  and  a  slight  feeling  of  gratitude. 
We  will  leave  it  there.  There  is  one  other  thing. 
Mr.  Saunders  did  act  as  joint  architect  with  Mr. 
Verity  in  respect  of  the  "  Cock  Tavern"  ?— Yes,  we 
appointed  him. 

7757.  Mr.  Verity  said  he  did  nothing? — I  know 
nothing  about  it. 
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7758.  He  had  the  450/.  ?— That  is  between  him 
and  Mr.  Verity.  We  gave  a  cheque  for  1,300/.  to  the 
joint  architects. 

7759.  That  was  very  substantial  gratitude  for  what 
he  had  done,  was  it  not  ? — It  was. 

7760.  Was  not  that  the  reason  of  it.  Come  now  ? 
— To  a  certain  extent.  There  is  no  doubt  it  is  human 
nature  for  people  to  be  better  disposed  towards  those 
with  whom  they  do  business. 

7761.  For  the  assistance  he  had  giyen  you  at  the 
Board,  you  thought  he  ought  to  l^  joint  architect 
with  Mr.  Verity,  and  get  his  ^50/.  ? — I  did  not  know 
about  the  amount. 

7762.  You  knew  it  would  be  a  pretty  substantial 
amount  ? — Yes. 

7763.  (Chairman,)  Because  you  paid  7^  per  cent, 
instead  of  the  ordinary  payment? — ^Yes. 

7764.  (Mr,  fVtneh.)  That  was  really  for  the  pur- 
pose, can  I  put  it,  of  rewarding  Mr.  Saunders.  Do 
not  hesitate ;  that  was  it  ?— Well,  I  do  not  know ; 
you  may  put  it  in  that  way. 

7765.  (Chairman.)  It  was  before  the  afiair  was 
entirely  completed  that  he  was  appointed  joint  archi- 
tect ? — I  have  not  the  dates. 

7766.  It  is  on  the  13th  June  1883  ?— The  plans 
were  passed  on  the  1st  of  June. 

7767.  The  building  had  to  be  certified  as  complete 
in  accordance  with  the  plans  ? — ^Yes,  of  course ;  but 
there  was  no  difficulty  in  that. 

7768.  We  have  not  seen  that  that  was  always  the 
case  ? — No,  but  in  this  case  we  were  quite  sure  of  it, 
because  we  made  our  own  plans,  and  we  knew  we 
could  carry  them  out. 

7769.  Did  any  part  of  this  come  inside  west  of  the 
city  boundaries  ?— The  "  Cock  Tavern." 

7770.  Yes  ?— The  **  Cock  Tavern  "  is  in  the  city. 

7771.  (Mr.  Ellis,)  The  boundary  division  ran 
through  the  two  ? — ^It  is  east  of  Temple  Bar. 

7772.  (  Chairman.)  A  small  portion  of  it  is  west  of 
the  city  ? — We  sold  the  property  to  the  Bank  of  Eng- 
land afterwards. 

7773.  (Mr.  Meadmos  White.)  The  "Cock Tavern" 
was  dealt  with  by  the  city  authorities,  was  not  it  ? — 
In  what  way  do  you  mean  dealt  with  ? 

7774.  The  building  certified  by  them  to  be  under 
the  Building  Act? — We  never  built  there.  We  sold 
the  land  to  the  Bank  of  England. 

7775.  You  bought  the  site  of  the  **  Cock  Tavern" 
from  the  corporation  ? — We  purchased,  I  believe,  if 
my  memory  serves  me,  one  portion  of  it  by  tender ; 
no,  we  punshased  the  first  portion  of  it  from  somebody 
who  had  got  it  from  the  city  authorities,  and  then  there 
were  some  plots  on  each  side,  or  on  one  side  or  the 
other  for  which  we  tendered. 

7776.  And  tendered  to  the  city? — ^And  tendered 
in  the  city. 

7777.  The  transaction  was  all  in  the  city  ? — ^It  was 
all  done  in  the  city. 

7778.  Mr.  Alderman  Saunders  was  a  member  of 
the  corporation  and  Sewers  Commission? — He  is 
Deputy  Saunders  I  do  know,  but  whether  he  was  one 
or  the  other,  I  am  not  certain. 

7779.  That  he  was  a  deputy  and  a  member  of  the 
corporation  you  know  ? — ^He  was,  I  believe. 

7780.  And  it  was  from  the  corporation  you  took 
the  land? — From  the  city  authorities,  the  Commis- 
sioners of  Sewers. 

7781.  With  regard  to  your  theatre ;  when  did  you 
say  this  statement  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works 
that  it  was  in  good  order,  and  was  a  perfect  exit,  or 
whatever  the  statement  was  was  made  ? — I  do  not 
understand  your  question. 

7782.  I  understood  you  to  say  to  my  Lord  that  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  had  at  some  period  or 
other  before  they  condemned  the  Criterion  Theatre 
approved  of  it  ? — I  told  his  Lordship  that  Mr,  Verity, 
our  architect,  had  told  us  so. 

7783.  When  was  that  ? — ^Before  it  was  opened,  I 
presume ;  before  it  was  ever  opened. 


77^.  Give  me  the  year  ?— 1873.    The  Criterion  Fifteenth  Day. 

Theatre  was  carefully  examined  in  1873  by  the  Metro-  

politan  Board  of  Works,  and  it  was  licensed  by  the     ^  JnlylSSg- 
Lord  Chamberlain.  ^^ 

7785.  Do  you  know  what  jurisdiction  the  Metro-    j?^  w.  SpUrs. 
politan  Board  <A  Works  had  then  over  theatres  ? — I      ' 
believe  they  had  no  jurisdiction.    I  did  not  know  the 

Board  of  Works  at  all  in  those  days. 

7786.  Was  it  a  statement  as  to  the  compliance  with 
the  Building  Act  ? — I  believe  it  was. 

7787.  Nothing  to  do  with  theatres  or  exits  of 
theatres  ? — No,  the  Building  Act. 

7788.  May  I  ask  you,  was  the  Criterion  Theatre 
ventilated  entirely  artificially  ? — ^No,  not  entirely. 

7789.  The  theatre  depended  for  its  ventilation  upon 
artificial  ventilation  in  the  most  part  ?— Somewhat  so. 
It  did  in  those  days,  but  not  wholly. 

7790.  In  those  days  ? — I  will  explain  myself  in  this 
way.  If  the  ventilation  had  stopped  as  it  did  in  the 
winter,  as  we  did  not  use  the  ventilation  in  the  winter, 
when  the  winter  was  very  cold,  there  was  no  difference 
in  it.  That  answers  your  question  whether  it  was 
wholly  supplied  by  artificial  ventilation.     It  was  not. 

7791.  I  used  to  visit  the  Criterion  Theatre  as  I  do 
still.  I  have  always  understood,  and  that  is  the  reason 
I  ask  the  question,  that  it  was  ventilated,  it  used  to  be 
said,  by  a  fan  ? — ^Yes.     It  was  an  exhaust. 

7792.  It  had  some  artificial  means  of  ventilation  ?~- 
It  had  artificial  means  to  assist  the  ventilation,  to 
improve  the  ventilation. 

7793.  Was  it  not  almost  entirely  dependent  upon 
that  ventilation  for  its  ventilation  ? — No,  it  was  not ; 
it  was  in  those  days  dependent  upon  it  to  a  certain 
extent. 

7794.  I  am  speaking  of  those  days  ? — That  is  before 
the  alterations  were  made. 

7795.  It  was  chiefly  dependent  upon  this  artificial 
ventilation  ? — It  was. 

7796.  And  the  effect  of  the  alterations — I  am  now 
speaking  only  of  ventilation— were  to  give  it  ventila- 
tion from  without  ? — ^Aud  exits  too. 

7797.  Apart  from  exits  ? — Yes,  apart  from  exits 
certainly. 

7798.  That  was  the  effect  of  the  alteration  ? — ^Yes. 

7799.  How  much  was  spent  on  the  alterations 
altogether  ? — We  paid  out  13,402/.  6«.,  and  we  lost 
15  months'  rental,  at  a  minimum  rental  of  2,500/.  per 
annum,  making  3,125/.,  and  the  total  is  16,527/.  6«. 

7800.  And  now  the  theatre  is  no  longer  dependent 
except  for  comfort  upon  ventilation  by  these  artificial 
means  ? — No. 

7801.  With  regard  to  ventilation ;  that  is  said  to  be 
the  chief  and  gi*eat  improvement? — There  are  win- 
dows now  into  the  open  air. 

7802.  Is  there  any  other  theatre  in  London  that  is 
in  that  condition  in  which  the  Criterion  Theatre  was 
before  the  alterations  ? — No,  I  do  not  know  of  any. 

7803.  The  exits  are  very  much  improved,  are  they 
not  ? — ^They  are  certainly. 

7804.  What  is  the  difference  between  the  exits  now 
and  before  the  alteration  ? — There  are  two  exits  into 
Piccadilly  instead  of  one. 

7805.  And  into  Jermyn  Street  ?  —  Into  Jermyn 
Street  they  are  about  the  same. 

7806.  I  do  not  want  to  go  into  the  detail,  but  the 
third  important  matter  in  uie  alterations  insisted  on, 
was  this,  was  not  it,  that  the  theatre  in  old  time  was 
not  so  separated  as  it  is  now  from  the  restaurant  ? — 
Quite  right,  it  is  so. 

7807.  Do  you  not  know  that  that  is  one  of  the  chief 
principles  of  the  structural  alterations  required  by  the 
Board  of  Works,  namely,  that  the  theatres  should  be 
as  isolated  as  possible  from  other  buildings? — Cer- 
tainly. There  was  a  glass  partition  previously  which 
has  now  been  replaced  by  a  wall  between  the  theatre 
and  the  restaurant. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  listened  with  satisfaction 
to  your  Lordship's  observations  with  r^ard  to  these 
accounts.  We  have  not  had  a  statement  of  the  names 
of  the  members.  Sometimea  these  matters  if  left  in 
doubt  are  exaggerated. 

li  4 
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8  Jvlj  1888. 

AfyT 
F.  W,  Spiers. 


(Chainnan.)  If  I  thoaght  there  was  anything  in 
them  of  the  slightest  degree  of  importance,  you  may  he 
sure  I  should  get  them. 

7808.  {Mr,  Meadows  IVhite,)  You  have  stated  in 
that  paper  the  whole  of  the  transactions,  business  or 
otherwise,  that  you  had  ? — Yes,  as  far  as  I  know^ 
every  word  ;  and  as  far  as  the  researches  I  have  made 
have  gone,  I  said  everything  that  I  know ;  everything 
that  I  know  is  contained  in  this  memoir. 

7809.  You  mentioned  10/.  given  to  a  clerk — Lan- 
caster ? — I  do  not  know  what  that  is. 

7810.  {Chairman.)  Is  Mr.  Ellis  here?— Yes. 

7811.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  You  have  stated  all 
the  transactions  you  ever  had  with  any  official  or 
meml)er  of  the  Board  of  Works? — Certainly.  My 
accountant  only  showed  me  this  a  few  days  ago,  and 
I  considered  it  incumbent  to  mention  it. 

7812.  (Mr.  GrenfelL)  I  want  to  ask  you  about  the 
ventilation.  As  I  imderstand  the  report  that  was 
originally  made  by  Captain  Shaw  made  no  mention  of 
the  ventilation  ? — I  do  not  know ;  all  I  know  is  what 
I  have  seen  in  print.  I  did  not  attend  the  meetings 
in  those  days,  and  I  saw  the  reports  in  print. 

7813.  This  states  that  Captain  Shaw's  report  sug- 
gested that  certain  improvements  should  be  made, 
including  a  proscenium  wall,  iron  doors,  handrails, 
&c. ;  that  has  nothing  to  do  with  ventilation  ? — No. 

7814.  You  do  not  know  whether  there  was  anything 
about  ventilation  ? — No,  I  do  not  think  so. 

7815.  We  then  find  that  an  opinion  was  passed  by 
the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  that  it  was  entirely 
unfit  for  a  place  of  public  entertainment ;  it  was  upon 
that  that  you  were  obliged  to  shut  the  theatre  ? — 
Well,  yes,  certainly,  but  not  at  that  moment.  You 
will  see  we  did  not  shut  the  theatre  then  because  our 
license  from  the  Lord  Chamberlain,  the  temporary 
license,  continued  until  the  30th  December. 

7816.  Are  you  of  opinion  that  the  assistance 
which  Mr.  Fowler  gave,  and  his  advice  which  he 
states  was  entirely  concerning  the  ventilation,  or  was 
it  given  upon  the  whole  question  ? — Generally,  Mr. 
Fowler  spoke  on  the  question.  I  saw  him  on  the 
subject.  We  did  not  divide  one  thing  from  the  other 
absolutely  in  the  conversation  we  had. 

7817.  You  had  a  conversation  with  him  ? — Yes. 

7818.  Was  it  wholly  upon  the  ventilation? — No,  I 
do  not  think  so,  but  I  cannot  tax  my  memory  to  that 
point.     It  was  generally. 

7819.  Generally  upon  all  the  matters  ? — It  was  a 
general  conversation  on  the  whole  affair. 

7820.  And  upon  how  to  make  it  better? — Upon 
how  to  make  it  better. 

7621.  So  as  to  satisfy  the  Board  of  Works?— So 
as  to  satisfy  the  Board  of  Works. 

7822.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  I  do  not  know  whether  I 
have  the  date  of  the  payment  of  450/.  to  Mr.  Saunders, 
when  was  that  ? — I  do  not  know.  We  gave  a  cheque 
in  both  names. 

(Mr.  Winch.)  The  cheque  was  handed  in. 

{Witness.)  1  will  show  you  the  cheque,  and  then 
you  will  be  able  to  see.  Here  is  the  cheque,  there  is 
the  receipt  {handing  same  to  his  Lordship). 

7823.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Do  you  say  you  agreed  to 
appoint  Mr.  Saunders  joint  architect  of  the  building 
on  the  site  of  the  "  Cock"  in  1883  ?— Yes. 

7824.  Three  years  before  the  date  of  the  cheque  ? — 
Yes,  certainly,  it  was  a  very  long  time.  It  must  have 
been  three  years,  because  we  did  not  pay  this  until 
our  negotiations  were  finished.  We  did  not  build, 
and  therefore  the  matter  remained  in  abeyance  for  a 
very  long  while  as  you  may  know  probably. 


7826.  The  promise  was  loade  about  the  time  that 
the  Criterion  work  was  coming  to  a  close. 

{Chairman.)  Well,  no,  the  plans  seem  to  have  been 
passed  subject  to  a  condition  as  to  the  apparatus  in 
the  exhaust  chamber  in  the  gallery  hall,  being  removed 
and  the  chamber  being  converted  into  a  room  on  the 
22nd  of  May  1883  by  the  theatre  sub-committee. 

7826.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  The  theatre  was  licensed 
in  April  1884  ? — Yes,  because  we  had  to  make  the 
alterations,  and  they  took  a  long  time. 

7827.  {Chairman.)  Would  the  approval  of  the 
plans  be  confirmed  by  t|ie  Board. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Yes. 

7828.  {Chairman.)  What  is  the  date  of  that  ? 
{Mr.  Winch.)  The  date  of  the  cheque  for  450/.  to 

Mr.  Saunders  was  April  14th,  1883.  It  is  qnestioii 
7205. 

{Mr.  Bosanquet.)  It  turned  out  the  work  was  not 
over  then;  it  was  thought  to  be,  but  that  was  a 
mistake. 

(Chairman.)  April  1883  is  before  plans  were  ap- 
proved. 

(Mr.  Winch.)  That  is  the  date  of  the  450/.  cheque. 

{Mr.  Besley.)  I  have  reason  to  believe  there  is  a 
mistake  in  the  year.  On  the  12th  April  a  cheque 
goes  to  Mr.  Verity  for,  in  the  gross,  1,300/.,  and  on 
the  14th  April  1886,  not  1883,  he  paid  450/. 

(Mr.  Winch.)  It  reads  in  this  way.  In  answer  to 
question  7205,  *'  On  April  14th,  when  we  settled  up, 
"  I  handed  to  Mr.  Saunders  this  cheque  for  450/." 

(Chairman.)  Of  course  the  important  date  is  the 
date,  not  when  the  cheque  was  paid,  but  when  Mr. 
Saunders  was  appointed  joint  architect,  whkh,  of 
course,  meant  the  ultimate  payment  of  the  cheque, 
and  that  I  understand  to  have  been  on  the  Idth  of 
June  1883. 

{Mr.  Winch.)  You  will  see  at  question  7205,  "I 
"  have  never  paid  any  fee  to  anybody,  with  the  excep- 
**  tion  of  Mr.  Saunders.  This  was  the  transaction 
"  which  I  thought  was  to  cover  his  fees  for  the 
"  Criterion  matter.  Messrs.  Spiers  and  Pond  in  1883 
"  bought  the  site  of  the  *  Cock  Tavern '  in  Fleet  Street, 
'^  where  the  Bank  of  England  is  now  built,  and  1  was 
^<  instructed  to  prepare  plans.  But  Mr.  Saunders  had 
"  been  mixed  up  with  Mr.  Guest,  who  had  the  ground 
**  before,  and  Mr.  Haines,  who  was  managing  the 
"  matter  for  Messrs.  Spiers  and  Pond,  said  that 
**  Messrs.  Spiers  and  Pond  felt  under  an  obligation 
*'  to  Mr.  Saunders  for  what  he  had  done,  which  I 
"  took  to  mean  the  Criterion  matter,  and  he  wished 
"  us  to  work  together,  if  we  could." 

(Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Then  he  says,  '*  On  April  14th," 
without  mentioning  any  year. 

(Mr.  Winch.)  No  doubt  Mr.  Besley  is  right,  the 
statement  appears  to  be  in  1886,  on  the  12th  April. 

7829.  (Chairman.)  The  13th  of  June  is  given  as 
the  date  when  Mr.  Saunders  was  appointed  as  joint 
architect.  Had  there  been  a  communication  with  Mr. 
Saunders  before  that  as  to  his  being  made  joint  archi- 
tect ? — ^I  do  not  remember ;  I  cannot  remember.  No 
doubt  the  conversations  occurred  before  he  was  abso- 
lutely appointed ;  but  whether  it  was  one  day,  or  three 
days,  or  three  weeks,  I  cannot  tell  you. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  date  when  the  certifi- 
cate was  finally  given  to  the  building  was  the  21st  of 
March  1884.  Y^our  Lordship  sees  that  in  the  resolu- 
tion of  the  Board  of  the  1st  J  une  1883  it  says,  <'  That 
*^  it  be  approved  on  condition  the  apparatus  in  the 
"  exhaust  chamber  in  the  gallery  hall  be  removed." 
That  was  the  principal  thing. 


The  witness  withdrew. 

(Mr.  Besley.)  Will  your  Lordship  allow  Mr.  Ellis  to  explain  the  10/.  ? 
(Chairman.)  Yes. 


Mr.  Joshua  Ellis  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr.J.EUis*        7880.  (Chairman.)    You  are  manager  to  Messrs. 
■  Spiers  and  Pond  ? — Secretary. 


7831.  Can  you  explain  to  us  what  that  10/.  was 
given  Mr.  Lancaster  for  ? — ^Mr.  Haines  gave  it  to  him, 
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bat  I  handed  the  money  to  Mr.  Haines.  It  was 
given,  I  thinky  after  the  passing  of  the  plans  in 
June,  therefore  when  procticallj  the  work  had  been 
finished,  and    it  was   merely   a  recompense  for  the 


politeness    with   which   Mr.  Lancaster  behaved    to  Fifteeoth  Day. 

Mr.  Haines.  

7832.  The  reason  would  be  known  to   Mr.  Haines  ^  ^^J  1®^^- 
ratiier  than  to  you  ? — Yes. 


Mr,  J.  Ellh. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Chari.ks  Bowtsb  sworn  and  examined. 


{Witness.)  May  I  make  one  remark?  I  have 
writtep  to  the  Board  objecting  to  their  employing 
counsel. 

7833.  {Chairman,)  We  cannot  enter  into  that  ? — I 
have  protested  against  that. 

7834.  You  are  the  proprietor  of  a  properly  situate 
at  Goldhawk  Road,  Hammersmith  ? — Yes. 

7836.  In  1886  Mr.  Schneider,  an  architect  employed 
by  you,  made  an  application  to  the  Metropolitan  Board 
to  erect  one-story  buildings  on  a  portion  ot  the  fore- 
court ot  four  houses  there  ? — Yes. 

7836.  That  was,  I  believe,  in  October  1886,  and  it 
was  refused  by  the  Board  ? — ^Yes. 

7837.  Did  you  learn  that  your  architect  had  called 
at  the  Board's  office  to  inquire  the  reason,  and  that 
they  had  refused  to  give  him  any  ? — ^Yes.  What  he 
said  to  me  was  that  at  the  Board  they  said,  '*  We  answer 
no  questions." 

7838.  Then  I  believe  you  yourself  attended  and  saw 
Mr.  Vulliamy,  the  superintending  architect,  and  en- 
deavoured to  find  out  what  the  objection  was,  and  what 
would  be  allowed  ? — Yes. 

7839.  I  believe  you  ultimately  were  informed  that 
the  Board  wei*e  not  in  a  position  to  give  the  informa- 
tion asked  by  you,  but  wei*e  prepared  to  receive  and 
consider  any  amended  plan  that  might  be  submitted  ? — 
Yes. 

7840.  You  attended  at  the  Board,  I  believe,  and 
saw  a  gentleman  who  I  was  afterwards  told  was 
Mr.  De  lu  Hook  ? — I  did.  I  can  give  you  an  account 
of  the  convei-sation  with  Mr.  Yulliaaty. 

784 L  I  do  not  think  it  is  necessary  for  our  purpose 
to  go  into  this  in  detail.  Did  Mr.  De  la  Hook  tell  you 
that  if  you  asked  Mr.  Blasbill  as  a  favour  perhaps  he 
would  give  yoa  a  hint  of  what  would  do,  and  wliat 
would  not  ? — Yes ;  he  told  me  I  had  not  a  right,  but  if 
I  asked  as  a  favour  perhaps  he  would  give  me  a  hint. 

7842.  Did  you  learn  afterwards  that  the  Board  had 
communicated  with  the  district  board  of  Hammersmith, 
and  that  they  had  been  in\ited  to  define  the  general 
line  of  frontage  ? — Yes. 

7843.  You  and  a  representative  of  the  district  board 
were  present,  I  believe,  before  Mr.  Blashill  ? — Yes, 
Mr.  Webb. 

7844.  And  afterwards  you  received  a  document  in 
these  terms:  ^* Whereas  Mr.  Webb,  assistant  clerk 
'*  of  the  Vestry  of  Hammersmith,  and  Mr.  Bowyer,  of 
**  30,  Gteorge  Street,  Hanover  Square,  have  appeared 
<<  before  me  regarding  the  general  line  of  buildings 
**  in  reference  to  shops  proposed  to  be  erected  in 
"  front  of  176  to  182,  Goldhawk  Road,  and  1  have 
*^  been  required  to  decide  the  general  line  of  build- 
**  ings  of  such  road  ;  now  therefore  I  decide  that  the 
**  main  fronts  of  the  buildings  painted  pink  is  the 
<*  general  line  of  the  buildings."  Then  I  believe  you 
after  that  made  another  application  to  be  allowed  to 
build  there  ? — No ;  I  had  made  my  application,  but  I 
received  a  letter,  dated  October  12th,  1887,  rejecting 
that  application.  They  had  put  o^  that  application. 
They  had  promised  to  give  me  an  answer  on  the 
29th  of  July,  and  they  postponed  giving  me  the 
answer  until  after  the  long  vacation,  putting  me  off 
at  great  hardship  to  me  in  building  my  houses. 

7845.  Did  you  point  out  that  in  other  places  people 
had  been  allowed  to  build  forward  in  a  way  that  was 
much  more  objectionable  than  what  you  were  pro- 
posing ? — I  can  tell  you  as  to  mine.  I  first  proposed 
to  buUd  forward.  I  have  the  plan  here,  which  I  think 
is  about  9  feet.  That  was  objected  to.  They  wanted 
me  to  give  up  the  land  in  front,  that  the  tenant  should 
not  set  out  goods  for  sale.     I  wrote  a  long  letter  to 
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the  Board.     I  do  not  know  whether  you  wish  to  have 
it. 

784C.  No ;  because  we  cannot  go  into  the  details  of 
individual  complaints.  All  that  we  can  inquire  into 
is  the  general  m«de  of  working  ? — In  the  same  road 
my  first  application  was  to  set  out  my  houses  to  the 
same  frontage  as  houses  had  been  previously  set  out. 
When  I  went  before  Mr.  Vulliamy  I  pointed  out  to 
him  that  I  had  only  asked  for  that  which  he  had  pre- 
viously given.  He  appealed  to  Mr.  White,  and  Mr. 
White  answered  that  it  was  not  giving  up  the  land  in 
front. 

7847.  You  mean  not  throwing  it  into  the  road  ?— 
No,  no,  they  did  not  require  it  for  the  road. 

7848.  But  not  giving  it  up  ;  making  it  public,  as 
the  footway  was  ? — Yes,  so  that  they  might  walk  over 
it.  Their  point  was  this:  I  asked  Mr.  Vulliamy, 
*'  Is  the  path  broad  enough ;  it  is  an  average  of  about 
"  134  ^^^^''  ?  A«^  Mr.  Vulliamy  said,  "  Certainly." 
T  asked  why  they  wanted  this  land  of  mine.  Mr. 
Vulliamy  appealed  to  Mr.  White,  and  Mr.  White 
answered:  **To  prevent  the  setting  out  of  goods  in 
front."  I  told  Mr.  Vulliamy  that  I  had  ^led  to 
get  information  as  to  what  would  be  approved  by  the 
Board,  and  what  mistake  I  had  made  before,  in  order 
that  I  might  make  a  second  application.  Mr.  Vulliamy 
at  that  interview  said  mine  was  a  hard  case ;  and  I 
left  him. 

7849.  Do  you  know  of  any  instance  in  which  any 
person  has  been  allowed  to  build  forward  ? — I  do  not 
mix  with  people  who  possess  property  requiring  to 
build  forward.  In  the  Uxbridge  Road  they  built 
forwanl  considerably.  In  conversation  with  Mr. 
Blashill,  after  they  had  refused  my  second  applica- 
tion I  asked  him  this  question,  "  Why  do  you 
^'  allow  the  ones  in  the  Uxbridge  Eoad  to  be  built 
*^  out,  and  we  are  not  allowed  in  the  Goldhawk 
**  Road"?  I  may  mention  that  in  the  Uxbridge 
Road  there  is  no  or  very  little  setting  out  of  goods, 
and  the  street  therefore  is  much  more  respectable  than 
the  Groldhawk  Road  ;  but  in  the  Goldhawk  Road 
every  one  except  such  as  a  chemist  sets  out  goods,  for 
instance  such  as  a  linen  draper,  grocer,  provision  mer- 
chant, furniture  dealer  set  out  their  goods,  making  it  a 
great  injury  to  the  road.  I  myself  strongly  object 
to  it.  I  wish  a  law  was  passed  that  no  one  should 
set  out  goods,  but  I  thought  it  was  unfair  to  require 
nic  not  to  set  out  goods  and  other  people  to  be 
allowed  to  do  so. 

7850.  We  cannot  really  try  any  individual  cases  of 
complaint  against  the  Board,  except  where  there  is  a 
suggestion  that  they  have  dealt  differently  to  some 
people  to  the  way  in  which  they  have  dealt  with 
others.  That  is  why  I  ask  you.  I  understood  there 
was  a  case  of  that  sort  ? — Yes,  there  was  a  case.  In 
conversation  with  Mr.  Schneider  I  was  talking  to  him 
about  the  gi*eat  difficulty  of  getting  satisfactory 
answers  from  the  Metropolitan  Board,  and  how  those 
people  who  applied  without  employing  an  official  of 
that  Board  could  not  get  justice  done  to  them,  and 
Mr.  Schneider  said  to  me,  "  I  know  of  one,"  and  he 
told  me  that  Mr.  Millwood  had  been  the  arclutect  of 
several  houses  in  the  Grove,  Hammersmith,  those 
houses  being  at  a  corner  of  the  first  street  in  the 
Grove  on  the  left-hand  side  coming  firom  King  Street. 
Without  building  forward  those  houses  the  piece  of 
ground  was  usel&ss,  because  they  requii*ed  greater 
depth.  I  have  seen  Mr.  Schneider  lately,  and  in  con- 
versation  

7H51.  Is  Mr.  Schneider  here  to-day? — I  do  not 
know. 

Kk 
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Fifteenth  Day.        {Mr.  Schneider.)  Yes. 

(Chairman.)  Perhaps  Mr.  Schneider  can  tell  us 
You  only  know  it  from  Mr.  Schneider. 

(  ffitness.)  I  only  know  it  from  what  he  toH  me. 

7852.  .You  have  applied  to  the  Board  to  be  heard 
by  them  ? — I  have.  It  was  December  the  8th  when 
I  applied,  and  I  have  received  no  reply  yet,  except 
that  Mr.  Wakefield  has  written  to  me  that  it  was 
overlooked,  or,  what  was  the  word ? 

7853.  An  oversight  ? — No,  not  an  oversight. 

7854.  Inadvertence  ? — Inadvertence. 

7855.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Will  yon  tell  me  the 
dates  of  this  ? — No,  I  caunot  give  you  the  date.  Mr. 
Schneider  at  that  time  could  not  give  me  the  date. 

7856^  I  mean  the  date  of  your  applications  ? 

(Chairman.)  The  correspondence  has  been  going 
on,  and  is  going  on  now  ;  and  that  is  why  I  have  not 
gone  into  it, 

7857.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Was  it  Mr.  Blashill 
you  saw  ? — Which  time  ? 

(Chairman.)  The  thing  was  in  the  first  instance  in 
Mr.  VuUiamy's  time  ;  then  after  a  time  it  is  taken  up 
by  Mr.  Blashill. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Did  not  Mr.  Blashill  see 
you  at  a  long  interview  and  go  into  the  whole  matter 
of  the  refusal  of  the  plans,  and  hear  you  and  a  clerk 
of  the  Hammersmith  vestry  ? 

(Chairman.)  We  are  not  on  whether  they  heard' 
him  and  the  clerk,  it  was  simply  with  regard  to  fixing 
the  genei-al  line  of  buildings. 

(3/r.  Meadows  IVhite.)  That  is  a  matter  between 
the  vestry  and  the  district  surveyor.  The  Board 
have  no  jurisdiction  except  as  to  the  line  of  buildings ; 
and  as  to  that  they  have  none  except  that  they  have  a 
right  to  give  their  consent,  if  they  think  fit,  to  its 
being  brought  beyond  the  line. 


(Chairman.)  It  is  they  alone  who  can  do  it.  In 
■the  first  instance  there  had  been  no  line  fixed  at 
all.  He  asked  to  be  allowed  to  have  plans  approved 
showing  his  buildings  coming  forward  into  the  fore- 
court.  Well,  then,  that  was  refused.  Then  he  says, 
"  Why  is  it  refused  i  "  and  he  is  told  to  submit  an 
amended  plan,  and  he  could  not  learn  why  it  was 
refused,  except  a  suggestion  that  he  should  throw 
M>rae  into  the  road.  Then  after  a  time  he  is  told  the 
thing  must  wait  until  they  have  had  the  general  line 
fixed.  'J'hen  the  general  line  is  fixed,  and  then  his 
plan  is  rejected.     That  is  the  case  I  understand. 

( Witness.)  If  you  want  to  know  the  conversation 
that  I  had  with  Mr.  Blashill  I  can  give  it  you. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Mr.  Blashill  is  here  and 
can  explain  it.  That  was  the  point,  that  you  wished 
to  have  your  buildings  brouj^nt  bejond  the  general 
line  ? — Oh,  yes,  I  applied  before  this  general  line  was 
defined. 

7858.  As  far  as  I  gathered  from  you  it  was  said, 
"  Wo  must  consider  this  with  reference  to  the  public 
"  interest  being  considered,  and  the  footway  being 
"  given  up  to  the  public.** 

7859.  (Chairtnan.)  His  first  application  was  about 
a  year  before  the  general  line  was  defined? — Mr. 
Vulliamy  had  told  me  the  present  footway  was  ample. 
Therefore  if  Mr.  Blashill  thinks  it  was  not  ample  the 
two  architects  are  at  variance. 

7860.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Ample  if  the  tenants 
did  not  put  out  their  goods  upon  it  ? — No,  quite 
ample ;  it  averages  at  the  present  time  13^  feet,  which 
the  public  has,  and  that  is  quite  bi*oad  enough  for  a 
footpath,  about  as  broad  as  Regent  Street. 

7861.  If  the  tenants  do  not  obstruct  it  by  nutting 
out  their  goods  ? — The  tenants  never  would  put  out 
their  things  on  the  13^  feet  public  footpath. 


Mr. 
E.  Schneidar. 


The  witness  withdrew. 
Mr.  Ernkst  Sconbider  sworn  and  examined. 


7862.  (Chairman^  You  are  an  architect? — Yes. 

7863.  Do  you  remember  making  an  application  to 
the  Board  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Roberts  to  build  forward  ? 
— I  was  his  assistant  at  that  time. 

7864.  Did  he  own  some  land  in  llie  Grove,  Ham- 
mersmith ? — Yes. 

7865.  Did  he  make  an  application  to  build  forward  ? 
—Yes. 

7866.  Was  that  application  refused  ? — Yes. 

7867.  Did  he  afterwards  grant  a  lease  of  the  plots 
of  land  ? — I  believe  so. 

7868.  To  a  Mr.  Hartley  ?— Yes. 

7869.  Was  he  aIlowc<i  ultimately  to  build  forwaixl  ? 
—Yes. 

7870.  In  the  way  Mr.  Roberts  wanted  to  do,  but 
had  been  refused  ? — I  cannot  say  precisely  in  the  same 
manner,  but  there  was  an  advanced  Hue  of  frontage  to 
the  edge  of  the  pavement. 

7871.  I  suppose  Mr.  Roberts  did  not  seek  to  go 
beyond  the  edge  of  the  pavement  ? — No. 

7872.  Do  you  know  if  Mr.  Bartley  employed  as  his 
architect  and  surveyor  anyone  connected  with  the 
Board  r — I  believe  Mr.  Millwood  was  employed. 


7873.  Do  you  know  of  any  other  case,  or  is  that  the 
only  one  where  persons  in  the  employ  of  the  Board 
have  been  employed  by  private  people  to  make  the 
plans  which  are  to  be  submitted  to  the  Board  ? — That 
is  the  only  case  I  know  of. 

7874.  (Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Who  is  Mr.  Bartley?— 
Mr.  Bartley  is  a  coal  merchant,  of  The  Grove, 
Hammersmith. 

7875.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  What  is  the  tlate  of 
the  transaction  ? — I  cannot  tell  you. 

7876.  Can  you  give  me  to  a  year  or  two  years  ? — 
1883  I  think  would  be  about  the  date. 

7877.  Had  you  anything  yourself  to  do  with  the 
transaction  personally? — Nothing  whatever. 

7878.  (Chairman,)  Except  when  it  first  started  ? — 
Yes  ;  and  then  merely  as  an  assistant.  I  was  not  a 
principal  in  the  matter  at  all. 

7879.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  But  subsequently  is 
what  you  have  told  us  hearsay  or  had  you  anything  to 
do  with  it  ? — I  had  nothing  to  do  with  ii, 

7880.  What  you  have  told  us  is  hearsay  ? — What  I 
have  told  you  is  hearsay. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Alfbed  Millwood  recalled  and  further  examined. 


Mr. 

A.  Millwood t 


7881.  (Chairman.)  You  are  in  the  architect's 
department  of  the  Board  of  Works  ? — Yes,  I  am. 

7882.  Have  you  acted  for  persons  who  were  erect- 
ing or  about  to  erect  buildings  ? — I  have  made  a  few 
plans  in  my  own  time  for  people. 

7888.  Were  those  plans  that  were  to  be  submitted 
to  the  Board  ?  —  Yes,  I  believe  so,  and  I  did  make 
that  plan. 

7884.  Do  you  remember  the  case  of  a  Mr.  Barclay  ? 
— Yes,  he  is  about  one  of  the  oldest  friends  I  have.  He 
came  to  me  about  it. 

7885.  Did  you  know  that  the  Board  had  refused 
permission  to  build  forward  ? — ^I  know  they  had  refused 


to  allow  of  the  erection  of  a  tall  house  on  this  piece 
of  ground,  but  those  buihiings  put  up  by  Mr.  Barclay 
are  one-story  shops  only. 

7886.  They  came  to  the  same  line  of  frontage  which 
the  tall  house  wj»s  to  come  to  ? — They  came  up  to  the 
same  Ibie ;  but  he  gave  up  a  small  piece  of  land, 
I  think.  I  do  not  think  I  was  in  the  Building  Act 
Department  at  that  tiine.     I  am  not  sure  of  that. 

7687.  When  did  you  go  into  the  Building  Act 
Department  ? — It  was  in  June  1883.  I  cannol  re- 
member for  certain. 

7888.  Who  had  to  determine  the  question  of  the 
allowance    or    disallowance    of   plans,   practically   I 
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mean  ;  I  do  not  mean  Mr  Vulliamy,  but  who  tlid  it  ? 
— I  believe  it  was  Mr.  Uebb,  or  a  temporary  asfdstaot 
that  was  employed  at  that  time.  I  had  nothing  to  do 
with  lines  of  trontaires  in  any  way  until  the  end  of 
1885  or  the  beginning  of  1886,  nothing  whatever  to  do 
with  them.  When  I  first  went  into  the  Building  Act 
Office  my  work  consisted  of  the  examination  of  draw- 
ings for  special  buildings,  iron  buildings,  and  buildings 
to  which  the  Building  Act  did  not  apply. 

7889.  Did  you  communicate  at  all  about  the  plan 
with  anyone  in  the  office  ? — Not  a  word. 

7890.  You  knew  that  there  had  been  a  refusal  to 
allow  the  proprietor  to  build  forward  ? — ^I  knew  of 
this  house  which  it  was  wanted  to  erect  there. 

7891.  Was  your  name  on  the  plan? — No;  Mr. 
Barclay,  I  believe,  signed  it. 

7892.  Do  you  remember  who  dealt  with  it  ? — Mr. 
Hebb. 

7893.  Mr.  Hebb  personally  ? — Personally  ;  I  had 
not  the  slightest  influence  in  the  matter.  It  was  sent, 
I  believe,  to  the  Committee,  and  decided  by  a  com- 
mittee. 

7894.  Somebody  in  the  architect's  office  would  re- 
commend upon  it  ? — Yes ;  Mr.  Hebb  would. 

7895.  I  thought  you  said  Mr.  Hebb  or  a  temporary 
assistant  ? — A  temporary  assistant,  a  Mr.  Collanl  who 
was  employed  at  tliat  time. 

7896.  When  was  the  last  occasion  on  which  you 
drew  any  plans,  or  assisted  in  any  plans  ? — I  should 
think  eight  or  nine  years  ago. 

7897.  This  is  not  eight  or  nine  years  ago  ? — With 
the  exception  of  this,  eight  or  nine  years  ago,  I  did 
make  a  plan  when  I  was  in  the  estate  office ;  I  made 
a  plan  of  a  line  of  frontage  for  a  man. 

7898.  Do  you  mean  that  this  case  in  the  Grove, 
Hammersmith,  is  the  last  occasion  ? — The  last  occa- 
sion, and  a  very  special  occasion,  as  Mr.  Burtley  is  a 
very  old  friend  of  mine,  and  he  came  there  and  asked 
me  to  do  it  for  him. 

7899.  {Mr,  Bosanguet.)  You  say  "  came  there  "  ;  do 
you  mean  came  to  the  office  of  the  Board  of  Works  ? 
— No,  came  to  my  house. 

7900.  {Chairman.)  Is  there  any  report  made  to  the 
Building  Act  Committee  by  the  architect? — There 
would  be  a  report,  there  is  a  report  to  the  Board 
recommending  that  it  be  referred  to  the  Building  Act 
Committee.  It  would  be  surveyed  by  someone  who 
would  report  to  the  Board  upon  it. 

7901.  Who  would  survey  it  ? — I  cannot  say  whether 
it  was  Mr.  Hebb  or  Mr.  CoUard. 

7902.  Would  one  or  other  of  them  ? — One  or  other 
of  them  would  survey  it  and  report. 

7903.  Do  you  know  whether  any  others  in  the 
office  made  plans  for  people  who  were  sending  in 
applications  to  huild  for  them  ? — I  think  it  has  been 
done.  People  have  come  there  in  a  hurry  and  want«$d 
a  plan,  and  they  would  ask  whether  there  was  anyone 
in  the  office  who  might  do  such  a  thing. 

7J)04.  Who  have  they  asked  that^  of? — Whoever 
they  were  speaking  to  at  the  time,  perhaps  the  name 
might  bo  mentioned.  That  was  the  case  before,  that 
I  »pokc  of,  where  a  man  came  to  the  office  and  wanted 
a  plan,  years  ago.  It  was  somewhere  up  at  Kentish 
Town.  A  man  wanted  »  plan  done  in  a  hurry,  and  I 
was  asked  whether  I  would  do  it. 

7905.  Are  those  the  only  two  occasions  ? — I  do  not 
remember  any  other. 

7906.  You  are  prepared  to  swear  there  has  been 
none  since  this  1883  one  ? — I  am.  I  particularly  kept 
clear  of  all  those  things  since  1  have  been  in  the 
Building  Act  Office.  It  is  only  Mr.  Barclay,  being 
such  an  old  friend  and  coming  to  my  house  and  asking 
me  to  do  it,  that  I  did  it  for  him. 

7907.  Was  it  understood  that  the  clerks  or  assis- 
tants in  the  office  were  at  liberty  to  do  work  for  people 
outside  with  reference  to  plans  that  were  coming 
before  the  Board  ? — I  do  not  think  it  was  an  under- 
stood thing.  I  think  it  was  known  that  such  things 
were  done  at  times. 

7908.  {Mr,  Bosanquei.)  You  said  simietimes  some- 
body would  come  down  who  wanted  a  plan  done  in  a 


hurry,  and   a*<k   if  anybody  could  do  it  for  him  ? — I 
did. 

7909.  Do  you  mean  that  that  has  occurred  on  other 
occasions  besides  those  on  which  you  yourself  were 
employed  ? — I  jnean  with  regard  to  anybody  else. 

7910.  How  often  should  you  say  that  happened 
that  applicants  came  down  and  asked  whether  there 
was  any  clerk  to  the  Metropolitan  Board  who  could 
do  this? — Very  seldom.  I  do  not  know  of  many 
cases. 

7911.  Could  you  tell  us  the  cases  which  you  do 
recollect.  If  there  were  very  few  of  them,  perhaps 
you  conld  remember  them  ? — I  really  cannot. 

7912.  In  what  office  or  in  what  department  would 
that  happen  ? — In  the  .surveyor's  department, 

7913.  Have  you  found  that  to  be  the  case  in  every 
department  in  which  you  have  worked  ?-r-It  was  when 
I  was  in  the  other  department  that  I  noticed  this  was 
done  at  times — before  I  went  into  the  Building  Act 
office. 

7914.  What  was  that  department  ?~That  was  the 
surveyor's  office  ;  the  estates. 

7914a.  Under  whom  were  you  working  then? — 
Mr.  Goddard  was  my  next  chief,  under  Mr.  Vulliamy. 

7915.  Was  there  anybody  else  in  authority  over 
you  ? — Mr.  Robertson  was,  of  course,  in  a  higher 
position  than  myself. 

7916.  He  was  in  the  same  office  ? — Not  in  the  same 
room. 

7917.  But  in  the  same  department.^ — In  the  same 
department  at  that  time. 

7918.  That  went  on  until  you  left  that  depart- 
ment ? — Until  I  left,  yes. 

7919.  Then  you  went  under  Mr.  Hebb.-'— Then  I 
went  under  Mr.  Hebb. 

7920.  Did  the  same  thing  occur  in  that  department 
when  you  were  under  Mr.  Hebb  of  people  coming  in 
and  asking  if  anybody  would  make  a  plan  for  them  ? 
— I  should  not  be  aware  of  it  then,  because  I  was 
away  in  another  room  entirely.  I  did  not  sit  in  the 
same  room  as  Mr.  Hebb,  and  I  do  not  know  of  any 
case. 

7921.  In  the  department  where  you  first  were  whom 
did  they  come  in  and  see ;  did  they  come  in  and  ask 
for  the  clerks  themselves,  or  go  to  Mr.  Goddard  or  Mr. 
Robertson  ?  —They  would  ask  a  clerk  in  thai  room. 

7922.  They  might  have  come  and  asked  a  clerk 
while  you  were  under  Mr.  Hebb.  You  give  as  a  reason 
why  you  should  not  know  it,  that  you  were  not  sitting 
in  the  same  room  as  Mr.  Hebb.  You  were  not  before 
sitting  in  the  same  room  as  Mr.  Goddard,  I  under- 
stand?—  No  ;  someone  would  bring  a  person  from  the 
Building  Act  office  into  this  room  in  which  I  was 
sitting,  and  would  say,  is  there  any«)ne  here  who  can 
make  a  plan  ? 

7923.  Some  official  or  member  of  the  Board  '^ — 
Some  official  of  the  Board,  some  officer. 

7924.  He  would  bring  an  applicant  in  to  know  if 
there  was  any  clerk  in  the  office  who  could  make  a 
plan  for  him  ? — Yes. 

7925.  Who  used  to  bring  them  in  ? — I  might  men- 
tion Mr.  Lancaster.  I  have  known  him  to  bring 
someone  in  and  ask  that  question. 

7926.  Anybody  else? — 1  <lo  not  remember  any- 
body else  just  at  the  moment. 

7927.  Has  that  never  occurred  since  you  have  l>een 
in  the  department  under  Mr.  Hebb  r — No.  There  is 
no  one  there  who  is  a  surveyor  but  myself  in  this 
room  in  which  I  sit  now. 

7928.  -Nobody  who  would  be  able  to  do  plans  ?— 
Not  to  make  a  survey  and  draw  a  plan  ;  he  might  be 
competent  to  prepare  tracings  and  so  on. 

7929.  Nothing  of  the  kind  occurred  ?— No,  not  in 
that  room. 

7930.  No  applicant  has  been  brought  in  or  come  in 
to  have  any  work  done  for  him,  not  merely  drawing 
plans,  but  anything  done  for  him? — No,  I  do  not 
know  of  any. 

7931.  {Mr.  Winch.)  I  understand  that  by  the 
terms  of  your  employment  you  could  or  you  could 
not  practii-e  as  an  architect  ? — I  undertook  to  devote 
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Fifteentl)  Day.  the  whole  of  my  time  during:  offico  lionrs,  that  was 
understood. 

7932.  After  office  hours  were  over  you  could  practice 
as  an  architect  ? — I  was  given  to  undersland  that  I 
might.     I  do  not  practice  as  an  architect 

7933.  Have  you,  in  fact,  practised  as  an  architect  ? 
I  do  not  consider  I  have. 

7934.  Have  you  done  architect's  work  outside  office 
hours  ? — I  have. 

7935.  You  did  not  consider  you  were  doing  any- 
thing wrong  in  preparing  this  plan,  did  yon  ? — I  did 
not. 

7936.  Why  did  not  you  put  your  name  to  it  \Yhen 
you  sent  it  in  to  the  Board  of  Works  ? — Well,  it  is 
very  seldom  done. 

7937.  For  the  architect  to  put  his  own  name  to  his 
plans  ? — There  is  only  a  small  tracing. 

7938.  Do  not  you  put  your  name  to  your  plans 
when  you  prepare  them  ? — I  have  seldom  much  to  do 
in  that  way  now. 

7939.  Is  it  not  the  rule  in  the  architect's  office 
where  you  learnt  your  profession  to  put  the  name  on 
the  plans  ? — Yes,  it  was  so. 

7940.  Why  did  not  you  adopt  it.  If  you  thought 
there  was  nothing  wrong  in  it  why  did  not  you  put 
your  name  on  this  plan  ? — I  had  a  very  good  reason 
not. 

7941.  You  thought  you  had  better  keep  it  secret  ? 
—Well 

7942.  Is  not  that  the  reason  ? — I  suppose  so. 

7943.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  What  was  this  plan 
in  the  case  of  Mr.  Barclay  ? — It  was  a  plan  for  a  line 
of  frontage. 

7944.  What  you  call  a  block  plan  ? — Yes,  a  similar 
plan  to  that^  on  a  piece  of  paper  like  that, 

7945.  Showing  the  mode  in  which  the  projection 
was  coming  out  ? — Yes. 

7946.  And  I  suppose  if  there  were  any  adjoining 
buildings  showing  their  plan  also  r — Yes. 

7947.  That  is  a  surveyor's  business,  not  an  archi- 
tect's  ? — No ;  it  requires  no  architecture  in  connexion 
with  tlut 

7948.  Are  you  now  in  the  Building  Act  Depart- 
ment ? — I  am  now  in  the  Building  Act  Department. 

7949.  In  bringing  out  the  frontages  in  these  streets 
near  London  is  it  not  a  frequent  occurrence  that  a 
distinction  is  drawn  between  bringing  out  a  lofty 
house  and  bringing  out  a  one-story  shop  ? — Decidedly, 
a  decided  distinction. 

7950.  The  two  things  would  not  be  at  all  identical  ? 
— Oh,  no ;  a  most  decided  difference. 

7951.  When  a  person  was  brought  in  was  the  plan 
required  immediately,  or  was  there  some  error  accord- 
ing to  the  forms  of  the  Board  ? — Mostly,  in  that  case, 
perhaps,  a  builder,  who  was  quite  incompetent  to 


prepare  a  plan  himself,  makes  an  attempt,  and  a  very 
bad  attempt  indeed,  to  bring  a  plan  up  to  the  Board 
to  show  what  he  means,  and  he  is  told  in  the  office 
thnt  it  will  not  do,  he  must  have  something  better 
and  clearer  before  the  matter  be  brought  before  the 
Board.  Then,  instead  of  going  away  somewhere,  he 
knows  what  delay  it  will  cause,  and  he  asks  whether 
somebody  cannot  do  it  in  the  building. 

7952.  (  Chairman,)  Did  that  somebody  get  anything 
for  doing  it  ? — Of  course  he  would  pay  the  man  for 
his  time. 

7953.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Would  it  be  done 
then  and  there  or  as  overtime  ? — Overtime,  certainly  ; 
anything  in  that  way.  The  few  things  I  have  done 
have  been  overtime,  in  ray  own  time. 

7954.  In  Jiow  many  instances  have  you  done  any- 
thing ? — These  two,  1  believe.  I  do  not  think  any 
more.  I  do  not  remember  any  other.  I  remember 
this  one  at  Kentish  Town. 

7955.  What  was  the  Kentish  Town  business  ?— It 
was  very  simple,  just  one  shop  brought  out. 

7956.  Something  like  this? — Something  like  this, 

7957.  A  low  shop  ? — A  one-story  shop. 

7958.  Brought  out  ? — Yes;  it  was  never  carried  out 
because  the  man  could  not  get  the  permission  of  the 
freeholder  to  give  up  the  land  in  front  which  the 
Board  wanted. 

7969.  We  have  heard  of  two  or  three  cases  during 
the  sitting  of  the  Commission.  Is  that  generally 
insisted  on  that  there  should  be  something  given 
up  to  the  public? — Certainly.  By  u  rule  of  the 
Board  in  the  case  of  all  buildings  brought  out  beyond 
the  general  line,  part  of  the  old  forecourt  or  space  in 
front  should  be  given  up  to  the  public  way  unless  the 
Board  otherwise  permit. 

7960.  That  is  generally  looked  upon  as  part  of  the 
consideration  which  the  public  exacts  ? — A  special 
application  must  be  made  if  that  land  is  not  given  up, 
some  very  special  reason. 

7961.  Do  you  know  whether  in  this  instance  in 
Hammersmith  Grove  in  Mr.  Barclay's  case,  there  had 
been  in  the  neighbourhood  other  single-story  shops 
brought  out? — Yes,  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  way. 

7962.  That  was  the  character  of  the  road  ?— That 
was  the  character  of  the  road. 

7963.  Houses  standing  together  in  forecourts  ? — 
Yes,  it  was  simply  carrying  out  what  was  done  on  the 
other  side  of  the  road. 

7964.  Leaving  an  ample  footway  ? — An  ample 
footway. 

7965.  {Mr,  Winch.)  Are  you  the  gentleman  that 
Mr.  Pett  used  to  do  some  work  for  ? — Mr.  Pett  did 
«ome  work  for  me. 

7966.  {Chatrman.)  He  has  been  examined  about  it. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Chajiles  Bowtkr,  recalled  and  further  examined. 


jfr.  (  Witness,)  T  do  not  know  whether  you  observed 

C.  Bowyer.      it,  but  in  this  application  made  by  Mr.  Millwood  for 

his  employer,  he  was  permitted  to  build  out  to  the 

furthest  extent  up  to  the  footpath,  and  that  footpath 
is  much  narrower  than  ray  footpath.  I,  myself  made 
a  second  application  to  the  Board,  giving  up  a  portion 
of  my  land  in  front,  making  it  a  16  feet  footpath.  I 
should  judge  from  memory.  I  have  not  measured 
the  footpath  in  the  Grove,  but  I  should  judge  it  is 
only  one  half  the  space  of  mine ;  the  Board  refused 
me,  and  they  do  not  refuse  hira. 

7967.  {Chairman.)  Was  yours  for  a  house,  or 
merely  for  a  shop  ? — Mine  was  for  a  shop,  and  his 
was  for  a  shop.  They  have  not  given  me  the  same 
consideration  as  they  have  given  the  gentleman  who 
employed  Mr.  Millwood.  I  recollect  another  instance 
of  building  forward,  and  building  forward  I  should 
suppose  without  the  consent  of  the  Metropolitan 
Board.  In  the  St.  John's  Road  near  the  Clapham 
Junction  there  were  five  wooden  shops  built  out. 
The  distance  of  the  forecourta  or  grounds  I  judge  to 


be  about  14  feet ;  two  of  those  shops  are  now  taken 
down  ;  three  of  them  are  still  standing.  I  pointed 
them  out  to  Mr.  Blashill  at  an  interview  with  him. 
I  said  the  Board  will  not  allow  me  to  build  out ;  will 
you  allow  me  to  build  an  ornamental  iron  verandah, 
glazed  over,  over  that  part  of  my  ground  in  front  ? 
He  said,  No,  that  would  not  be  allowed  ;  and  I  asked 
him.  Why  do  you  allow  these  wooden  sheds  to  be  built 
forward,  and  will  not  allow  me  tobuild  an  iron  verandah  ? 
I  told  him  I  would  not  put  up  such  rattle  shackle  sheds 
as  those.  Three  of  them  are  still  in  existence,  and 
the  consequence  of  their  building  out  these  sheds  up 
to  the  lines  of  the  footpath  is  this  :  Tho  Local  Board, 
I  suppose  it  is,  has  cut  off  a  slice  of  the  road,  and 
added  it  to  the  footpath.  The  footpath  was  only 
about  4  feet  wide;  only  two  people  could  walk 
abreast,  and  now  it  is  7  feet.  At  the  present  time 
there  exist  the  very  awnings  coming  out  to  the  old  line 
of  the  footpath,  1  he  water  all  pouring  down  as  you 
pass  by.  Lately  they  have  done  up  one  of  these 
shops,  evidently  int^iding  that  it  should  remain  for  a 
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very   considerable    tiino.     That   is    what    I   think    is      my  line  of  fronla«ye,  leaving  16  feet  of  footpath,  and  Fifteenth  bay. 

gro88ly  uuJair,  that  favouritism  shown  at  the  Board,      the    gentleman    who     employed    Air.    Millwood    is  

and   i   think  inquiry  shouhl  be   made  as  to  why — I      allowed  to  do  so  ?     If  I  had  employed  Mr.  Millwood,  ^  J"ly  ^^88. 
want  to  know  why — I  was  not  allowed  to  build  up  to      the  inference  is  I  should  have  succeeded.  "TT" 

The  witness  withdrew.  C  Bmoytr.. 


Mr.  William  Bbadlt  sworn  and  examined. 


7968.  ( Chairman,)  You  were  in  the  employment  of 
the  Metroi>olitan  Board  of  Works,  and  were  in  the 
improvements,  compensation,  and  estates  depart- 
ment ? — Yes, 

7969.  How  long  have  you  been  in  that  depart- 
ment ? — I  was  appointed  rn  April  1878. 

7970.  Were  you  in  that  department  next  under 
Mr.  Groddard  and  Mr.  Robertson  ? — Well,  my  Lord, 
I  suppose  that  was  my  position,  but,  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  I  had  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  Mr.  Robert- 
son ;  Mr.  Goddard  was  my  immediate  chief. 

7971.  Then  you  had  to  do  with  the  valuation  and 
compensation  department  ?— Yes,  entirely. 

7972.  Did  you  work  under  the  direction  of  Mr. 
Goddard,  or  had  you  any  independent  position  ? — I 
had  no  independent  position  whatever.  I  worked 
entirely  under  Mr.  Goddard.  I  prepared  details^  for 
valuations  which  were  submitted  to  Mr.  Goddard, 
and  he  would  settle  the  amounts  which  the  Board, 
was  to  give  for  any  property. 

7973.  Did  you  have  any  transactions  or  did  you 
act  for  anyone  outside  the  Board  ever  ? —  Never,  my 
Lord. 

7974.  Nor  had  any  arrangement  by  which  you 
received  payments  from  anyone  outside  the  Board  ? 
— In  connexion  with  properties  purchased  by  the 
Board? 

7975.  There  seems  to  be  something,  so  perhaps  you 
had  better  tell  us  what  it  was? — Yes;  in  two 
instances  I  have  received  money  in  connexion  with 
properties  that  have  been  purchased  by  the  Board, 
but  I  think  when  I  tell  you  the  circumstances  perhaps 
you  will  not  attach  so  much  importance  to  them  as 
you  may  in  the  first  instance.  In  August  1885  some 
property  at  Battersea,  Nos.  I  to  6,  Little  Europa 
Place,  was  offered  to  the  Board.  Mr.  Groddard 
suggested  that  he  should  be  allowed  ro  negotiate 
provisionally.  At  this  time  I  may  tell  you  the  Board 
had  not  obtained  power  for  the  compulsory  purchase 
of  the  property.  'J  he  committee  declined  to  take 
any  action  in  the  matter,  and  I  then  thought  as  I  was 
not  the  responsible  officer  that  it  was  open  to  anyone 
to  purchase  the  property,  and  so  long  as  no  more 
was  paid  for  the  property  than  would  have  been 
paid  to  any  other  claimant  I  did  not  sec  very  much 
in  it. 

797G.  Was  this  property  which  had  been  scheduled  ? 
— It  had  been  scheduled. 

7977.  Of  course  you  knew  it  to  be  scheduled? — 
I  knew  it  to  be  scheduled. 

7978.  Were  the  Board  at  that  time  applying  for 
power  to  Parliament  ? — Yes ;  it  was  awaiting  its 
third  reading. 

7979.  You  negotiated  with  the  owner,  did  you  ? — 
No ;  Mr.  Goddard  negotiated.  All  letters  would  be 
signed  by  Mr.  Groddard, 

7980.  I  thought  you  said  it  occurred  to  you  to 
purchase  it? — Well,  no,  the  negotiations  did  not 
take  place  through  me.  I  may  say  at  once  that  my 
friend,  Mr.  Frank  Hards,  of  Greenwich — we  were 
clerks  tcgether  for  10  years  before  I  entered  the 
Board's  service — and  I  have  had  various  little  specu- 
lations together  for  a  long  series  of  years,  and  we 
were  really  jointly  interested  in  this  matter. 

7981.  Did  he  then  negotiate  with  the  owner  of 
Nos.  1  to  6,  Europa  Place  ? — Yes. 

7982.  A  letter  had  come  from  the  owner  offering 
to  negotiate  with  the  Board  ? — Originally. 

798b.  The  Board  declined  to  take  any  action  at 
that  moment  ? — They  declined  to  take  action. 

7984.  Then  who  was  it  you  say  negotiated? — 
Mr.  Frank  Hards,  of  Greenwich,  a  very  old  friend  of 
mine.     We  had  worked  together  20  years  ago. 


7985.  He  heard  about  it,  of  course,  from  you  ? — 1 
cannot  say  that  definitely.  It  is  some  time  ago.  I 
co'jld  not  say  positively  whether  I  gave  him  the  first 
information,  or  whether  he  noticed  the  advertisement 
in  the  paper,  but  it  was  subsequently  offered  by 
auction.  I  believe  it  was  the  fag  end  of  an  estate 
which  the  trustees  were  anxious  to  get  rid  of  to  settle 
up  accounts. 

7986.  It  was  bought  at  all  events? — It  was  bought. 

7987.  Was  it  bought  at  auction  ? — I  think  not. 

7988.  Was  it  the  freehold  that  was  bought  ?— No ; 
the  leasehold. 

7989.  What  length  of  term  ? — It  was  a  long  term. 
I  could  not  tell  you  exactly. 

7990.  How  much  was  given  for  it  ?*— That  I  cannot 
tell  you.     I  can  tell  you  what  the  Board  gave. 

7991 .  You  must  know  what  you  gave  ? — I  have  no 
accounts.  I  could  not  tell  what  was  given  for  it.  I 
should  think  somewhere  betweeil  400/.  and  500/.,  but 
I  could  not  tell  you  positively. 

7992.  Were  they  residential  houses  ?— They  were 
cottages  which  had  been  neglected,  and  for  which,  if 
an  outlay  had  been  made,  higher  rents  could  have 
been  obtained,  and  a  considenS>le  profit  made  out  of 
them. 

7993.  They  were  not  shops  ?•:— They  were  not 
shops. 

7994.  Then  these  were  bought,  and  afterwards  the 
Board  got  compulsory  powers  ? — Quite  so. 

7995.  When  did  the  Board  give  notice  to  treat  ? — 
That  I  carnot  tell  you.  I  should  think  it  would  be 
in  the  middle  of  1885.  ^ 

7996.  Who  would  that  notice  be  served  on  ? — That 
would  be  served  on  the  purchaser,  a  Mr.  Thomson. 

7997.  The  purchaser  from  whom  ? — Mi*.  Hards 
and  myself  thought  it  better,  6o  that  Mr.  Goddard 
should  approach  the  matter  perfectly  unbiassed,  that 
another  name  should  appear. 

7998.  So  that  Mr.  Thomson  appeared  as  the  owner  ? 
— That  is  so. 

7999.  But  he  really  was  representing  you  t^ro? — 
Yes. 

8000.  Was  there  a  conveyance  to  Mr.  Thomson  ? — 
Yes ;  no  doubt. 

8001.  So  that  after  you  had  bought  it  was  con- 
veyed to  Mr.  Thomson,  but  he  was  really  trustee  for 
you  and  Mr.  Hards  ? — That  is  the  case. 

8002.  How  much  did  the  Board  pay  ? — The  Board 
paid  700/.  I  may  say,  in  that  case,  my  valuation  was 
660/.  Mr.  Goddard  saw  the  property  himself,  and 
increased  that  amount  to  700/. 

8003.  Tlien  you  had  yourself  valued  the  property 
which  really  belonged  to  yourself  ? — In  the  ordinary 
course,  I  made  the  calculation  of  what  I  thought 
should  be  given.  I  looked  upon  Mr.  Goddard  as  very 
much  in  the  position  of  umpire  in  fixing  the  amount 
which  the  Board  should  pay. 

8004.  When  you  fixed  it  at  660/.,  you  were  valuing 
for  the  Board  ? — ^No,  my  Lord.  I  never  looked  at  it 
in  that  way. 

8005.  Take  not  this  property,  but  any  other  pro- 
perty. If  you  valued  it  in  the  course  of  your  duties, 
it  was  a  valuation  made  to  assist  Mr.  Goddard  in 
forming  hie  judgment  of  what  was  the  value? — It 
was  a  valuation  as  I  looked  at  it,  giving  my  opinion 
of  the  value  to  Mr.  Goddard.  I  never  knew  what 
view  Mr.  Gk)ddard  would  take.  He  was  just  as  likely 
to  decrease  as  incitjase  my  valuation. 

8006.  It  was  in  order  that  the  valuation  might 
depend  on  two  minds,  and  not  one.  What  was  the 
use  of  your  valuing  at  all  ? — Not  in  this  casCi  but  in 
all  the  other  cases. 
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8007  What  were  you  supposed  to  'lo  it  for — fcr 
amusement,  or  what  ? — No  ;  not  for  amusement. 

8008.  Then  what  was  it  for,  unless  it  wag  to  guide 
Mr.  Goddard.  Was  your  principal  duty  that  of 
valuing  property  ? — It  was  the  chief  part  ot  my  duty. 
I  had  a  very  lar^e  amount  of  general  work. 

8009.  What  did  you  suppose  your  time  was  largely 
occupied  in  valuing  this  property  for.  I  do  not  mean 
this  particular  property,  but  propeity  generally  ? — I 
assisted  Mr.  Goddard,  generally,  that  is  all  I  can 
say. 

8010.  You  valued  it  at  660/.  ? — If  any  question  had 
been  asked  at  the  committee  whether  Mr.  Goddard 
had  valued  this  property  himself,  he  would  have  said 
at  once,  yes.  He  made  himself  fully  conversant  with 
all  properties  purchased  by  the  Board,  by  frequent 
visits  to  them. 

8011.  Were  there  ever  any  money  tiansiictions 
between  you  and  Mr.  Goddard? — Never;  well,  I 
should  say  this — I  said  *'  never  "  rather  thoughtlessly. 
On  April  7th,  1884,  I  received  a  sum  of  31/.  4*.  10^. 
from  Mr.  Goddard  for  assistance  with  reference  to  some 
railway  matters  referred  to  him  as  umpire,  and  I  re- 
ceived some  smaller  amounts  for  charities,  &c.,  10/.; 
but  the  whole  would  not  exceed  45/.,  and  not  one 
penny  of  that  had  any  connexion  with  the  Board. 

8012.  You  did  not  pay  anything  to  him  ? — No,  my 
Lord.  Our  positions  were  purely  those  of  chief  and 
subordinate.     There  was  no  collusion  between  us. 

8013.  Had  he  any  idea  that  you  were  interested  in 
this  ? — Not  the  slightest.  I  placed  the  matter  before 
him  on  the  usual  bas's,  and  without  the  slightest 
attempt  to  bias  his  mind,  I  put  my  figure  before  him. 
He  considered  the  claim.  He  kncv/  the  property  and 
he  fixed  the  amount. 

8014.  Was  that  TOO/.' paid  r— That  700/.  was  paid. 
HOlo.  Was   there  any  arbitration,  or  anything  of 

that  kind  ? — No,  my  Lord  ;  but  1  think  I  am  right  in 
saying  that  not  one  shilling  more  was  paid  lor  that 
property  than  would  have  been  paid  to  Jones,  SmitJ), 
Robinson,  or  any  other  claimant. 

8016.  Was  any  other  property  in  the  same  place 
taken  at  the  same  time  ?  Yours  was  No.  1  to  No.  6, 
Europa  Place.  Were  there  any  other  houses  in 
Europa  Place  taken  ? — That  I  cannot  say  from 
memory  ;  I  have  not  the  plan  with  me. 

8017.  Do  you  know  whether  Mr.  Goddard  was 
himself  interested  in  any  houses  there? — No,  my 
Lord,  I  should  think  not.  In  fact,  he  would  not  teU 
me ;  he  always  kept  the  position  of  head  of  the 
office. 

8018.  He  might  have  been  buying  in  the  same  way, 
and  relying  on  you  for  an  independent  valuation,  and 
you  on  him  ? — I  do  not  know  how  that  could  be.  I 
do  not  know  what  Mr.  Goddard  was  paid  his  1,000/. 
a  year  for,  unless  it  was  to  take  the  responsibility. 

8019.  Perhaps  Mr.  Goddard  might  say  the  same  of 
you  ? — I  could  not  help  what  Mr.  Goddard  said.  I 
could  only  ^ay  that  was  the  position;  that  I  looked 
upon  Mr.  Goddard  as  the  responsible  officer  for  valua- 
tions, and  if  Mr.  Goddard  had  kept  right  I  should 
never  have  been  in  the  present  position  I  am. 

8020.  What  was  the  profit  mado  on  that  trans- 
action ? — I  should  think  something  about  240/.  I 
know  the  amount  I  received — 124/. 

8021.  That  was  one.  Was  there  any  other  ? — There 
was  one  other.  That  was  on  the  April  10th,  1886. 
There  was  a  property  offered  by  auction  on  November 
28th,  1884,  in  connexion  with  the  Hughes'  Fields 
Scheme,  Deptford.  The  property  was  offered  by 
auction  on  November  the  28th,  1884,  but  the  con- 
firmation of  the  scheme  was  not  till  July  the  22nd, 
1885.  That  scheme  had  been  talked  of  for  years, 
and  it  was  very  doubtful,  I  think,  even  then  whether 
the  Board  would  go  on  with  it.  At  all  events,  it  was 
a  property  as  to  which  we  did  not  care  very  much 
whether  the  Board  came  or  not,  because  we  could 
have  developed  it  and  made  a  profit  from  it  under  any 
other  circumstances. 

8022.  Did  you  buy  it? — We  bought  it  in  precisely 
the  same  way. 


8023.  You  and  Mr.  Hards  ?— Yes,  Mr.  Hards  and 
myself. 

8021.  What  did  you  give  for  that?  — I  think 
altogether  from  about  1,400/.  to  1,500/. 

8025.  Was  that  also  conveyed  to  Mr.  Thomson  ? — 
No,  that  was  conveyed  to  a  Mr.  Francis. 

8026.  Who  is  Mr.  Thomson  ?— WeU,  my  Lord,  ho 
was  a  pupil  of  Mr.  Hards,  or  ratlier  the  old  firm  of 
Hards,  Vaughan,  and  Jenkinson.  He  was  a  pupil  of 
the  old  firm  before  my  friend  Mr,  Frank  Hards  was 
connected  with  the  business  at  all. 

8027.  What  is  he  doing  now  ? — I  believe  he  is  still 
in  Mr.  Frank  Hards'  office. 

8028.  What  is  Mr.  Francis? — I  do  not  know 
Mr.  Francis.     I  could  not  tell  you  that. 

8029.  Was  that  arranged  by  Mr.  Hards  ? — Yes. 

8030.  Then  the  Board  in  that  case,  I  suppose^  dealt 
with  Mr.  Francis  ? — Yes,  it  was  a  specubtive  pro- 
perty altogether. 

8031.  Did  you  value  it  for  the  Board  ? — In  the  same 
way  ? 

8032.  I  mean  in  the  same  way? — Yes,  in  the  same 
way. 

8033.  What  did  you  value  that  at  ?— I  valued  that 
at  2,800/.,  which  was  at  the  rate  of  2(1.  a  foot.  We 
toot  the  opinion  of  the  district  surveyor. 

8034.  What  did  Mr.  Goddard  value  it  at?—Mr. 
Goddard  valued  it  at  3,000/.  In  all  my  reports,  I  may 
say,  a  blank  was  left  for  Mr.  Goddard  to  fill  in  the 
amount  he  would  advise  the  Board  to  give. 

8035.  Did  the  Board  give  the  3,0(X)/.  ?— The  Board 
gave  3,000/.  I  put  it  at  2d.  a  foot,  other  proj>erties 
quite  near  to  that  being  absolutely  leased  at  a  rate 
that  would  bear  out  that  value. 

8036.  What  was  your  profit  on  that  transaction  ? — 
I  had  500/.  out  of  that. 

8037.  You  did  not  ,'^et  half  the  profit  in  that  case? 
— I  did  not. 

8038.  What  share  did  you  get? — There  was  no 
share. 

8039.  Do  vou  mean  Mr.  Hards  got  all  the  rest  ? — 
Yes. 

8040.  Why  did  he  get  more  than  half  ?  —  Ho 
financed  the  whole  matter, 

8041.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  You  mean  you  put  in  no 
money  there  ? — I  put  in  no  money  there.  It  occurred 
tx)  me  it  could  not  matter  to  the  Board  who  purchased 
so  long  as  the  price  paid  was  right.  I  had  perfect 
confidence  in  the  amount  that  was  being  given,  and 
that  is  borne  out  by  Mr.  Goddard  raising  the  figure. 

8042.  (  Chairman,)  How  did  you  buy  it,  by  auction 
or  private  contract  ? — ^It  was  by  auction. 

8043.  How  long  was  it  after  the  sale  by  auction 
that  the  valuation  was  made  by  you  and  Mr.  Goddard  ? 
— I  should  think  about  two  and  a  half  years. 

8041.  Did  Mr.  Francis  send  in  that  claim?  — 
Yes. 

8045.  Do  you  remember  what  he  claime<l  ?  —  I 
think  the  claim  was  4,300/.  There  was  a  difference 
of  opinion  between  my  own  idcA  and  the  idea  of  the 
district  surveyor  whom  we  had  a  report  from  and 
Mr.  Hards.  From  the  first,  when  the  property  was 
bought,  I  made  my  judgment  of  2</.  a  foot,  and  I  never 
varied  from  that,  and  I  believe  every  surveyor  who 
would  look  at  it  would  bear  me  out  that  that  is  a 
perfectly  right  amount. 

8046.  Then  the  claim  that  was  sent  in  in  the  name 
of  Francis  really,  partly  on  your  behalf,  was  in  your 
view  a  very  great  deal  more  than  it  was  worth  ? — 
Yes,  that  is  so;  but  I  wished  Mr.  Goddard  to  ap- 
proach (he  matter  perfectly  unbiassed.  I  wanted  it  to 
come  before  him  as  any  other  claim  would  come.  I 
never  made  the  slightest  suggestion  to  him. 

8047.  Was  there  any  other  transaction  ? — No,  my 
^x)rd. 

8048.  That  was  the  last,  was  it  ?— That  was  the 
last. 

804^.  Do  you  know  of  any  other  instances  in  which 
thi»  has  been  done,  to  piuchase  land  after  it  was  known 
t  lie  Bojard  were  going  to  take  it  ,or  likely  to  tako  it ; 
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and  to  seud  in  the  application  by  some  one  who  was  a 
name  represent! njif  the  real  owner  ?-  -No,  my  Lord. 

8050.  You  know  of  no  other  instance  r — No,  I  do 
not  recollect;  bat  then  I  was  not  interested  a  sixpence 
in  anything. 

8051.  I  am  not  asking  in  your  case.  Do  you  know 
it  in  other  cases  ? — No,  my  Lord,  I  do  not.  If  there 
we]*e  anything  like  that  we  should  not  know  of  it. 

8052.  You  would  not  know  anything  beyond  the 
name  in  which  it  was  sent  in  ? — No. 

8053.  You  did  not  hear  of  any  ? — No.  So  far  as 
my  knowledge  goes  we  have  treated  all  cases  in  the 
same  way,  irrespective  of  claimants  altogether,  dis- 
regarding the  amounts  claimed. 

(^Chairman.)  I  should  like  the  papers  looked  up  in 
these  two  cases. 

8051.  [Mr,  Bosmiguet.)  Did  you  a-^sist  to  draw  up 
Francis'  claim? — No,  I  never  saw  it  till  it  arrived. 

8055.  I  understand  your  business  waj  to  prepare 
details  of  the  property  to  be  valued,  and  then  Mr. 
Groddai'd  fixed  the  amount,  is  that  so  ? — That  is  so. 
The  amount  was  left  blank  in  the  reports  prepared 
for  Mr.  Goddard.  He  would  fill  in  the  amount  that 
he  would  recommend  the  Board  to  give,  and  would 
initial  the  report.  Mr.  Vulliamy,  and  until  quiie 
recently  Mr.  Blashill,  would  never  accept  my  reports 
except  Mr.  Goddard  initialled  them. 

8056.  You  prepared  a  written  report,  I  suppose, 
and  sent  it  in  ? — I  cannot  say  whether  I  prepared  it 
myself,  it  might  have  been  drafted  by  Mr.  Matthew 
Goddard,  and  I  might  have  look  at  it.  Certainly  I 
should  look  at  it  l)efore  it  went  to  Mr.  Goddard  to  see 
it  was  in  proper  shape. 

8057.  Would  it  have  your  name  to  it?— No;  I 
should  take  it  into  Mr.  Goddard  when  we  went 
through  the  reports  for  Monday,  and  I  should  simply 
place  it  before  him. 

8058.  {Chairman,)  Would  that  be  filed  in  ordinary 
course  in  the  officer — It  would  be  kept  in  the 
papers. 

8059.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  There  would  be  one  report 
of  the  details  prepared  by  you  and  Matthew  Goddard 
togethar  ?~  No.  Matthew  Goddard  as  a  clerk  in  the 
office  would  simply  draft  them  from  the  claims,  and  I 
should  look  at  them  to  see  they  were  written  correctly 
in  accordance  with  the  claim. 

8060.  You  tell  us  you  went  down  and  prepared  the 
details  of  the  valuation  ? — I  think  Mr.  Goddard  went 
Avith  me. 

8061.  Then  you  and  Mr.  Goddard  prepared  that. 
Do  you  mean  to  say  you  did  not  make  a  statement 
with  respect  tj  each  detail  of  the  valuation,  what  the 
house  or  houses  would  let  at  per  year,  or  anything  of 
that  kind  ? — It  was  not  treated  in  that  way.  We 
could  have  treated  this  Deptford  properly  in  two 
ways.  We  could  either  have  repaired  it  and  let  it  at 
increased  rents,  or  we  could  have  dealt  with  it  as  a 
building  site. 

8062.  You  did  deal  with  it  some  how  in  your 
report.  How  did  you  deal  with  it  ? — Simply  gaee  a 
statement  of  facts  as  they  were. 

8063.  Did  you  state  the  facts  as  to  what  the  pro- 
perty would  let  at  ? — No,  we  should  not. 

{Mr.  Botanguet.)  Would  Uiat  be  in  existence  ? 
{Mr.  Meadows  fVhite.)  I  should  think  most  pro- 
Imbly  it  would.     The  papers  have  been  sent  for. 

8064.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Then  there  was  a  con- 
veyauce  to  Francis  in  this  Deptford  matter  ?— That  is 
so. 

8065.  I  suppose  we  could  get  the  date  of  that  con- 
veyance ? — Yes ;  I  should  think  the  date  of  that 
would  be  about  Apiil  1886. 

8066.  When  was  the  purchase  by  the  Beard? — 
November  the  28th,  1884,  after  the  scheme  had  been 
talke<l  about  for  seven  years. 

8067.  April  1886  was  the  conveyance  to  Francis. 
It  must  have  been  after  that  it  was  conveyed  to  the 
Board  ? — I  think  you  are  under  a  misapprehension. 
The  conveyance  to  Francis  would  be  about  1884,  the 
conveyance  to  the  Board  would  be  1886. 


{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  understood  it  was  sold 
by  auction  to  a  pernon  of  the  name  of  Francis  nomi- 
nally, and  then  Francis  would  convey  to  the  Board. 

(Mr,  Bosanquet.)  Would  that  appear  in  any  ab- 
stract of  title  that  you  would  get  when  Francis 
bought  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  titles  are  all  carefully 
investigated. 

{Mr,  Bosanquet.)  You  would  have  some  abstract 
of  title  or  something  that  woold  show  it  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White,)  Most  certainly.  I  suppose 
the  particulars  of  the  sale  by  auction  would  appear. 

{Mr,  Bosanquet,)  And  the  conveyance  by  Francis  ? 

{Mr,  Meadows  While.)  Yes;  there  would  be  an 
abstract  of  title  in  the  usual  way. 

8068.  {Mr.  Bosanquet,)  I  should  like  to  see  one  of 
those.  (  To  the  Witness.)  You  seem  in  the  case  of  the 
Deptford  scheme  to  have  received  one  third  of  the 
profit  ? — I  do  not  know  how  the  amount  was  made  up. 

80C9.  Was  there  any  arrangement  by  Mr.  Hards 
of  what  proportion  you    were   to  get? — ITiere  was 

IJoL. 

8070.  {Chairman.)  Did  any  account  pass  between 
you  or  any  document.  Did  you  give  a  receipt  ? — 
No. 

8071.  Why  not  ?-^ Well,  Mr.  Hards  and  myself 
have  been  such  very  old  friends,  and  we  have  been 
in  several  other  matters  not  at  all  connected  with  the 
Board  during  many  years.  Mr.  Hards  is  a  very 
generous  man  ;  I  felt  he  was  quite  ^villing  to  treat 
me  in  the  matter  liberally,  and  I  should  never  think  of 
making  an  arrangement  with  Mr.  Hards. 

8072.  {Mr,  Bosanquet,)  Turning  to  the  fii'st 
transaction,  you  got  half,  did  you  not  ? — It  may  have 
been  so,  but  I  have  nothing  to  assist  me. 

8073.  You  told  us  the  other  was  something  like 
200/.,  and  you  received  124/.? — I  assumed  that 
was  so. 

8074.  Did  you  find  any  money  for  that  scheme  ? — 
No,  I  did  not. 

8075.  All  you  did  was  to  assist  Mr.  Hards  with 
information  ? — Well,  I  could  not  say.  I  do  not  know 
whether  Mr.  Hards  nsked  me  about  it,  or  whether  I 
went  to  him,  but  we  had  other  matters. 

8076.  What  did  you  put  into  the  venture  at  all 
if  you  put  in  no  money  ?  What  could  vou  put  into  this 
venture  except  your  information  or  skill  or  something  ? 
You  put  in  no  money,  and  yet  it  was  a  joint  specula- 
tion. What  did  you  put  in  ? — I  did  not  hand 
Mr.  Hards  any  money  in  either  transaction,  but  there 
were  other  things  going  on. 

8077.  I  am  asking  you  in  what  way  you  assisted 
the  venture.  You  did  not  get  it  for  nothing  ? — Well, 
I  assume  that  I  used  my  knowledge  that  the  property 
had  been  offered  to  (he  Board ;  they  had  declined  to 
deal  with  the  matter,  and,  in  fact,  they  had  no  power 
to  deal  with  the  matter. 

8078.  {Chairman.)  You  knew  that  tJie  Bill  was 
likely  to  pass  as  an  Act,  and  that  the  Board  were 
pretty  sure  to  take  the  property  ? — ^Yes,  I  knew  that, 
but  I  was  quite  sure  that  the  Board  would  pay  700/. 
to  anyboily  else.  I  could  not  induence  Mr.  Goddai*d's 
mind  one  sixpence. 

8079.  {Mr.  Bosanquet,)  When  you  communicated 
your  knowledge  to  Mr.  Hards  you  knew  in  your 
department  what  property  had  been  referenced,  as  it 
is  called  ? — Most  probably  I  knew  that. 

8080.  I  am  not  speaking  merely  of  these  schemes, 
but  you,  in  your  particular  department  of  the  office, 
would  know  that  with  regai-d  to  other  schemes  ? — 
We  should  have  the  reference  books  sent  to  us; 
there  is  no  doubt  about  that. 

8081.  Apart  from  these  two  cases,  in  which  you 
appear  to  have  communicated  to  Mr.  Hards,  did  you 
communicate  to  anybody  what  property  had  been 
referenced  ? — ^No. 

8082.  {Chairman.)  Did  you  communicate  to 
Mr.  Hards  in  any  other  case  ? — No. 

8083.  Did  Mr.  Hards  buy,  in  anv  other  case, 
on  his  own  account,  any  property  that  had  been 
referenced  ? — I  think  not. 

Kk  4 
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Hr'. 
W,  Bradly. 
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8084.  {Mr,  Bosanquet,)  You  are  not  aware  of  any 
other  official  or  member  of  the  Board  who  did  purchase 
any  property  that  had  been  referenced  ? — No,  I  do 
not  know  at  all,  I  have  nothiug  t>o  suggest  that  such 
has  been  the  case  at  all. 

8085.  I  am  asking  you  whether  you  do  know  ? — 
No,  I  do  not  know. 

8086.  You  did  not  in  any  other  case  communicate 
to  anybody  the  fact  that  property  had  been  scheduled 
or  referenced  to  be  purchased  by  the  Board  ? — No. 

8087.  {Mr.  Winch,)  Do  you  know  whether 
Mr.  Hards  used  anybody  else's  name  in  the  case  of 
purchases  from  the  Board? — No,  I  do  not  know 
at  all. 

8088.  Are  you  sure  of  that  ? — I  do  not  know,  so  I 
must  1)6  sui'e. 

8089.  Mr.  Wakefield,  in  answer  to  question  8, 
describes  you  as  assistant  vainer  to  the  Board.  That 
i.s  your  right  position,  is  it  not  ? — The  Board  gave  me 
that  title  in  1885. 

8090.  And  that  is  what  you  do;  put  valuations 
upon  certain  properties  ? — 1  gave  Mr.  Goddard,  at-  I 
have  told  the  Commission,  all  I  did,  but  in  Mr.  God- 
dard'«i  time  the  Board  never  wouM  have  accepted  my 
valuation  when  Mr.  Groddard  was  there.  They  would 
have  hjid  Mr.  Goddard's  valuation. 

8091.  But  you  did  give  a  valuation  as  well  ns 
Mr.  Goddard  ? — I  gave  a  valuation  to  Mr.  Goddard  ; 
I  gave  no  valuation  to  the  Board. 

8092.  May  I  a'^k  are  you  still  a«?si^tnnt  valuer  to 
the  Board  ? — Yes. 

8093.  As  to  these  transactions  you  have  now  told 
the  Commission  of,  before  to-day  have  you  disclosccl 
them  to  any  member  of  the  Board  ?•- Certainly  not. 

8094.  Down  to  your  coming  and  giving  your 
evidence  before  this  Commission  you  have  kept  these 
transactions  secset  ? — Yes. 

8095.  From  the  Board  and  from  an/  of  their 
officials  ? — Quito  so,  so  as  Mr.  Goddard  should  have 
an  unbiassed  judgment  in  fixing  the  sum  the  Board 
would  give. 

8096.  Why  have  you  kept  it  secret  ?— Well,  you 
do  not  talk  about  everything. 

8097.  I  know  you  do  not,  I  quite  agree.  Have 
not  you  liad  some  reason  for  keeping  this  secret  ? — 
No,  I  do  not  know  that  I  have. 

8098.  Now,  sir,  come — frankly  ? — If  anybody  had 
asked  me  I  should  have  told  them. 

8099.  If  a  member  of  the  Board  had  asked  you 
whether  you  had  been  mixed  up  in  transaction*},  and 
had  got  500/.  out  of  one  and  124/.  out  of  another,  you 
would  have  told  the  member  of  the  Boanl  so ;  do 
you  say  that?— If  they  had  asked  the  question,  I 
should  have  told  them.     I  should  not  have  shirked  it, 

8100.  Why  did  not  you,  in  a  transaction  of  this 
sort,  in  which  the  Boai^  were  clearly  iwying  you  a 
very  large  profit  on  your  purchase  money,  speak  of  it 
openly? — Because  I  wanted  Mr.  Goddard,  the  re- 
sponsible officer,  to  fix  his  valuation  from  his  unbiassed 
judgment. 

8101.  Now,  I  will  take  yon  to  the  next  point. 
Mr.  Goddard,  tha  responsible  officer,  has  fixed  his 
valuation  on  an  unbiassed  judgment,  and  the  Board 
have  paid  you.  We  have  done  with  Mr.  Goddanl. 
Why  did  not  you  then  say,  I  think  I  ought  to  toll  the 
Board  this ;  1  have  made  500/.  out  of  one  transaction 
and  124/.  out  of  another?— It  never  occunxd  to  me 
that  the  Board  would  care  one  jot  who  was  the 
purchaser  so  long  as  the  price  paid  was  the  right 
price. 

8102.  Now  I  want  to  ask  you  this.  You  have 
been  in  this  department  for  a  good  many  years.  Can 
you  give  me  the  names  or  any  particular  name  that 
has  often  turned  up  as  a  claimant  ?--No,  I  cannot. 

8103.  Has  there  been  a  name  that  has  turned  up 
more  than  once  as  a  claimant  ? — I  should  think  the 
name  of  "  Smith  "  would. 

8104.  Of  ooui-se,  and  Brown  and  Robinson ;  but 
apart  from  that,  do  you  mean  to  say  there  has  never 
occurred  a  name  that  has  struck  you   as  constantly 


turning  up  as  a  claimant  in  these  transactions  ? — I  do 
say  80. 

8105.  No  one  name  appeared  moretlian  another  ? — 
I  cannot  say  more  than  once. 

8106.  Try  and  help  me  to  a  name  ?— I  cannot  help 
you  to  a  name.  I  suggest  Jones,  Smith,  and  BoUn- 
son,  as  being  common  names,  but  other  names  I  could 
not  tell  you.  Certainly,  uncommon  names  have  not 
appeared  to  my  knowledge  frequently. 

8107.  {Chairman,)  Did  Francis,  do  you  think, 
appear  on  any  other  occasion,  or  Thomson  ? — No,  I 
think  not. 

8108.  {Mr,  Winch.)  Cannot  you  be  ceitain  ? 
Francis  is  a  name  that  would  strike  you.  It  would 
be  an  old  friend.  Did  Francis'  name  ever  appear 
again  ?  —  Francis'  name  appeared  in  reference  to  a 
ground  reut. 

8109.  The  same  Francis? — The  same  Francis;  but 
I  do '  not  know  how  his  name  appeared  at  all.  You 
must  get  that  from  Mr.  Hards.  I  was  going  to 
explain  this,  that  in  June  1886  I  purchased  a  ground 
rent  of  50/.  per  annum,  secured  on  Richmond  Terrace, 
Sigismnnd  Street,  and  land  in  Marsh  Lane,  Greenwich. 
1  8old  that  to  the  purchaser  of  the  leasehold  interest 
Ladyday  1887,  at  which  date  the  Bill  for  the  tunnel 
had  only  passed  its  second  reading.  At  the  time  I 
purchased  nothing  whatever  was  before  the  Board. 
The  engineer  was  not  instructed  even  to  prepare  a 
scheme  or  take  borings  to  see  whether  a  tunnel  was 
practicable  till  two  months  after  the  date  of  the 
contract,  and  my  name  appears  as  owner  of  that 
property  in  the  reference  book  and  Mr.  Francis.  I 
have  not  since  that  date  had  omj  sixpence  interest 
in  it. 

8110.  Then  you  purchased  this?  Did  the  Board 
afterwards  take  that  ? — ^They  have  not  taken  it  yet 

8111.  That  is  a  scheme  that  is  in  operation  now  ? 
— Yes,  and  so  scrupulous  have  I  been  in  that  matter, 
because  Mr.  Goddard  has  been  away,  and  I  would 
have  no  connexion  whatever  with  properties  purchased 
by  the  Board,  that  I  would  not  deal  with  the  matter 
at  all.  I  suggested  tliat  an  outside  opinion,  Mr.  Robert 
Vigers,  whom  I  do  not  thhik  anyone  will  doubt, 
should  be  consulted,  and  he  has  fixed  the  value.  1 
do  not  think  I  ought  to  go  into  figures  in  this  ease, 
because  the  matter  is  not  settled  yet ;  it  may  go  to  a 
jury  and  it  would  not  be  fair. 

8112.  Let  me  deal  with  this  transaction.  In  this 
transaction  your  name  does  appear  ? — Yes,  it  does 
appear. 

8113.  You  did  not  in  this  transaction  try  to  use  the 
name  of  anybody  else  as  your  nominee  ? — No,  I 
purchased  the  property  before  any  scheme  was  before 
the  fioard. 

8114.  Why  then  did  you  adopt  a  different  course 
in  the  other  two  transactions?  Why  did  not  )ou 
adopt  with  those  two  transactions  the  same  course  as 
you  adopted  in  this  one  ? — Because  Mr,  Goddard  had 
talked  about  his  retirement  for  some  time,  and  I 
thought  perhaps  that  that  might  make  me  the  respon- 
sible officer  for  valuations. 

8115.  You  thought  that  if  those  transactions  really 
came  before  your  Board  you  would  not  be  likely  to 
get  your  promotion  ? 

8116.  {Chairman)  No,  no,  you  mean  you  would 
then  have  been  at  the  head  of  the  office  and  the 
person  to  decide  on  the  valuation  ? — Quite  so,  and  I 
think  there  is  a  great  difference  between  the  head  of 
the  department  responsible  for  the  valuation  and  the 
subordinate. 

8117.  Did  you  contemplate  that  at  the  time  when 
this  Deptfcrd  matter  or  the  Europa  Place  matter  was 
going  forward  ? — At  that  time  it  was  in  the  dim 
distance.  Mr.  Goddard  was  not  talking  about  retire- 
ment or  anything  like  that,  and  I  thought  there  was 
nothing  in  it. 

8118.  You  are  referring  only  to  this  last  transac- 
tioJi  ?— That  is  all ;  I  thought  there  was  nothing 
in  it. 

8 UP.  {Mr,  Bosanquet,)  Can  you  give  us  the  date 
of  thin  last  transaction  ? — The  date  of  that  was  June 
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the  11th,   1886.     That  was  two  months  bofore  the 
Hoard  decided  to  take  any  action  whatever. 

8120.  {Mr.  Winch,)  What  is  your  salary  at  the 
Board  ? — My  salary  is  350/.  now. 

8121.  {Chairman.)  I  understand  your  only  interest 
there  was  in  this  p^ound  rent.  Mr,  Francis  did  not 
represent  you  at  all  in  that  transaction  ? — Not  at  ail. 

8122.  That  property  was  subject  to  a  rentcharge  of 
50/.  a  year  ? — It  was  a  ground  rent  and  a  sub-lease. 

8123.  It  was  a  ground  rent  of  50/.,  of  which  you 
were  the  owner  ? — ^'fhat  is  so. 

8124.  You  appeared  in  all  the  documents  as  the 
owner  of  that  ground  rent  ? — Yes. 

8125.  {Mr.  Meadows  White,)  I  believe  the  solicitor 
of  the  Board  when  the  papers  came  before  him  called 
attention  to  the  fact  that  your  name  was  there  ? — 
Yes,  and  I  told  the  Board  thsn  thnt  I  had  no  interest 
in  it. 

8126.  {Mr.  Bosanquet,)  Was  Mr.  Francis  acting 
for  Mr.  Hards  in  that  case  ? — No.  I  was  anxious  to 
get  out  of  it  with  a  view  to  Mr.  Goddacd's  retirement, 
and  I  suggested  that  Mr.  Hards  should  get  rid  of  it 
for  me. 

8127.  {Chairman,)  Whose  name  did  Mr.  Francis 
represent  there  ? — It  was  no  name  at  all  ;  he  had  no 
interest  in  it. 

8128.  Why  was  his  name  in  it  ?— I  cannot  toll  you 
why  it  was.  I  cannot  give  the  information  at  all. 
I  think,  perhaps,  Mr.  Hards  can  explain  it  better  than 
I  can. 

8129.  Why  was  not  Mr.  Hard's  name  put  in  these 
contractR.  He  was  not  a  servant  of  the  Board.  Why 
resort  to  Thomson  or  Francis  ? — Well,  I  think  it  was 
done  solely  with  a  view  that  Mr.  Goddard  should  not 
have  any  notion  that  I  was  in  any  way  interested. 
He  knew  that  I  Avas  a  friend  of  lAv,  Hards,  and 
Mr.  Hards  had  other  cases  with  the  Board,  and  I  was 
very  desirous,  as  I  say,  that  Mr.  Goddard  should  fix 
his  judgment  without  any  suggestion  from  me. 

8130.  {Mr.  Winch,)  Did  Messrs.  Hards  and  Vaughan 
acts  as  valuers  to  the  Board  in  compensations  some- 
times ? — For  Uie  Board,  never. 

8131.  Or  against  them  ? — I  do  not  think  so. 

8132.  They  were  not  employed  by  the  Board  at  all  ? 
— I  think  not. 

{Chairman.)  We  shall  have  some  further  questions 
to  put  when  we  get  the  documents. 

8133.  {Mr.  Bosanquel,)  What  was  your  salary  at 
this  time  in  1886  ;  what  were  you  receiving  from  the 
Board  ? — I  think  about  30O/.  a  year. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  This,  my  Lord,  is  the  claim. 
Your  Loidship  will  see  it  is  in  the  ordinary  form — 
leasehold  property  let  at  weekly  tenancies,  and  the 
claim  is  on  a  certain  table  {handing  in  same).  Then 
this  if,  the  notice  to  treat  which  appears  to  have  been 
served  upon  Mr.  Thomson  at  the  address  given  in 
the  reference  book  {handing  in  same).  You  will  see 
that  the  note  of  service  is  upon  the  back. 

8134.  {C/utirman,)  Who  was  employed  as  surveyor 
in  the  matter ;  do  you  know  ? — I  think  a  Mr.  Clark. 

8135.  Was  there  a  solicitor  employed? — I  have  no 
doubt  there  was. 

8136.  Who  ? — I  do  not  know.  The  solicitor  could 
say. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  think  all  the  papers  will 
be  ready  after  the  adjournment.  The  papers  in  the 
Solicitor's  Department  have  not  come. 

{Chairman.)  I  see  there  is  a  memorandum  in 
pencil  on  this.  "I  am  told  by  Miss  Poupart  that 
"  this  property  was  sold  by  her  family  to  Mr.  Thom- 
«  son  for  600/.— E.  J.  T.,  Feb.  27th."  Who  would 
that  be? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  That  is  a  clerk  in  the 
Solicitor's  Department  who  served  the  notice  and 
made  inquiries  as  to  the  sale.  It  had  been  up  for 
sale  by  auction. 

{Chairman.)  Claim  1,130/.     He  makes  it  1,028/., 


and  102/.  for  compulsory  sale,  making  a  total  of 
1,130/. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Your  Lordship  will  see 
how  it  is  made  up.  It  is  leasehoM  property  let  in 
weekly  tenements.  The  amount  of  the  rent  is  stated 
to  be  reduced  rent  for  certain  reasons  stated,  and  then 
it  is  capitalised  in  the  claim  on  the  six  per  cent,  table. 
It  is  an  ordinary  form  of  claim. 

{Chairman.)  It  rests  on  the  basis  that  by  spending 
76/.  in  repairs  the  rental  could  be  raised  from  74/. 
to  109/.  4^. 

{Mr.  Meadows  JVhite,)  I  do  not  know  how  that 
is  made  out  per  week,  but  it  is  a  weekly  rental. 

8137.  {Ckainnan.)  Who  would  ascertain  or  whose 
business  would  it  be  to  ascertain  whether  the  houses 
were  producing  74/.  2s.  per  annum? — ^I  think  we 
should  in  that  case  make  our  estimate  as  to  the  rental 
value  of  the  house,  and  if  that  was  in  accordance  with 
the  claim  we  should  accept  it. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  facts  would  be  ascer- 
tained— I  am  speaking  from  some  knowledge  of  the 
business  in  this  particular  matter — by  inquiry  of  the 
tenants.  They  would  call  upon  the  tenants  to  produce 
the  rental  book. 

8138.  {Chairman.)  Who  in  this  particular  case 
would  uiake  those  inquiries  ? — I  cannot  say  whether 
Mr.  Goddard  and  myself  were  there  together.  In 
most  instances  at  that  time  Mr.  Goddard  would  go 
with  me. 

8139.  Would  it  be  part  of  your  duty  to  go  in  this 
case  to  the  house  f^  ascertain  what  the  rental  was  ? — 
When  necessary.  If  we  found  anything  unreasiinable 
in  the  rent  we  should  inquire  into  it. 

8140.  Did  you  go  and  survey  these  houses  for  the 
Board? — I  think  Mr.  Goddard  and  myself  went 
together. 

8141.  {Mr.  Bosanquet,)  Mr.  Matthew  Goddard  ?— 
No,  the  head  of  the  office — Mr.  Goddard  senior. 
Mr.  Goddard  always  made  himself  intimate  with  the 
property  to  enable  him  to  answer  any  question  put 
to  him  in  committee. 

8142.  {Chaintfan.)  You  do  not  mean  that  two  of 
you  always  went  together  ?  Did  not  you  sometimes 
go  alone  in  a  small  case  like  this  ?  —  Probably  it 
would  not  be  only  a  small  case  like  this,  but  other 
cases  in  the  district. 

8143.  You  would  go  to  some  and  he  would  go  to 
others  ? — No,  we  should  work  it  together. 

8144.  You  always  went  in  couples  in  that  way  ? — 
Not  always ;  very  frequently. 

8145.  It  seems  rather  an  excessive  expenditure  of 
labour  for  a  surveyor  and  an  assistant  surveyor  to  go 
together  to  ascertain  whether  small  houses  were 
bringing  in  74/.  a  year  ? — That  was  Mr.  Goddard's 
way,  I  could  not  help  it.  From  the  first  he  set  his 
face  against  my  being  considered  in  any  way  a  valuer 
to  the  Board,  and  it  was  his  desire  that  the  work 
should  be  carried  out  in  a  certain  way,  and  of  course 
I  complied  with  it.     I  had  no  other  course  to  adopt. 

814^6.  I  thought  I  understood  from  you  that  you 
prepared  a  report  and  went  with  Mr.  Matthew 
Goddard  to  this  place  ? — No,  Mr.  Matthew  Goddard 
never  went  to  this  place. 

8147.  If  he  did  not  go  he  assisted  in  the  preparation 
of  the  report  ? — He  simply  did  the  clerical  work  of 
drawing  a  report  from  the  claim,  leaving  the  amount 
blank.     He  would  submit  that  to  me. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  claim  would  be  recited 
and  summarised  in  the  report. 

8148.  {Mr,  Bosanquet.)  You  told  us  you  prepai*ed 
the  details  of  the  valuation  and  Mr.  Goddard  settled 
the  amount  to  be  put  against  it  ? — That  is  so,  but  he 
would  very  likely  see  the  property  with  me. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White,)  In  the  state  of  repair  of 
this  property  it  would  be  absolutely  necessary  to  see 
it ;  Mr.  Groddard  would  have  to  view  the  premises. 

8149.  {Chairman.)  Did  you  see  this  claim  before 
it  came  into  the  Board  ? — No. 
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The  witness  withdrew. 
Adjourned  for  a  short  time. 
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{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Mr.  Blasliill  has  got 
together  the  papers  in  Bowyer's  case  as  to  the 
frontage,  and  with  your  Lordship's  permission  he 
would  be  able  to  lay  them  before  you,  and  while  the 
facts  are  fresh  in  your  Lordship's  mind,  I  would  ask 
that  your  Lordship  should  get  from  the  file  which  has 
now  come  down  the  real  state  of  thac  case. 


(Chairman,)  We  must  have  it  very  shortly.  Have 
you  got  the  document  here  with  reference  to  Mr. 
Bradly  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  fVliite.)  Yes,  all  the  documents  both 
in  Francis'  case  and  Thomson's  case. 


Mr.  Thomas  Blashill  recalled  and  further  examined. 


Mr. 
T.  Blashill 


8150.  (Chairinan.)  This  matter  of  setting  forward 
in  the  case  of  Mr.  Bowyer's  property  did  not  come 
before  you  in  the  first  instance  ? — Not  in  the  lirst 
instance. 

8151.  It  came  before  Mr.  Vulliamy  ? — Yes. 

8152.  When  did  you  first  have  anything  to  do  with 
it  ? — At  the  time  of  the  second  application,  whicli  was 
referred  to  the  Building  Act  Committee  on  the  12th 
August  1887 — last  year. 

8153.  When  it  is  referred  to  the  Building  Act 
Committee,  do  you  report  upon  it  ? — If  your  Lordship 
will  allow  me  I  will  state  what  is  done.  When  an 
application  first  comes  in  the  two  parties  on  each  side 
of  the  premises  in  question  are  written  to  at  once 
from  my  department.  A  fortnight  is  given  for  a 
reply.  The  vestry  of  the  district  is  also  written  to, 
and  if  within  a  fortnight  no  reply  is  received  it  is 
taken  that  the  parties  have  no  objection.  If  any 
reply  is  sent,  that  is  taken  according  to  its  nature. 
At  the  end  of  the  fortnight  I  write  my  report  upon  it, 
not  having  seen  the  opinions  of  the  other  parties  to 
whom  the  application  has  been  sent.  Then,  at  tlie 
next  meeting  of  the  Board,  I  bring  up  my  report  with 
the  documents  before  the  Board.  If  my  report  and 
the  answers  received  from  the  neighbours  and  from 
the  vestry  are  in  favour  of  the  application,  the  Board 
usually  pass  it  without  referring  to  the  committee  at 
all — not  invariably,  because  the  chairman  of  the 
Building  Act  Committee  looks  through  the  whole  of 
the  papers,  and  if  any  point  strikes  him  which  he 
thinks  has  not  been  noticed,  he  get^  it  referred  to  the 
Building  Act  Committee,  or  moves  any  motion  which 
to  him  seems  right.  But  if  either  of  the  parties, 
that  is,  if  the  vestry  or  the  architect,  or  one  of  the 
neighbours  objects,  it  goes,  as  a  matter  of  course 
almost,  to  the  Building  Act  Committee.  I  have  here 
the  drawings  submitted  by  Mr.  Bowyer. 

8154.  Was  that  on  the  second  occasion  ? — ^That 
was  on  the  s<H3ond  occasion.  He  proposed  to  come 
out,  as  your  Lordship  will  see  by  the  drawing,  and  to 
give  up  that  knd  coloured  blue  to  the  public  way. 
Your  Lordship  will  see  from  that  drawing  the  nature 
of  the  application  to  come  out  beyond  the  shops  of 
the  neighbours  on  each  side.  I  have  here  his 
application.  I  have  the  letter  of  the  vestry,  the  last 
paragraph  of  which  says :  "  I  am  desired  to  inform 
you  that  this  vestry  object  thereto."  I  have  also  the 
two  replies  from  the  adjoining  owners,  and  one  says  : 
"  He  objects  to  the  building  out  of  the  existing 
"  building  line,  which  would  prejudice  or  be  detri- 
*'  mental  to  my  client's  property."  That  is  a  letter 
from  the  solicitor  on  behalf  of  his  client.  The  second 
letter  does  not  refer  to  the  question.  The  matter 
was  then  referred  to  the  Building  Act  Committee. 

8155.  With  a  report  of  yours? — With  my  report; 
which  report  is  now  being  searched  for.  I  may  say 
that  the  whole  of  my  staff  who  have  to  do  my 
reports  are  in  this  court,  and  I  have  been  obliged  to 
ask  a  gentleman,  who  is  not  so  conversant  with  the 
matters  as  the  others  are,  to  search  for  it. 

8156.  When  you  say  you  report  on  it,  do  you 
report  personally  or  some  one  in  your  office  ? — A 
gentleman  from  my  office  sees  the  premises  nnd 
checks  it  with  a  plan  such  as  that  which  is  always 
sent  in.  He  then  drafts  the  report  for  me,  which,'if 
I  approve,  is  really  the  report. 

8157.  Who  is  ihat  ? — Mr.  Millwood,  as  a  rule,  now 
does  it — almost  invariably  now.  Mr.  Hebb,  the 
assistant  architect,  looks  over  it.  I  see  the  drawings 
without  having  seen  the  draft  at  all ;  I  make  up  my 
mind  and  I  deal  with  the  report  as  I  think  fit.     It  then 


becomes  my  report.     I  mean  I  make  up  my  mind 
provisionally  before  I  see  the  draft. 

8158.  Then,  subsequently  to  this,  you  fixed  the 
building  line  ? — That  was  a  separate  transaction. 
I  decided  the  building  line  to  be  the  main  frontages 
of  the  buildings  in  question.  I  have  commenced  with 
my  own  knowledge,  but  there  are  documents  I  have 
here  as  to  the  former  part  of  the  application,  and  I 
also  saw  Mr.  Bowyer  at  a  very  long  interview,  and 
I  told  him  the  reason  why  his  former  plans  had  been 
rejected,  and  discussed  the  matter  with  him  at  very 
great  length.  I  have  several  letters  from  him  which 
bear  on  the  subject. 

8159.  I  understood,  in  the  first  instance,  he  could 
not  learn  why  the  plans  were  rejected  ? — That  cannot 
be  so.  I  am  quite  ready  to  show  your  Lordship 
that. 

8160.  There  is  a  letter  from  the  clerk  of  the  Board 
in  which  he  says  the  Board  will  not  give  any  such 
information  ? — That  may  be.  I  have  Mr.  Bowyer's 
letter  to  the  clerk,  which  I  think  he  did  not  show. 
I  will  read  the  whole  if  your  Lordship  thinks  fit, 
to  make  it  clear,  but  the  last  paragraph  is  the 
paragraph. 

8161.  Is  that  letter  to  you  ?  —  This  is  to  the 
clerk. 

8162.  Was  it  when  you  had  it  in  charge? — Yes. 
T».is  is  on  the  31st  May  1887.  This  is  before  the 
second  application.  The  second  application  was  on  the 
11th  July,  and  the  letter  to  the  clerk  is  the  31st  May. 
I  had  seen  Mr.  Bowyer  and  told  him  the  reasons. 
He  had  wiitten  this  letter  to  the  clerk,  and  I  think 
that  the  last  paragraph  contains  Mr.  Bowyer's  question 
which  could  not  be  answered  :  "  I  am  now  at  a 
"  standstill  with  my  houses,  having  completed  all 
"  alterations  for  shops  except  the  bringing  forward, 
'^  and  I  am,  therefore,  desirous  to  receiver  as  earlj  an 
"  answer  as  convenient,  and  should  be  much  obliged 
"  if  your  superintending  architect  would  take  into 
"  his  consideration  as  to  the  line  of  frontage,  and  I 
"  would  have  plans  prepared  and  submitted  accor- 
"  dingly  in  the  usual  way.  My  wish  is  to  extend  my 
"  shops  as  far  as  permissible,  and  I  am  willing  to 
"  give  up  land,  if  required,  for  the  widening  the 
"  footpath."  The  question  in  that  letter  to  which 
the  letter  Mr.  Bowyer  has  mentioned  is  a  reply,  was 
how  far  the  Board  would  permit  him  to  go  out, 
and  that  is  a  matter  in  which  the  Board  has  never,  in 
my  experience,  made  a  practice  of  telling  the  appli- 
cant. They  will  explain  to  him  the  reason  why  he 
has  come  out  too  far,  but  they  leave  the  question  of 
how  far  he  should  come  out,  if  at  all,  to  be  the 
subject  of  another  application. 

8163.  So  that  he  would  go  on  making  a  series  of 
shots  till  he  has  hit  the  right  one  ? — That  is  not  it. 
Everyone  who  goes  to  the  office  is  told  distinctly  the 
reason  why — and  I  think  I  am  able  to  eay  this — ^their 
application  is  refused ;  but  if  it  becomes  a  question 
not  for  the  consideration  of  the  architect,  but  for  the 
consideration  of  the  committee,  they  are  simply  told 
they  must  send  their  application  to  the  committee. 
In  many  ca^es  a  gentleman  desires  to  see  mc—  in  fact, 
very  often  indeed.  I  then  discuss  with  him  what  he 
wishes,  i^nd  if  I  feel  that  I  can  say  to  him  that  the 
Board  would  favourably  consider  a  few  feet  more  or 
less,  I  always  do  so;  but  in  many  cases  it  is  quite 
impossible  to  say  what  a  committee,  in  the  exercise  of 
their  judgment  on  these  very  serious  matters,  may 
think  fit. 

8164.  Does  not  the  committee,  as  a  rule,  act  on  the 
advice  of  the  superintending  architect  ? — T  think  I 
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may  say  certainly,  as  a  rule,  they  do  ;  hut  this  is  a 
matter  very  often  of  extreme  difficulty,  and  the  advice 
of  the  architect  is  not  always  given  in  each  case. 
They  are  matters  almost  necessarily  of  degree.  In 
this  case,  for  instance,  the  question  was  whether  this 
gentleman,  Mr.  Bowyer,  should  come  out,  as  his 
neighbours  say,  to  their  prejudice.  I  think  myself,  if 
I  may  say  so,  it  is  a  clear  case  against  him,  bat  there 
are  many  cases  of  great  delicacy  and  difficulty,  raising 
points  on  which  two  persons  might  come  to  very 
different  decisions.  The  committee  then  sit,  and 
discuss  it. 

8165.  How  many  does  the  committee  consist  of? — 
About  15.  There  may  often  be  present  about  8  or  10. 
The  mattei;  is  discussed,  and  very  often  a  division 
taken  as  to  whether  a  particular  application  shall  be 
acceded  to  or  not. 

8166.  That  committee,  I  suppose,  varies  in  its  con- 
stitution from  time  to  time  ? — Not  very  much.  Tliere 
are  certain  members  of  the  Board  who  have  a  con- 
siderable knowledge  of  this  kind  of  thin^,  and  they 
are  very  regular  attendants  on  the  Building  Act 
Committee. 

8167.  The  result  may  be  that  one  day  a  majority 
may  carry  a  thing  being  disallowed,  and  the  next  day 
a  similar  thing  may  be  allowed  to  somebody  else,  and 
the  majority  shifted  ? — I  should  not  be  able  to  say 
that  is  impossible,  but,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  I  should 
say  it  is  highly  improbable.  Mr.  Bowyer  told  me, 
when  he  spoke  to  me  of  a  case  which  he  has  men- 
tioned, where  shops  have  been  allowed  to  come  out 
in  another  road,  and  I  was  obliged  to  say  to 
Mr.  Bowyer  I  had  not  the  drawings  or  particulars  of 
any  sort  or  kind  before  me,  and  I  was  unable  to 
discuss  the  matter  with  him,  but  I  could  only  discuss 
his  own  matter  which  was  actually  before  me. 

8168.  You  think  thei'e  is  a  kind  of  uniformity 
about  the  allowance  or  disallowance  of  these  appli- 
cations ? — I  am  perfectly  certain  there  is  a  great 
uniformity.  It  would  be  impossible  to  say  in  doubtful 
instances  there  was  not  a  little  variation,  looking  to 
the  constitution  of  that  committee,  as  of  all  committees, 
but  I  think  the  uniformity  is  very  great  indeed.  I 
make  up  my  mind  in  a  moment,  as  a  rule,  but  as  I 
hiive  said,  there  are  difficult  cases  which  one  has  to 
consider,  and  in  whicli  another  person  looking  at  the 
same  set  of  papers  might  come  possibly  to  a  different 
conclusion. 

(Mr.  Meadows  IFhite.)  As  I  understand  it,  the 
practice  of  your  office  is  that,  as  far  as  you  knew,  you 
gave  the  objections  to  these  applicants  to  their  scheme, 
but  you  say  the  matter  is  entirely  for  the  committee. 

8 1 69.  (  Chairman,)  They  do  not  give  the  objections  ? 
—Yes,  my  Lord. 

8170.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  understand  you  to 
say,  you  tell  him  how  his  scheme  is  objectionable  ? — 
Yes. 

8171.  And  you  tell  him  you  cannot  say  how  far  the 
committee  will  sanction  the  deviation  from  the  line  of 
frontage ;  thnt  that  is  for  the  committee  ? — That  is  for 
the  committee ;  but  I  should  like  there  to  be  no  doubt 
about  the  fact.  Whenever  an  application  is  made — 
and  I  hear  in  the  oiiter  office  what  is  going  on  occa- 
sicmally,  as  well  as  the  persons  who  see  me,  and  I 
may  say  what  my  instructions  are,  and  what  I  know 
to  be  the  habit — the  persons  who  come  are  told  as 
fully  as  possible  what  the  objection  is  ;  but  what  they 
cannot  possibly  be  told  is  the  view  which  the  Board 
or  its  committee  may  take  of  another  application  which 
is  less  objectionable  than  that. 

8172.  (Chairman.)  1  see  that  Mr.  Bowyer  wrote  a 
letter,  in  which  he  says :  "  I  am  now  at  a  standstill 
"  with  my  houses,  having  completed  all  alterations  for 
*^  shops,  except  the  bringing  forward,  and  I  am, 
"  therefore,  desirous  to  receive  as  early  an  answer 
"  as  convenient,  and  should  be  much  obliged  if  your 
'^  superintending  architect  would  tak^  into  his  con- 
^'  sideration  as  to  the  line  of  frontage,  and  I  would 
"  have  plans  prepared  and  submitted  accordingly  in 
"  the  usual  way.  My  wish  is  to  extend  my  shops 
'<  as  flGtr  as  permissible^  and   am  willing  to  give  up 
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"  land  if  required  for  the  widening  the  footpath." 
Then  the  answer  was  sent  by  Mr.  Blashili: — "In 
**  replv  to  your  letter  of  the  instant,  relative  to     8  .lulj  1888, 

«  Nos'.  176,  178,    180,   and    182,   Goldhawk   Road,  

"  Hammersmith,  I  am  directed  to  inform  you  that 
"  the  Board  are  not  in  a  position  to  give  the  infor- 
"  mation  asked  for  by  you,  but  that  they  are  prepared 
^^  to  receive  and  consider  any  amended  plan  that  may 
"  be  submitted  to  them"? — iTour  Lordship  observes 
a  difference  of  some  two  or  three  weeks  between  the 
letter  and  its  reply.  My  letter  was  strictly  according 
to  the  instructions  of  the  committee,  to  whom  I  had 
submittetl  Mr.  Bowyer's  letter,  and  who  knew  the 
whole  circumstances.     It  was  not  my  letter. 

8173.  (Mr,  Meadows  White.)  Had  your  interview 
preceded  or  followed  that  letter  ?  —  I  had  seen 
Mr.  Bowyer  before  that  at  a  long  interview,  and  the 
result  of  that  was  the  second  application,  which 
differs  materially  from  the  first.  Mr.  Bowyer  did 
not  propose  at  first  to  give  up  land  to  the  public 
way.  His  second  application  was  distinctly  better  in 
that  respect  than  the  first  application,  and  as  the 
matter  had  been  before  considered,  it  went  to  the 
Building  Act  Committee,  so  that  the  responsibility 
should  be  taken  off  my  shoulders  and  put  on  their*s. 

8174.  (Chairman.)  1  do  not  understand  why  he 
should  not  be  told  he  could  not  build  beyond  the 
frontage  at  all.  The  neighbours  had  objected,  and 
you  were  opposed  to  it.  Why  should  not  he  be  told 
at  once  instead  of  trying  a  little  more  and  a  little 
more,  until  at  last  he  is  told  he  cannot  do  anything 
at  all  ? — That  is  impossible,  because  it  was  not 
certain  at  that  time  that  it  was  so.  It  might  have 
been  that  the  neighbours,  on  a  .second  application,  as 
very  often  happens — and  I  am  speaking  of  my  past 
experience  on  this  point — might  have  thought  they 
would  like  to  come  out. 

8175.  Why  should  he  not  be  told  if  you  can  get 
your  neighbomrs  to  consent  to  this  you  will  get  it  from 
the  Board  ? — I  have  many  times  told  many  pei'sons 
that,  and,  indeed,  within  the  last  week.  I  cannot  say 
whether  I  precisely  did  tell  Mr.  Bowyer,  but  at  that 
interview,  I  have  no  doubt,  I  told  him  that.  It  does 
not  follow  that  that  would  have  been  so,  because  the 
parish  might  still  have  objected. 

8176.  Cannot  you  find  out  from  the  parish  what 
it  will  do  ? — No. 

8177.  It  does  seem  to  me  an  extraordinary  waste 
of  energy  and  of  power  for  these  things  to  go  back- 
wards and  forwards,  when  the  man  might  be  told  at 
first,  it  is  no  use  going  on  bothering,  your  building  will 
not  be  allowed  to  come  out.  Instead  of  that  the 
applications  come  and  go  to  the  distrrct  and  back  to 
you,  and  then  back  to  the  committee,  and  there  seems 
an  enormous  expenditure  of  power  for  no  good  ? — I 
think  that  is  not  so.  I  think  there  are  not  many 
cases  of  this  kind.  The  larger  proportion  of  cases 
are  set  right  at  once.  There  are  a  few  cases  in 
which  that  diffculty  arises,  in  which  the  applicant, 
knowing  perfectly  well  the  power  of  the  Board,  and 
knowing  his  position,  creeps  backwards  a  few  feet  or 
a  few  inches  at  a  time,  thinking  by  such  means  he 
will  satisfy  the  Board  and  the  parish.  I  do  not 
know  of  any  other  mode  by  which  the  matter  could 
be  facilitated. 

8178.  Why  did  you  about  a  year  after  the  first 
application  determine  the  general  building  line? — 
Because  I  was  asked  to  do  so. 

8179.  Who  by?— By  the  vestry.  The  vestry  asked 
me,  and  they  asked  me  with  a  view  of  taking  pro- 
ceedings against  Mr.  Bowyer,  if  he  built,  because  his 
building  operations  were  then  in  progress,  and  if  my 
recollection  serves  me  rightly  they  anticipated  he 
would  build.  But  whether  that  is  so  or  not,  I  never 
act  except  on  the  request  of  some  responsible 
authority,  and  the  parish  in  this  case  asked  me  to 
define  the  building  line,  which  I  did. 

8180.  When  you  report,  before  the  building  h'ne  is 
defined,  to  your  Board,  are  you  guided  by  what,  in 
your  judgment,  is  the  buildmg  line  as  to  whether 
you  can  recommend  its  being  iJlowed  or  not  ? — ^If  I 
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rifteenth  Day.  know  what  the  building  line  is  to  begin  with,  as  the 

basis  of  my  proceedings  or  report,  1  then  advise — that 

3  July  1888.     is  if  I  feel  ]   can  come  to  a  distinct  opinion  upon  the 
——  case — as  to  whether  he  shall  be  allowed  to  come  out 

r  rp  nu.\uin      as  far  as  he  asks. 

1  i^jMomm.  gj^j  Do  you  inform  yourself  always  what  the 
building  line  is  ? — Yes,  that  is  so,  and  if  the  applicant 
has  not  sent  in  a  sufficient  plan  an  officer  from  my 
department  goes  and  measures  the  place. 

8182.  From  the  first  you  would  know  his  application 
was  to  build  beyond  the  general  building  line  ? — That 
would  be  the  basis  of  his  application.  No  application 
of  that  kind  ever  comes  to  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works  unless  the  applicant  himself  is  convinced  he 
is  coming  out  beyond  the  general  building  line. 

8183.  Why  could  not  the  whole  thing  be  put  an 
end  to  at  once.  If  you  cannot  let  him  build  out 
beyond,  why  do  not  you  tell  him  so  ? — That  is  not  so, 
and  I  am  afraid  I  have  not  been  understood.  It  is 
not  mere  question  of  whether  he  shall  or  shall  not. 
In  a  very  large  number  of  cases  the  applicant  is 
allowed  to  come  forward. 

8184.  In  this  case,  as  soon  as  you  determined  the 
general  building  line,  you  told  him  not  to  build  beyond 
it  ? — No  my  Lord,  pardon  me.  My  determination  of 
the  building  line  is  a  distinct  process  of  a  diffiirent 
kind. 

8185.  As  soon  as  you  determined  the  building  line 
he  was  told  he  could  not  build  beyond  it  ? — I  am  not 
aware  he  was  told  anything  of  the  kind. 

8186.  His  application  to  go  beyoudit  was  refused  ? 
—Yes. 

8187.  Was  not  that  because  it  was  beyond  it  ? — 
No,  my  Lord,  certainly  not.  A  large  number  of 
applications  which  are  more  in  front  of  the  building 
Une  than  this  is  are  allowed,  because  the  circumstances 
are  entirely  diffisrent ;  the  neighbourhood  is  changing, 
and  the  neighbourhood  which  has  been  private  houses 
with  gardens  before  them  has  become  a  neighbour- 
hood of  shops ;  the  road  is  amply  wide ;  the  vestry 
and  all  the  neighbours  are  of  one  mind,  and  the  Board 
are  of  the  same  mind. 

8188.  Then  it  comes  to  that,  that  he  might  succeed 
with  another  application  about  three  feet  further 
back,  and  the  whole  thing  would  go  on  over  again  ? — 
On  looking  at  this  plan  of  Mr.  Bowyer's,  Mr.  Bowyer 
was  to  send  another  application,  proposing  to  come 
some  feet  before  his  neighbours  on  ea6h  side,  and 
Mr.  Bowyer  might  do  that  at  his  own  risk. 

8189.  But  why  could  not  you  tell  him  at  the 
outset,  "  It  is  no  use  sending  in  plan  after  plan,  you 
will  not  be  allowi^d  to  go  beyond  "  ? — He  has  done 
this  twice. 

8190.  He  may  do  it  a  third  time.  Why  cannot  you 
tell  the  people,  if  that  is  what  would  be  the  case,  that 
is  the  rule  laid  down  ? — There  is  no  rule  laid  down. 

8191.  It  seems  to  me  to  leave  everybody  at  sea?— 
I  tell  these  applicants,  and  I  should  tell  Mr.  Bowyer, 
that  ]  should  not  advise  the  Board  to  accept  it,  and  J 
think  that  is  as  far  as  I  can  go.  I  should  tell  h^iu 
that  I  thought  he  had  no  hope  or  expectation.  Every 
dissatisfied  applicant  who  comes  to  my  office  can  see 
me  at  any  time,  I  am  always  there,  and  I  always  give 
him  the  best  opinion  I  can  to  facilitate  his  and  the 
Board's  business.  I  can  tell  him  my  best  judgment  as 
to  what  the  committee  or  the  Board  would  think. 
I  can  do  no  more  than  that. 

8192.  (Mr,  Ulnch,)  It  comes  to  this,  that  you 
cannot  give  a  positive  answer,  and  the  committee  will 
not  ? — That  is  not  so.  That  is  a  misrepresentation  of 
the  actual  facts. 

8193.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  have  in  my  hand 
the  report  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  for  the 
year  1886.  I  do  not  know  whether  you  can  give  me 
the  corresponding  figures  for  last  year,  but  I  see  that 
in  1886  there  were  245  applications  for  the  erection 
of  buildings  beyond  the  general  line,  of  which  118 
were  granted  and  127  refused? — That  is  very  likely, 
nearly  half. 


8194.  That  is  about  the  average  ? — Yes. 
{Chairman^    How  many   times  they  have  gone 

backwards  and  forwards  that  does  not  show.  What 
strikes  me  very  strongly  is,  that  if  a  man  sends  in  an 
application  and  it  is  rejected,  he  is  told  he  can  send  in 
another  ;  then  he  sends  in  another  and  that  is  rejected  ; 
whereas  from  the  beginning  he  might  have  been  told, 
"  It  is  no  use,  it  will  not  be  allowed." 

{Mr,  Meadows  JVhile.)  I  think  your  Lordship  is 
generalising  from  one  instance,  if  I  may  say  so. 

{Chairman,)  I  am  not  saying  it  is  so  in  every 
instance,  but  that  is  what  strikes  me  in  this  particular 
case. 

8195.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  As  I  understand, 
Mr.  Bowyer  had  a  full  explanation  given  ^im  of  the 
reason  why  his  first  application  failed  ? — The  fullest 
possible  explanation.  I  had  a  long  interview  with 
him,  and  discussed  the  whole  circumstances,  and  told 
him  the  reason  why  his  i)lan  was  refused. 

8196.  {Chairman,)  Do  you  know  that  in  the 
first  instance  he  was  told  the  reason  why,  from 
Mr.  Vulliamy,  was  that  he  did  not  give  anything  to 
the  public  ? — I  cannot  say  what  passed  between  him 
and  Mr.  Vulliamy. 

8197.  He  was  told  that  the  conclusion  you  came  to 
was  that,  however  much  he  gave  to  the  public,  he 
could  not  be  allowed  to  build  forward  at  all  ? — No, 
that  is  not  so.  My  conclusion  was,  on  the  applica- 
tion of  the  applicant  at  that  time,  that  he  desired  to 
come  out  so  many  feet,  and  give  up  so  much  to  the 
public,  and  I  sent  it,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  to  the  Building 
Committee. 

8198.  But  the  front  of  his  houses  was  already 
slightly  in  advance  of  his  neighbours,  therefore  you 
came  to  the  conclusion  from  the  outset  that,  however 
many  feet  he  gave  up,  he  could  not  come  forward  ? — 
I  did  not  come  to  any  such  conclusion ;  I  wish  most 
distinctly  to  be  understood  on  that  point.  The 
neighbours  might  have  desired  on  the  second  applica- 
tion to  come  forward.  That  matter  often  happens,  and 
that  is  a  matter  based  on  my  experience  in  many 
cases.  The  neighbours  might  then  have  desired  to 
come  forwai*d,  and  the  vestry  might  have  recom- 
mended it. 

8199.  Exactly  ;  but  then  it  is  a  very  simple  thing  t^ 
say,  "  It  is  no  use  coming  to  us,  get  the  consent  of 
"  your  neighbours,  get  the  consent  of  the  vestry,  and 
*•  then  probably  you  will  get  ours,  and  until  you  get 
**  that  you  are  wasting  your  time  and  labour  and 
"  energies  in  coming  here  at  all "  ? — Tha<  is  the  ver} 
thing  I  have  done,  and  in  last  month  I  have  done  it 
half  a  dozen  times. 

8200.  {Mr.  Winch,)  That  does  not  appear  in 
writing  ? — No. 

8201.  {Mr.  Meadows  JVhite.)  Is  that  the  reason 
you  see  the  applicants  and  discuss  the  matter  with 
them  ? — Yes,  and  the  officers,  in  my  experience,  do 
the  same  thing. 

8202.  Then  did  you  tell  Mr.  Bowyer  that  his 
neighlK)urs  had  objected  to  the  first,  and  the  vestry 
had  objected? — Certainly,  I  had  the  papers  before 
me,  and  the  letters  I  remember  as  well. 

8203.  If  he  had  got  their  consent  to  the  amended 
application,  and  brought  the  amended  plan  with  the 
consent  of  the  vestry  and  neighbours,  that  would 
have  materially  assisted  him  in  getting  his  second  plan 
passed  ? — Certainly. 

8204.  That  he  did  not  do?— No. 

( Cliairman.)  It  would  have  been  very  much  better 
if  there  had  been  some  trace  of  that  in  the  letters, 
instead  of  writing  to  say  that  you  are  not  in  the 
position  to  give  the  information  asked  for,  but  you  are 
prepared  to  receive  and  consider  any  amended  plan 
that  may  be  submitted. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White,)  For  discussion  ? 

{Chairman,)  Yes.  But  if  he  had  been  told  it  ^va^* 
not  much  use  submitting  the  amended  plan  without 
getting  the  consent  of  the  neighbours  and  the  vestry, 
then  1  could  have  understood  it. 


The  witness  withdrew. 
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{^Chairman.)  Have  you  got  the  papers  now  in  the 
cases  relating  to  Mr.  Bradly  ? 


{Mr.  Meadows   White,)  Yes  ;  I  had  better  hand 
them  up  in  order  (Jmnding  in  same). 


Fifteenth  Day. 
3  July  1888. 


Mr.  William  Bradly  recalled  and  further  examined. 


8205.  {Chairman,)  These  papers  appear  to  coro- 
mence  with  a  notice  addressed  to  Mr.  Walter  Vaughan 
Morgan  and  Septimus  Vaughan  Morgan.  Do  you 
know  who  they  were  ? — No. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  freeholders.  I  can 
show  you  how  that  is  if  your  Lordship  will  let  me  hand 
up  the  papers  in  order. 

{Chairman,)  Then  on  the  5th  of  December  of  the 
same  year  there  is  a  notice  to  John  Henry  Thomson. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  He  is  the  lessee. 

8206.  {Chairman.)  Then  the  Morgans  are  the  free- 
holders?— Yes. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White,)  As  soon  as  the  freeholder's 
claim  comes  in  he  is  bound  under  the  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment to  disclose  the  subordinate  interests.  Then  the 
lessees'  names  being  so  disclosed,  the  lessees  are  at 
once  oci-ved  and  then  this  case  goes  on  in  order.  Take 
Thomson's  case  first.  This  is  the  architect's  case  of 
papers  with  reference  to  the  leasehold  interest.  **  Archi- 
tect's valuation,  700/." — your  Lordship  sees  the  en- 
dorsement. That  is  the  form  in  which  all  the  cases 
come  up,  and  I  believe  all  the  papers  are  now  arranged 
in  that  case  in  order. 

8207.  {Chairman,)  Whose  writing  is  that  in 
(handing  a  document  to  the  witness)  ? — That  is  the 
writing  of  a  writer  we  had  in  the  oflSce.  He  is  not  in 
the  employment  of  the  Board  now,  he  was  dismissed 
some  time  ago. 

8208.  Was  that  document  drawn  out  by  you  ? — I 
should  think  it  is  very  likely — most  likely — but  I  can- 
not say  positively.  You  notice  that  there  was  a  blank 
left  for  the  amount  of  Mr.  Goddard's  valuation,  and 
he  initialled  it. 

8209.  <*  November  18th,  1884,  1  to  6  Little  Europa 
^*  Place.  I  present  a  letter  from  Mr,  Thomson  rela- 
'^  tive  to  these  houses  which  were  offered  to  the  Board 
"  (before  parliamentary  powers  were  obtained  by 
"  Messrs.  Reynolds  and  Eason)  at  600/.  Th«  present 
'^  rents  are  74/.  2s,  per  annum  ;  the  lease  is  65  years 
<<  to  run,  and  the  ground  rent  is  12/.  per  annum.  The 
"  property  is  in  bad  repair,  but  an  outlay  would  pro- 
"  bably  increase  the  present  rental.  I  understand  the 
**  freeholders  have  been  served  with  notice,  and  it 
'^  seems  important  to  prevent  the  creation  of  a  new 
**  interest.  I  suggest  the  committee  instruct  me  to 
'*  purchase  on  the  best  terms,  but  not  exceeding  " — 
Then  700/.  is  filled  in  by  Mr.  Goddard.^— By  Mr. 
Goddard. 

8210.  Where  is  your  660/.  ?— I  think  you  will  find 
that  is  in  the  case. 

8211.  **19th  March,  1885.  Re  J.  H.Thomson. 
'*  Little  Europa  Place,  Battersea."  This  is  a  letter  from 
Mr.  C.  Clark  to  Mr.  F.  W.  Goddard :  "  I  have  seen 
"  my  client  on  your  letter  of  yesterday's  date,  and 
**  after  considerable  difficulty  I  have  induced  him  to 
"  accept  your  offer  of  700/.  As  you  are  aware,  the 
"  present  rents  do  not  represent  the  value  of  the 
"  houses,  and  but  for  your  Board  requiring  the  pro- 
"  perty,  the  necessary  repairs  would  have  been 
"  executed  and  the  proper  rents  obtained  as  shown  by 
'•  the  letter  my  client  sent  your  Board  when  he  first 
"  heard  of  your  requiring  the  property  and  before 
^'  you  served  notice  to  treat.  Had  he  made  the  im- 
**  provements  and  increased  rents,  your  Board  would, 
**  of  course,  have  had  to  pay  a  very  much  larger  sum." 
You  had  bought  it  before  the  Board  gave  notice  to 
treat  had  not  you  ? — 1  had  nothing  whatever  to  do 
with  the  writing  of  that  letter.  1  left  it  entirely  with 
Mr.  Hards. 

8212.  But  I  am  asking  you  as  a  matter  of  feet  — 
**  But  for  your  Board  requiring  the  property  the 
'*  necessary  repairs  would  have  been  executed  and 
**  the  proper  rents  obtained,  as  shown  by  the  letter 
^*  my  ftliont  sent  your  Board  when  he  first  heard  of 
"  your  requiring  the  property."     That  refers  to  the 


letter  when  the  first  offer  was  made  before  you  bought  ^,. 

ii  ? — No.     When  the  Board  ordered  service  of   the      w.  Bradljf, 

notice   to  treat.    Had   the   Board  declined   to  serve 

notice  to  treat,  I  do  not  say  I  should  have  done  it.  I 
certainly  would  not  have  done  it;  but  still  it  was 
quite  competent  for  any  outside  claimant  to  have 
repaired  the  pioperty  and  to  have  obtained  a  very 
much  larger  sum.  The  property  had  been  neglected, 
but  it  was  in  a  good  district  for  lettincj,  and  it  could 
have  been  made  more  of  than  it  was. 

82 IS.  That  is  in  your  handwriting,  I  suppose 
{showing  a  document  to  the  witness)  ? — Yes,  that  is 
so  ;  I  recognise  that. 

8214.  «*Nos.  1  to  6,  Little  Europa  Place,  present 
gross  rents  74/.  2s,,  less  one- third,  24/.  14*." — that  is 
a  third  for  what  they  call  "  leakage,"  is  it  not,  before 
you  calculate  the  number  of  years'  purchase  ? — We 
reduce  it  to  a  net  rental. 

8215.  "  Ground  rent,  12/.,  tithes,  6*.,  making  37/.'^ 
Then  deducting  that  from  74/.  2*.  leaves  37/.  2*.,  say 
37/.,  for  Q6  years  on  the  6  per  cent,  table,  16J  years, 
purchase  222/.,  37/.,  and  9/.,  total  601/.  Then  10 
per  cent,  added,  60/.,  which  makes  a  total  valuation  of 
661/.  Then  there  is  written  at  the  bottom,  in  pencil, 
"  rental  reduced  to  62/.  8*.  temporarily  on  account  of 
repairs  "  ? — Yes ;  there  was  a  subsequent  letter  after 
that  date.  We  found  that  the  rental  had  been  reduced 
by  the  late  owner,  and  I  was  unaware  of  it  at  the 
time.  It  was  merely  a  temporary  arrangement  to 
keep  the  houses  occupied. 

8216.  That  is  to  say  that  the  rental  was  not 
74/.  2s.  but  62/.  10^.  ?— That  is  so. 

8217.  If  that  had  been  taken  as  the  basis  it  would 
have  reduced  the  price  ? — Somewhat ;  but  in  dealing 
with  the  matter  Mr.  Goddard  considered  the  letter 
when  it  arrived.  Before  the  matter  was  settled, 
Mr.  Goddard's  attention  was  drawn  to  the  reduction 
of  rental. 

8218.  You  knew  how  he  calculated  it  ? — No. 

8219.  You  took  it  on  the  6  per  cent,  table  ?— That 
would  be  the  right  table. 

8220.  How  he  nriade  it  39/.  above  you,  you  do  not 
know  ? — No.  He  would  probably  scribble  his  valua- 
tion on  a  rough  piece  of  paper  on  the  side,  and  not 
keep  it  at  all. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Possibly  for  a  firm  offer 
they  would  increase  it  a  little  to  avoid  the  costs  of 
an  inquiry  and  to  induce  the  claimant  to  take  the 
offer. 

8220a.  {Chairman.)  Then  on  the  11th March  1885 
there  appears  to  have  been  an  offer  of  650/.,  because 
there  is  a  letter  of  the  Uth  of  March  1885  from  this 
Mr.  Clark.  **My  client  has  seen  me  as  surveyor 
"  upon  your  offer  of  650/.  which  I  presume  was 
"  made  direct  to  him  in  error.  Though  I  now  live 
**  here  I  had  former  connexions  with  Battersea,  and 
*'  I  am  intimately  acquainted  with  the  value  of 
"  property  there.  The  statement  of  claim  is  a 
**  thoroughly  bond  fide  on^y  Ka^  without  the  outlay 
<*  named  the  net  rentals  I  state  would  be  readily 
**  obtained,  and  I  can  only  assume  you  have  based 
**  your  valuation  on  present  reduced  rents.  My  client 
"  does  not  wish  to  litigate  unless  compelled,  but  he 
**  will  certainly  not  accept  your  offer.  If,  however, 
**  you  will  increase  it  from  725/.  to  750/.,  I  will  again 
"  see  him  and  endeavour  to  settle,  but  in  the  event 
**  of  this  suggestion  being  declined  and  the  matter 
"  being  settled  by  a  jury,  of  course  no  use  must  be 
''  made  of  these  figures,  as  we  shall  then  claim  the 
"  wh<)le  amount."  Then  on  the  14th  of  March  there 
is  another  letter  front  Mr.  Clark  : — "  On  recalculating 
**  my  figures  I  have  just  discovered  a  rather  stupid 
"  blunder  in  the  claim  herein.  It  states :— *  present 
"  amoimt  rentals,  74/.  2$.  per  annum,'  whereas  it 
"  should  have  been  62/.  8^. ;  and  I  send  at  once  to 
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*'  correct  it.  The  rents  have  been  successively  re- 
**  duced  to  keep  the  property  let  as  it  was,  the  owner 
"  not  wishing  to  lay  out  money  on  the  property  you 
"  would  pull  down,  and  thus  increase  cost,  and  he 
"  bnlieved  the  Board  would  deal  fiairly  in  consequence. 
"  The  mistake  makes  no  difference  in  my  valuation, 
"  as  T,  of  course,  base  it  on  actual  rental  value  when 
"  improved  as  shown  by  claim ;  but  it  is  only 
'*  right  I  should  at  once  draw  your  attention  to  it. 
"  I  need  hardly  say  the  houses  could  not  be  built  for 
"  the  sum  you  offer."  That  was,  I  see,  after 
Mr.  Goddard's  valuation  of  700/?— That  letter  was 
addressed  to  Mr.  Groddard.  He  would  open  it  and 
consider  it. 

8221.  He  does  not  seem  to  have  made  any  abate- 
ment from  his  valuation  on  that  account  ? — No ;  he 
treated  the  property  as  it  stood,  and  what  could  be 
done  with  it.  He  thought  if  he  could  get  a  settlement 
for  700/.  it  would  be  a  proper  thing.  I  am  quite  sure 
a  jury  would  have  given  the  same  amount. 

8222.  Then  I  see  on  the  7th  of  March  he  advised 
the  committee  to  adhere  to  the  700/.  notvnthstanding 
the  reduction  of  rents  received.*  Then  the  8th  of 
April  188.5  appears  to  be  the  date  of  the  agreement 
for  purchase  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White,)  In  the  valuation  there  is  a 
deduction  of  76/.  which  would  be  required  to  put  the 
houses  in  repair. 

8223.  {Chairman.)  Not  in  this? — Had  any  outlay 
been  made  on  the  property,  not  only  the  old  rental 
but  an  increase  on  the  old  rental  would  have  been 
obtained. 

8224.  There  did  not  appear  to  be  any  solicitor  in 
this  case  on  behalf  of  the  claimant.  Apparently  it 
was  Mr.  Clark  who  acted.  Is  he  a  surveyor  or 
solicitor  ? — A  surveyor.  There  would  be  a  solicitor 
engaged. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White,)  I  will  hand  your  Lordship 
the  legal  papers  when  it  comes  to  the  Lawyer's  De- 
partment. This  is  the  contract  and  the  abstract  of 
title  {handing  in  same).  Your  Lordship  sees  on 
the  abstract  of  title  the  solicitors'  names  appears — 
Sandom,  Kersey,  and  Knight,  Gracechurch  Street  and 
Deptford.  These  are  the  intermediate  papers  in  the 
Solicitor's  Department.  This  is  the  abstract  of  title, 
Bn^that  is  the  conveyance  {handing  in  same). 

{Chairman.)  The  deed  appears  to  have  recited  a 
contract  of  sale  to  Thomson  for  460/.  I  see  the  deed 
itself  was  only  executed  after  the  notice  to  treat  and 
the  notice  of  claim  on  the  21st  of  February  1885, 
but  it  recited  a  contract  of  sale  for  460/.  That  you 
would  not  have  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  No,  that  contract  we 
should  not  have.  Now  perhaps  your  Lordship  would 
like  to  see  the  freeholders'  papers. 

{Chairman.)  No,  I  do  not  think  so. 

{Mr.  Bosanquet.)  You  would  have  this  indenture. 
That  would  recite  the  contract  and  give  us  the  par- 
ticulars of  the  contract. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Yes.  It  is  dated  the  2l8t 
of  February  1885,  Hooper  to  Thomson. 

{Mr.  Bosanquet.)  It  only  recites  an  agreement  to 
sell.     It  does  not  recite  the  formal  contract. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  There  is  no  formal  con- 
tract. This  is  the  architect's  case  in  the  Francis  case 
{handing  in  same). 

8225.  {Chairman.)  "Claim  of  F.  W.  Francis. 
<*  Agents,  F.  Hards  and  Mr.  Tabberer,  district 
"  surveyor  "  ?  —  The  claim  was  supported  by  the 
district  surveyor  for  Greenwich.  We  thought  he 
would  bo  a  proper  gentleman  to  support  the  claim. 

"Claim  sent  in.  Claimant:  Frederick  William 
Francis,  of  Roper  Street,  Eltham,  Kent,  schoolmaster. 
Description  of  property  :  19  houses,  two  being  shops, 
all  freehold.  No.  53,  and  the  stables  and  sheds,  are 
let  yearly  to  Mr.  Pascoe,  engineer,  at  26/.  per 
annum." 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Your  Lordship  will  find  in 
the  architect's  case  a  plan  of  the  proper^.  It  is 
on   the  outskirts   of  this  large  area,  and  opposite 


Penn's  manne  engine  manufactory,  and  Humphreys 
another  large  manufactory. 

{Chairman.)  *•' Claim  as  set  forth,  -4,300/.  The 
"  details  of  the  claim  are  set  forth  in  the  separate 
"  reports  of  Mr.  Hards  and  Mr.  Tabberer,  which, 
"  with  plan,  accompanying  this  claim." 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  That  is  the  plan  in  the 
Solicitor's  Department  {Jianding  in  same). 

8226.  {Chairman.)  Did  the  correspondence  in  this 
case  come  before  you  ? — Mr.  Goddard  would  open  all 
letters  addressed  to  himself.  I  cannot  say  whether  I 
should  have  replied  to  the  letter,  but  he  would  sign 
it. 

8227.  I  see  on  the  14th  of  January  1886  Mr.  Hards 
writes  to  Mr.  Goddard :  "  I  have  seen  my  client  on 
"  your  offer  of  2,850/.,  with  which  he  seems  much 
"  dissatisfied.  Without  consulting  me,  my  client 
"  obtained  a  valuation  from  our  district  surveyor, 
"  Mr.  Tabberer,  and  that  gentleman  fully  supports 
"  my  views  (as  also  my  clients),  which  are  pronounced 
"  as  to  value  of  the  property."  ITiat  is  written 
by  Mr.  Hards.  Who  do  you  understand  to  be  the 
client  he  is  speaking  of  there  ? — ^I  suppose  he  means 
Mr.  Francis ;  I  do  not  know. 

8228.  But  you  do  not  mean  to  suggest  that 
Mr.  Francis  got  a  valuation  from  Mr.  Tabberer,  the 
district  surveyor  ? — I  do  not  know  really  how  the 
matter  was  worked  in  Mr.  Hard's  office,  I  certainly 
never  instructed  Mr.  Tabberer,  or  negotiated  with 
anyone  in  the  matter. 

8229.  Then  on  the  27th  of  November  1885  there 
is  a  report  from  Mr.  Frank  Hards,  surveyor  and 
valuer,  to  George  Ix)ckyer,  Esq.,  solicitor,  Deptford. 
"  According  to  your  client's  instructions  I  have 
"  carefully  inspected  his  freehold  property  in  Butcher 
"  Eow,  Deptwnl,  with  a  view  to  advise  as  to  the 
"  sum  he  may  fiurly  claim  as  compensation."  Then 
he  says :  "  For  upwards  of  twenty  years  I  have  been 
"  intimately  acquainted  with  all  property  in  this 
"  neighbourhood,  and  some  six  or  seven  years  since 
"  this  particular  glebe  property  was  under  my 
"  management  for  a  former  owner."  Then,  "  Having 
*<  regard  to  all  the  circumstances,  I  think  Zd.  a  foot 
'*  super  would  be  a  reasonable  ground  rent  value  for 
**  this  specially  circumstanced  property,  and  I  may 
"  add  that  for  a  back  site  of  land  in  East  Street, 
"  Greenwich,  I  have  just  had  a  higher  rental  per 
"  foot  offered  by  the  Salvation  Army  authorities,  and 
"  the  value  of  old  building  materials  is  also  to  be 
"  taken  into  consideration.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion 
"  that  4,300/.  would  be  a  proper  sum  to  claim  for 
"  your  client's  interest  as  freeholder  in  the  property, 
"  Yours  truly,  Frank  Hards,  surveyor  and  valuer." 
That  really  was  Mr.  Frank  Hards,  in  the  capacity  of 
surveyor  and  valuer,  advising  himself  and  you  as  to 
what  was  the  proper  sum  to  claim  as  if  he  were  an 
independent  valuer  ? — Whatever  was  done  it  was  done 
to  keep  Mr.  Goddard's  mind  perfectly  unbiassed. 
The  amount  given  by  auction  was  a  very  much  less 
amount  than  it  was  anticipated  it  would  realise,  and 
the  amount  of  my  valuation  at  2d.  a  foot  is  borne  out 
by  dealings  with  adjacent  properties  over  which  we 
had  no  control.  I  have  no  hesitation  whatever  in 
saying  that  if  this  matter  had  gone  to  the  arbitrator 
we  should  have  got  just  as  much,  or  any  other 
claimant. 

8280.  Then  I  see:— "The  claim  is  supported  by 
"  Mr.  I'abberer,  district  surveyor  of  Greenwich.  Say 
"  a  building  site  of  16,500  feet  super,  at  2d,  2,750/.; 
"  add  old  materials,  100/.;  total  2,860/.  New  houses 
"  could  be  erected  on  present  sites,  or  a  block  of 
"  dwellings  erected.  Land  opposite  Humphreys, 
"  Dennatt,  and  Co.,  and  Penn's  factory,  and  close  to 
"  cattle  market:  reserved  for  commercial  purposes 
"  under  the  scheme.  Greenwood  assumes  some  of 
"  the  houses  could  l»e  repaired."  Who  was  Green- 
wood?— Greenwood  is  a  builder  who,  in  artizans' 
dwellings  schemes,  goes  over  the  dwellings  to  say 
what  is  the  proper  amount  to  put  them  in  a  sanitary 
condition.  His  report  was  that  some  of  the  houses 
might  be  repaired  and  others  removed. 
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8231.  Is  Greenwood  an  official  of  the  Board? — 
No. 

8232.  {3Ir,  BosanqueL)  You  mean  he  reports  to 
the  Board  ?—Yes. 

8233.  He  is  employed  by  the  Board  .*— Yes. 


(Mr,  Meadows  White,)  He  is  u  member  of  a  large    Fitieenth  Oh  v. 

firm  of  builders  whose  foreman  generally   surveyed  

these  rites  with   regard   to   the  amount  of   repairs     3  Job  i»b». 
required.     Then  this  is  the  contract,  the  abstract  of 
title,  and  the  conveyance  {handing  in  same). 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr. 

W.  Biadly. 


Mr.  Edgar  Josiah  Harper  recalled  and  further  examined. 


8234.  ( Chairman.)  You  are  in  the  employ  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ? — Yes. 

8235.  In  the  same  department  as  the  last  witness  ? 
—Yes. 

8236.  What  were  your  duties  ? — My  duties  were 
generally  to  assist  Mr.  Robertson  in  the  Estates 
Branch. 

8237.  What  was  the  nature  of  the  assistance  you 
rendered  Mr.  Robertson  ? — I  registered  particulars  of 
all  properties  purchased  by  the  Board  as  soon  as  they 
were  purchased.  The  solicitor  would  send  down 
intimation.  All  those  intimations  came  to  me.  I 
entered  them  in  a  register  kept  for  the  purpose.  It 
was  my  duty  to  inform  the  accountant  of  any  rents 
which  became  due  to  the  Board  in  that  way,  of  the 
determination  of  tenancies,  and  so  on.  I  prepared  a 
quarterly  return  of  rents.  I  also  examined  all  charges 
upon  the  property  for  rates,  taxes,  and  outgoings  of 
that  kind,  and  prepared  certificates  for  the  architect's 
signature.  All  this  was  done  under  Mr.  Robertson's 
supervision,  and  most,  if  not  all,  the  documents  I 
prepared  were  initialled  by  him  before  they  were 
signed  by  the  architect. 

8238.  They  were  frequently  dictated  by  him  ? — In 
the  case  of  reports  to  the  committee,  that  is  so. 

8239.  Does  that  cover  the  whole  of  the  duties  you 
performed  in  the  office  ? — I  think  it  does  up  to  the 
time  that  Mr.  Robertson  left  the  office.  Since  then, 
under  Mr.  BlashilPs  personal  supervision,  I  have  had 
charge  of  the  office. 

8240.  Did  you  do  any  work  for  anybody  outside 
the  office  ? — Never. 

8241.  Were  you  interested  in  or  connected  with 
any  transactions  ? — ^Affecting  the  Board  ? 

8242.  Yes?— Never. 

8243.  With  Mr.  Robertson  at  all  ? — Certainly  not, 
my  Lord  ;  on  no  occasion. 

8244.  You  said  **  aflPecting  the  Board,"  as  if  you 
were  putting  some  limitation  on  that? — I  do  not  wish 
to  put  any  limitation  on  it.  The  only  transactions 
that  I  recollect  having  with  Mr.  Robertson,  apart  from 
the  Board's  business,  were  on  one  or  two  occasions 
these.  He  would  say  to  me  after  4  o'clock,  as  we 
were  just  leaving : — "  I  have  forgotten  to  send  to  the 
bank  for  some  money.  Can  you  lend  me  a  sovereign  ?  " 
I  have  lent  him  a  sovereign,  and  then  the  next 
morning  he  has  given  me  a  cheque,  say  for  5/., 
payable  to  "  cash  or  bearer,"  and  asked  me  to  cash 
that  for  him,  which  I  have  done,  and  he  has  handed 
me  the  amount  of  money  out  of  tiat  sum. 

8245.  That  is  not  very  important.  Nothing  beyond 
that  ? — Nothing  beyond  that  of  any  sort. 

8246.  Have  you  had  any  interest  of  any  sort  in  any 
of  the  properties  sold  to  the  Board  or  bought  from  the 
Board  ? — ^Never. 

8247.  Were  you  intimate  with  Mr.  Robertson  ? — 
Only  in  the  office.     I  was  the  only  other  officer  sitting 


in  that  room.     I  did  not  associate  with  him  out  of  the 
office. 

8248.  Who  else  was  in  the  same  department  with 
you  in  the  architect's  office  ? — Limiting  it  to  the 
Estates  or  including  the  Compensation  ? 

8249.  Including  the  Compensation  ? — In  addition 
to  Mr.  Goddard  ? 

8250.  We  have  had  Mr.  Goddard,  Mr.  Robert- 
son,  Mr.  Bradly,  and  yourself? — Then  there  is 
Mr.  Garnsey.     Mr.  Matthew  Goddard  you  know  of. 

8251.  What  were  Mr.  Garnsey's  dnties  ? — His 
duties  were,  generally,  to  take  charge  of  tho  ordinary 
routine  work  in  the  Compensation  Branch,  and, 
specially,  to  prepare  contracts  for  the  sale  and 
purchase  of  the  property  which  was  being  taken  by 
the  Board. 

8251a.  He  had  nothing  to  do  with  valuation  or 
with  advising  ? — Nothing  whatever. 

8252.  We  may  call  his  work  routine  vork  really  ? 
— ^I  think  so. 

8253.  Mr.  Walker?  —  Mr.  Walker  examines  all 
p?ans,  for  the  architect,  of  buildings  which  are  pro- 
posed to  be  erected  by  tenants  of  the  Board  on  the 
Board's  land  let  on  building  agreement.  He  also 
examines  accounts  of  works  rendered  by  contractors 
who  act  by  direction  of  the  architect. 

8254.  Then  Mr.  Tarring  ?  —  He  is  continually 
occupied  out  of  doors  inspecting  buildings  in  course 
of  erection  to  see  that  they  are  carried  out  in  accordance 
with  the  plans  approved  by  the  Board. 

8255.  Mr.  Cook  ? — Mr.  Cook  has  charge  of  the 
surveys  of  the  land  ;  that  is  to  say,  as  soon  as  the 
houses  purchased  by  the  Board  are  cleared,  Mr.  Cook 
goes  down,  singly  or  assisted,  and  prepares  a  plan  of 
die  land  for  the  purpose  of  letting  or  sale. 

8256.  That  he  used  to  do  under  whose  directions — 
Mr.  Robertson's  ? — Mr.  Robertson's. 

8257.  Then  Mr.  Morgan  ? — ^He  assists  generally, 
but  principally  in  making  copies  of  plans. 

8258.  Mr.  Jackson  ? — He  is  a  junior  clerk  em- 
ployed in  assisting  generally. 

8259.  Then  Mr.  Turner  ?— Mr.  Turner  is  in  the 
Compensation  Branch,  and  assists  generally  there  in 
copying  reports,  despatching  letters,  and  so  forth. 

8260.  That  is  all,  I  think  in  the  department  in 
which  you  are  ? — All  the  indoor  officers.  There  are, 
in  addition,  a  foreman  of  hoarding  and  shoring,  and 
several  watchmen  employed  to  take  charge  of  the 
Board's  property ;  indoors  there  are  two  other  officers, 
Mr.  Maddox,  who  has  been  before  you,  an  inspector 
who  is  employed  to  go  down  and  see  every  property 
as  soon  as  it  is  purchased  to  see  in  what  condition  it 
is,  and  report  generally.  His  son,  Mr.  Maddoz,  junior, 
assists  generally  in  that  work,  and  also  makes  a  round 
continually  to  see  that  all  the  watchmen  are  at  their 
places. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Evelyn  Turner  sworn  and  examined. 


8261.  You  ai-e  general  assistant  in  the  Compensa- 
tion Department  ?— I  am. 

6262.  How  long  have  you  been  there  ? — A  litt)o 
over  three  years. 

8263.  What  were  your  duties? — My  duties  al 
present  ? 

8264.  What  were   they   a  year    ago,   when    Mr. 


Goddard  was  there? — Writing  reports — ^at  least  1 
should  say  copying  reports — merely  copying  them, 
and  generally  writing. 

8265.  Clerk's   work  ;    purely    clerical    work  ? — 
Yes. 

8266.  You  had  nothing  to  do  with  determining  any 
questions  ? — Certainly  not. 


Mr, 
E.  J,  Harper, 


Mr. 
E.  Turner. 


The  witness  withdrew. 
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METROPOLITAN   BOARD    OF   WORKS   INQUIRY   COMMISSION: 


Mr.  George  Watson  Haines  recalled  and  further  examined. 


Fifteenth  Day. 

3  July  1886. 

Mr, 
G.  W.  Haines, 


8267.  (Chairman.)  It  appearo  that  10/.  was  given 
to  Mr.  Lancaster,  one  of  the  clerks  of  the  Metropolitan 
Board.  Would  you  explain  what  that  was  given  for 
and  how  it  came  to  be  given.  Mr.  Ellis  said  it  was 
paid  hy  you  ? — I  have  not  the  slightest  recollection  of 
the  circumstance.  I  do  not  know  Mr.  Lancaster.  I 
do  not  know  anybody  of  that  name. 

8268.  Do  you  remember  giving  10/.  to  a  clerk 
there  ? — I  never  gave  anything  to  anybody  except 
Mr.  Goddard,  that  I  am  aware  of,  in  my  life.  There 
is  another  Mr.  Haynes  who  has  been  concerned  there. 
He  spells  his  name  with  a  "y."  I  do  not  know 
whether  he  had  anything  to  do  with  it. 

8269.  Was  he  concerned  for  Spiers  and  Pond? — 
No. 

8270.  It  was  in  the  account  of  Messrs.  Spiers  and 
Pond   that  it   appears  that    10/.    was   paid   to   Mr. 

The  witness 


Lancaster,  and  Mr.  Spiers  did  not  know  himself,  but 
Mr.  ElliSf  his  secretary,  said  he  believed  it  was  paid 
by  you,  and  it  was  after  the  plans  were  passed  ? — I  am 
not  aware  of  it  at  all ;  I  know  nothing  in  the  world 
about  it.  I  do  not  know  Mr.  Lancaster.  I  might 
know  him  if  I  saw  him,  but  I  do  not  know  him  by 
name.     I  know  nothing  in  the  world  about  it. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Mr.  Lancaster  has  been 
sent  for  and  is  here. 

(Chairman.)  Let  Mr.  Lancaster  come  forward. 
(Mr.  Lancaster  stood  up.) 

( The  JVitfiess.)  I  can  remember  Mr.  Lancaster,  if 
that  is  him.  I  remember  his  face  but  I  do  not 
remember  giving  him  any  money.  I  do  not  know 
that  I  did. 

(Chairman.)  Will  jou  remain  in  court  lor  a  little 
while. 

withdrew. 


Mr.  Frederick  John  Lancaster  recalled  and  further  examined. 


Mr.  F.  J. 

Lancaster. 


8271.  (Chairman.)  Would  you  tell  us,  first  of  all,  if 
you  did  receive  10/.  from  or  through  Messrs.  Spiers 
and  Pond  ? — No,  my  Lord.  Mr.  Haines  has,  I  think, 
forgotten  the  incident  which  perhaps  this  relates  to. 
It  was  some  months  after  the  Criterion  had  passed, 
and  the  theatre  had  been  reopened,  that  Mr.  Haines 
came  to  the  office  and  was  passing  through  a  corndor 
and  I  was  crossing  on  the  other  side.  He  made  some 
inquiry  of  me  after  Mr.  Vulliamy.  He  said,  "  I  have 
something  for  you."  I  said,  "  What  is  it  ?"  He  gave 
me  a  1 0/.  note.  I  said,  "  What  is  this  for  ?"  He 
said,  "  Never  you  mind,  you  do  not  want  to  bother 
"  your  head  about  that:  it  will  do  for  you  to  go  to 
"  the  seaside."  I  said,  "  What  is  it  for  ?"  He  said, 
"  Nothing  at  all ;  that's  for  you."  I  had  not  the 
slightest  idea  what  it  was  for  or  what  it  related  to  in 
any  shape  until  to-day.  Mr.  Haines  is  in  the  box 
and  states  that  it  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  Criterion 
whatever,  nor  had  I  any  reason  to  believe  it. 
Mr.  Ellis,  the  secretary  of  the  Criterion,  and  I  once 
met  after  the  Criterion  matter  was  re-opened,  and  he 
said  to  me,  "  We  managed  to  beat  you  over  tliat 
Criterion  atfsiir,  and  get  it  re-opened ;"  but  as  to  any 
question  of  any  money,  this  is  the  first  time  I  have 
heard  of  it.  Mr.  Haines  seems  not  to  have  recollected 
the  fact  of  giving  me  the  10/.  note  a  long  time  after 
the  Criterion  matter  was  passed.  I  do  not  know 
why  he  gave  it  mo,  it  was  simply  because  he 
frequently  came  to  the  office,  and  I  have  met  him  at 
masonic  lodges  occasionally — I  think  I  have,  but  I  am 
not  quite  sure — ^and  generally  he  used  to  come  to  the 
office  and  was  very  friendly.  The  only  thing  which 
I  have  assisted  at  in  any  way  with  the  Criterion  was 
10  years  ago,  or  more  than  that.  There  was  a  serious 
dispute  regarding  the  construction  of  the  Criterion, 
and  no  one  but  myself  knew  of  the  papers  and 
matters  in  connexion  with  it.  Mr.  Lepard,  then 
the  surveyor,  has  long  since  gone,  and  Mr.  Vulliamy 
personally  had  not  a  very  close  acquaintanceship  with 
it ;  Mr.  Hebb  was  not  there  then*  nor  was  the  present 
principal  clerk,so  that  nobody  else  but  myself  knew  any- 
thing about  the  papers,  and  I  used  to  wish  Mr.  Haines 

The  witness 


and  Mr.  Verity  further  when  they  came  there  day  after 
day  bothering  about  these  old  papers  in  connexion 
with  the  Criterion.  I  had  my  work,  I  should  think, 
doubled  by  fishing  out  these  old  papers  and  reports  in 
connexion  with  that,  but  as  it  was  my  duty  I 
did  it,  but  I  wished  them  further  for  bothering  me. 
Then  this  Criterion  matler  came  on  again — it  had 
been  ordered  by  the  Board  to  be  closed — and  then  it 
was  settled.  The  theatre  was  re-opened,  and,  six  or 
seven  months  afterwards,  I  should  think,  Mr.  Haines 
came  down,  and,  as  I  tell  you,  was  passing  through  the 
corridor,  and  he  spoke  to  me  and  gave  it  me,  but  that 
it  had  any  connexion  with  the  Criterion  I  had  not  the 
slightest  idea  or  thought. 

8272.  Did  you  ask  what  it  was  for? — Certamly 
not. 

8273.  You  did  not  ask  what  it  was  for  ?— Yes ;— I 
thought  you  said,  "  Did  I  ask  for  it;" — I  said  "  What 
is  this  for  ?"  He  said,  "  You  do  not  want  to  trouble 
"  your  head  about  that ;  that  is  a  present  for  you ; 
"  you  take  that;  it  will  do  for  you  to  go  to  the 
"  seaside  with  ;  you  do  not  want  to  trouble  about 
"  it." 

8274.  (J/r.  Bosanquet.)  Have  we  the  date  right — 
)he  5th  June  1883? — I  could  not  say  that. 

8275.  Was  it  about  then  ? — When  the  payment  was 
made  to  me  ? 

8276.  Yes  ? — To  the  best  of  my  recollection. 

8277.  (Mr.  Winch.)  Is  that  the  only  one  you  ever 
got  in  this  way  ? — Certainly. 

8278.  No  one  else  ever  came  along  with  a  ten 
pound  note  ^ — No,  I  was  not  in  the  habit  of  getting 
them. 

8279.  It  was  not  a  sort  of  weekly  affair  for  ten 
pound  notes  to  come  in  ? — No,  that  is  the  first  which 
1  have  ever  had  in  any  way  apart  from  duties  as  an 
officer  of  the  Board,  and  I  took  it  as  a  kindly  present 
from  Mr.  Haines,  and  I  had  not  the  slightest  idea  to 
what  it  related. 

8280.  You  have  spent  it  ? — Yes,  and  I  should  like 
to  have  the  opportunity  of  a  great  many  more — not 
improperly,  of  course. 

withdrew. 


Mr.  George  Watson  Haines  recalled  and  further  examined. 


Mr.  8281.  (Chairman.)  Do  you  recollect  the  transaction 

G.  W.  Haines,  now  ? — I  have  not  the  slightest  recollection  of  it,  but 

•"" if  I  gave  the  ten   pound  note,  as  I  have  not  the 

slightest  doubt  I  did,  it  must  have  been  in  connexion 
with  the  Criterion. 

8282.  As  I  understand,  Mr.  Lancaster  would  have 
no  voice  or  power  in  the  matter  ? — Not  the  least.  I 
do  not  know  the  gentleman's  name,  but  I  do  recollect 
his  face  as  being  in  the  office  and  as  taking  consider- 
able trouble,  as  he  says,  about  the  plans. 


8283.  The  utmost  he  could  have  done  would  have 
been  to  take  some  trouble  about  it  ? — ^That  is  all  as 
far  as  I  know.  I  do  not  know  whether  the  gentleman 
had  any  influence  or  not.  I  do  not  remember  any- 
thing at  all  about  it. 

8284.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Is  it  your  habit  to 
give  ten  pound  notes  ? — I  should  have  sworn  I  had 
never  done  such  a  thing  in  my  life,  and  I  swear  to  the 
best  of  my  recollection  I  never  did  anything  else. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


♦  Mr.  Hebb  was  not  then  appointed,  and  Mr.  White,  the  present  piiocipal  clerk,  was  in  altogether  a  different  branch. 
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Mr.  Matthew  Goddard  recalled  and  further  examined. 


8285.  {Chairmaiu)  I  believe  you  want  to  make  a 
few  corrections,  or  additions  perhaps,  to  the  evidence 
you  have  given  ? — Yes. 

8286.  What  are  the  other  cases  in  which  you  were 
paid  moneys  besides  those  you  previously  stated  ? — 
That  is  the  list  of  all  that  I  can  remember. 

8287.  "  The  Falcon/*  Bethnal  Green,  Mr.  F. 
Powell,  50/.;  "The  Swan,"  Battersea,  Mr.  Holland, 
30/. ;  "  The  Grapes,"  Blackman  Strcfet,  Mr.  Willing, 
50/. ;  "  Hereford  City,"  Litchfield  Street,  Mr.  Champ- 
ness,  10/. ;  "  Black  Boy,"  Hampstead,  Mr.  Brown, 
10/.;  "TJio  George,"  Great  St.  Andrew  Street, 
Mr.  Willing,  10/.;  **Havelock  Arms,"  Gray's  Inn 
Road,  Mr.  Willing,  10/.  ;  **  Three  Crowns,"  Rich- 
mond Street,  Mr.  Whittle,  25/.  Those  you  believe  to 
be  the  complete  list  of  all  ? — That  is  so,  as  far  as  I 
recollect.  There  is  one  other  thing  which  1  should 
like  to  call  your  attention  to,  and  that  is  the  evidence 
given  by  Mr.  Gannaway  last  Friday.  He  said  this — 
that  I  went  to  him.  It  is  nothing  of  the  sort. 
Mr.  Crannaway  came  to  me  at  Canterbury  Road, 
where  I  used  to  live,  after  he  was  accepted  a  tenant 
of  the  Board  at  8/.  a  month,  and  he  gave  me  25/.,  or 

rather  I.  borrowed  iu  He  is  a  sort  of well,  halt*  uncle 

to  my  wife,  and  when  he  came  there,  ho  said,  "  You 
'^  have  got  me  this  place,  and  I  shall  mjike  you  a  little 
**  present ; "  but  1  emphatically  deny  that  1  ever 
extracted  or  extorted  anything  from  Mr.  Gannaway, 
or  made  any  arrangement  with  him  at  all.  What  my 
father  did  was  nothing  to  do  with  me.  I  do  not  know 
what  my  father  did,  but  I  certainly  deny  that. 

8288.  Did  you  make  any  payments  to  your  father  ? 
— Yes,  I  used  to  collect  his  rents,  for  which  my  iietther 
allowed  me  a  commission. 


8289.  You  did  not  give  him  any  share  of  what  you 
pot?  —  Certainly  not;  be  did  not  know  anything 
abont  it. 

{Mr  Meadows  White)  I  understood  Mr.  Gannaway 
to  say  that  he  paid  a  sum  of  money  to  Mr.  Matthew 
Goddard  in  hij»  office. 

8290.  {Mr.  Winch.)  The  question  is  7096.  He 
says  there  that  you  wrote  to  him,  asking  him  to  lend 
you  26/.  ? — Yes,  I  wrote  and  asked  him  to  lend  it  me ; 
ceitainly,  that  is  correct. 

8291.  {Chairman,)  Did  you  say  you  had  been 
refurnishing  your  house  and  were  rather  short  of 
money  ?— Yes,  I  did.  I  think^  being  a  relative  of  my 
wife's,  he  might  just  as  well  have  given  it  us.  When 
my  father  knew  Mr.  Grannaway  he  was  nearly  a  bank- 
rupt,  and  he  has  a  great  deal  to  thank  him  for. 

8292.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Did  he  pay  you  in 
the  office  a  sum  of  money  ? — No.  It  was  sent  to  my 
house  as  far  as  I  recollect. 

8293.  Did  anybody  ever  pay  you  any  money  in  the 
office  ? — Not  thai  I  recollect.  I  do  not  recjUect  such 
a  thin?. 

8294.  You  ai*e  clear  that  Mr.  (gannaway  did  not  ? — 
Certainly.  I  think  yon  will  find  he  will  correct  that 
evidence.  I  met  him  outside  afterwards  and  he  said 
"  It  is  a  mistake,  I  meant  your  father,  not  you." 

8295.  Was  any  one  aware  in  the  office  of  these 
payments  to  you  ? — Certainly  not. 

8296.  {Chairman,)  Did  he  give  you  75/.  besides 
the  25/.  you  borrowed  ? — Yes,  he  did. 

8297.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Was  any  member 
aware  of  these  payments  being  made  to  you  ? — Not  a 
soul.  'Hie  only  person  who  knew  it  was  my  own 
wife. 


Fifteenth  Day. 

3  July  1888. 

Mr. 
M.  Goddard. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  have  now  the  Report  for 
1887.  I  gave  you  the  figures  from  the  Report  of  1886, 
and  I  see  that  m  the  time  covered  by  this  Repoit  of 
1887>  the  Board  received  232  applications  for  the 
erection  of  buildings  beyond  the  general  line,  of  which 
128  were  granted  and  105  refused.  That  is  as  to  the 
lino  of  frontage,  but  that  is  exclusive  of  applications 
to  bring  out  porticoes,  balconies,  and  verandahs,  which 
is  under  another  section. 

{Chairman.)  Are  the  Metropolitan  Board  bound  at 
all  by  the  view  of  the  vestry  ?  They  can  do  it  in  f,pite 
of  the  vestry,  I  think. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Yes.  The  vesti-y,  if  your 
Lordship  refers  to  the  section,  has  the  power  to 
prosecute. 


{Chairman)  That  is  if  it  goes  beyond  the  building 
line  without  permission. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  Yes,  and  is  seems  to  give 
them  such  power  in  that  direction  that  the  Board,  as 
a  matter  of  courtesy,  and  not  as  an  obligation,  have . 
given  the  vestries  notice. 

{Chairman.)  That  is  not  under  any  statute. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  No. 

{Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Is  it  one  of  the  byelaws  ? 

{Mr,  Meadows  White,)  They  made  that  byelaw. 
Nor  is  there  statutory  obligation  to  give  notice  to  the 
adjoining  owners,  but  they  made  a  byelaw  to  that 
effect >  I  called  attention  to  the  figures  as  showing 
the  number  of  complaints  as  compared  with  the 
number  of  applications. 


Mr.  John  Hbbb  sworn  and  examined. 


8298.  {Chairman,)  You  are  assistant  architect 
in  the  employ  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ? 
— 1  am. 

8299.  And  at  present  you  are  head  of  the  Building 
Act  Branch  ? — Yes. 

8300.  How  long  have  you  been  in  that  branch  ? 
— Ten  years  since  my  4ir8t  appointment. 

8301.  That  has  been  your  position  during  the 
whole  time  ? — Yes. 

8302.  You  never  were  in  any  other  capacity  in  the 
employ  of  the  Board  ? — ^No. 

8303.  You  were  head  of  that  branch  under  the 
general  superintendence  of  the  superintending  archi- 
tect?—Yes. 

8304.  But  practically  you  are  the  head  ?— No,  I 
would  not  say  that 

8305.  Of  course,  he  determines  the  building  lines 
and  so  on,  but  what  I  mean  is  in  the  general  manage- 
ment of  that  department,  you  superintended  it,  and 
did  not  refer  everything  to  Mr.  VuUiamy  ? — I  pre- 
pared everything  for  the  superintending  architect 
and  he  can  accept  it  or  reject  it,  of  course,  if  he 
pleases,  but,  as  a  rule,  he  accepts  my  report  upon  any 
subject  to  which  it  refers. 

i    54142. 


8306.  What   is  the  work  of    the    Building    Act  Mr,  J,  flcbb. 

Branch  ?     It  has,  first  of  all,  to  deal  with  those  appli-       

cations  for  permission  to  build  forward  ?— Yes,  that 

is  one. 

8307.  And  then  as  to  the  character  of  the  buildings 
and  their  complying  with  the  requirements  of  the 
statute? — ^No;  another  branch  would  be  for  special 
buildings — buildings  to  which  the  rules  of  the  Act  did 
not  apply,  which  require  the  special  permission  of  the 
Board  before  they  can  be  erected.  These  are  sub- 
mitted to  the  Board,  and  are  reported  upon  by  the 
architect,  and  the  Board  accept  or  reject  the  drawings 
as  they  think  fit. 

8308.  Where  the  rules  apply,  do  not  they  come 
under  the  Building  Act  Branch? — No;  where  the 
rules  apply,  the  buildings  come  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  district  surveyor,  and  the  Board  do  not 
interfere. 

8309.  The  Board  only  interfere  with  what  you  may 
call  special  cases  ? — With  special  buildings.  And  the 
Board  has  also  certain  powers  of  dispensation  under 
the  Building  Act,  which  they  are  sometimes  called 
upon  to  exercise.  As,  for  example,  the  Building  Act 
restricts  the  area  of  openings  in  buildings,  but  the 
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Fifteenth  Day.  Board,  on  application,  frequently  allow  a  larger  open- 
ing than  the  Building  Act  contemplates. 

8310.  Beyond  that  you  have  to  deal  with  the 
theatres  ? — Beyond  that  the  theatres — all  matters 
appertaining  to  the  theatres. 

8311.  Is  there  any  other  function  discharged  by 
your  department  ? — No  special  function,  but  I  assist 
the  architect  in  all  things  which  relate  to  buildings, 
and  not  to  finance  or  compensation. 

8312.  Have  the  theatres  been  under  your  superin- 
tendence, so  far  as  the  Board  is  concerned,  during  the 
whole  time  you  have  been  there  ? — ^Dnring  the  whole 
time  I  have  been  there,  from  the  time  the  Board 
commenced  to  take  action  with  regard  to  them. 

8313.  When  was  that?— That  must  have  been,  I 
think,  about  the  year  1880. 

8314.  Before  that  you  had  nothing  to  do  with 
them  ?— No. 

8316.  When  did  you  first  begin  sending  applications 
to  the  theatres  for  boxes  or  stalls  ? — I  cannot 
remember,  I  should  think  probably  many  years  ago. 

8316.  Did  you  send  such  applications  to  many 
theatres  ? — Yes. 

8317.  How  many  do  you  suppose  ? — It  is  im- 
possible to  remember.  I  cannot  remember.  Not 
verv  frequently  I  should  say,  perhaps  once  a  month. 

8318    Once  a  month  to  one  or  another  ? — Yes. 
83 ly.  Did  that  go  on  for  some  years  ? — ^Yes. 

8320.  Were  they  generally  written  as  these  to 
Mr.  Harris  are,  on  the  paper  headed,  "  Superintending 
Architect*'  Department,  Building  Act  Office"? — I 
have  no  doubt  they  were. 

8321.  Of  course,  the  persons  to  whom  they  were 
sent  would  know  that  was  the  department  that  had 
to  do,  in  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  with  the 
supervision  of  theatres  ? — ^Yes. 

8322.  Beyond  getting  them  yourself,  did  you  get 
them  and  give  them  away  at  all  ? — I  have  done  so. 

8323.  Have  you  got  them  for  any  member  of  the 
Board? — I  only  remember  two;  one,  which  your 
Lordship  has  before  you,  for  Mr.  Fumiss,  and  another, 
I  think,  for  Mr.  Fell.  Beyond  that  I  hare  no 
recollection  of  having  asked  for  any  tickets  for  any 
member  of  the  Board. 

8324.  For  any  other  officials  of  the  Board  did  you  ? 
—No. 

8325.  Down  to  what  time  did  that  continue  that 
you  made  these  applications  ? — Up  to  just  the  end  of 
the  correspondence  with  Mr.  Harris,  when  ihe 
chairman  reprimanded  me.  After  that  I  ceased  to 
apply. 

8326.  What  had  he  learnt.  How  came  he  to 
reprimand  you  ?— He  learnt  it  through  Mr.  Hare 
complaining  of  an  application  which  I  had  made. 

8327.  Of  an  application  to  the  St.  James's  Theatre  ? 
— Ye9. 

8328.  Did  you  tell  him  of  other  applications  ? — I 
did  not. 

8329.  His  reprimand  only  had  to  do  with  the 
St.  James's  Theatre  ? — It  was  a  reprimand  generally, 
I  apprehend. 

8330.  As  far  as  yon  knew,  was  he  aware  of  anything 
else  ? — I  think  not. 

8331.  Do  you  rei^aember  going  to  see  Sanger's 
Amphitheatre  ? — On  what  occasion  ? 

8332.  There  was  some  work  ordered  by  the  Board, 
was  not  there,  at  one  time  ? — Yes,  there  were  exten- 
sive alterations. 


8333.  Before  those  alterations  were  ordered  did 
Mr.  Lancaster  introduce  you  to  Mr.  Sanger  ? — Yes, 
ho  did. 

8334.  Did  you  say  you  had  some  friends  you  would 
like  to  bring  to  the  theatre? — I  think  not. 

8335.  Did  you  ever  send  Mr.  Lancaster  for  tickets 
for  you  to  Sanger's  ? — ^No,  I  have  no  recollection. 

8336.  Are  you  prepared  to  say  you  did  not  ? — ^No, 
I  am  not  prepared  to  say  I  did  not.  I  may  have  done 
80.     I  will  not  say  I  did  not. 

8337.  Do  you  remember  hearing  from  Mr.  Saoffer's 
manager  or  man  of  business  that  they  were  so  fully 
booked  in  the  box  department  for  some  weeks  that 
they  could  not  comply  with  your  request  for  a  box  ? 
— No,  I  do  not  remember  that 

8338.  Did  you  show  great  offence  at  that  ?— No, 
certainly  not. 

8339.  Are  you  aware  whether  Mr.  Lancaster  went 
to  see  Mr.  Sanger  about  it  ? — No. 

8340.  And  said  ^'  Sanger,  you  have  gready  offended 
the  governor"? — ^I  should  think  that  is  highly  im- 
probable. I  do  not  think  I  should  have  attached 
great  importance  to  a  box  or  seats  at  Sango-'s.  I 
remember  now  how  I  came  in  contact  with  Mr.  Sanger. 
Mr.  Sanger  had  some  invention  for  extinguishing  fire 
in  case  of  an  outbreak  of  fire  on  the  stage,  and  I  think 
at  Mr.  Lancaster's  request  I  went  to  see  his  modeL 
Those  are  the  only  personal  relations  I  had  with 
Mr.  Sanger. 

8341.  Did  you  go  and  inspect  the  theatre  whilst 
the  works  were  in  progress  ? — Yes,  I  did. 

8342.  Did  he  ask  you  if  yon  wore  satisfied  with 
everything  that  had  been  done  ? — I  do  not  remember. 

8343.  Did  you  say  you  were  not,  and  did  he  ask 
you  what  had  been  omitted,  and  did  you  sav  ^<  It  is 
not  for  me  to  tell  you,  it  is  for  you  to  know  '^?-..No, 
I  do  not  think  I  should  have  said  that. 

8344.  Do  you  remember  his  being  summoned  for 
non-compliance  with  the  Board's  instructions? — ^I  do 
not  remember.  My  impression  is  that  he  comfdeted 
the  alterations.  I  am  not  sure.  If  he  was  summoned 
1  think  he  must  have  been  summoned  under  the 
Board's  Various  Powers  Act,  which  relates  to  in- 
scriptions on  the  doors,  and  fkstenings  of  doors.  My 
impression  is  that  he  completed  the  works  afler  some 
correspondence. 

8345.  Do  you  remember  the  cireumstance  of  his 
being  summoned? — ^Not  distinctly.  I  think  I  gave 
evidence.  I  think  that  there  was  some  question  about 
insufficient  lamps  and  some  inscriptions  on  the  walls. 

8346.  Have  yon  ever  received  anything  beyond  a 
box  or  a  stall  from  any  of  the  theatre  people  ? — 
Nothing  of  anv  sort;  neither  fee,  commifi«ion,  nor 
consideration  ot  any  kind. 

8347.  Have  you  been  interested  in  any  way  in  any 
lands  that  have  been  sold  by  the  Board  ? — No. 

8348.  Or  anything  boueht  from  them  ? — None. 

8349.  Either  yourself  or  with  anybody  else  ?-t- 
Neither  by  myself  nor  by  anybody  else. 

8350.  Directly  or  indirectly  ? — Directly  or  in- 
directly. 

8351.  Now  with  r^pard  to  the  case  we  have  heard 
of  at  Brixton.  You  were  called  upon  to  fix  the 
general  building  line  ? — ^Yes.    * 

8352.  Did  you  go  down  and  survey  the  place  for 
that  purpose  ? — I  did. 

8353.  Who  asked  you  to  inspect  and  fix  the  Une  ? 
— That  came  from  the  vestry  of  Lambeth,  I  think. 


Adjourned  to  Friday  next  at  11  o'clock. 
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SIXTEENTH    DAT. 


Friday,  Oth  July  1888. 


FBBSSNT  : 


Lord  Hubschell, 


I 


Mb.  Gsehfbll. 
LoKD  HERSCHELIi  m  the  Chaib. 


Mr.  JBoSANQUETy  Q.C., 


{Mr.  Meadawt  White,)  This  completes  what  your 
Lordship  asked  for — the  statement  as  to  the  staff. 
This  ooniams  the  Chemical  Department  and  the  Soli- 
citor's Department  (handing  same  to  his  Lordship,) 
Mr.  Bosanquet  asked  for  the  abstracts  of  title  relating 
to  the  Battersea  Bridge  approaches;  those  abstracts 


have  been  sent  over  to  your  Lordship's  oflBce.     Here  Sixteenth  Bay. 

is  a  statement  as  to  advertisements — the  statement  of  

newspapers,  and  amounts  paid  for  advertisements  for     ^  J"ly  1888, 

the  five  years,  1882  to  1887.     [The  same  are  handed  

to  his  Lordship,!^ 


Mr.  John  Hbbb  recalled,  further  examined. 


8854.  {Chairman,)  When  the  Commission  ad- 
journed, 1  was  entering  upon  the  inquiry  with  reference 
to  the  fixing  the  line  of  buildings  in  Brixton  Rise  ? — 
Will  your  Lordship  allow  me,  before  you  proceed  to 
examine  me,  to  make  a  few  remarks  on  a  personal 
matter.  I  should  like  to  call  your  Lordships'  attention 
to  the  fact  that  I  am  not  represented  by  counsel. 
Mr.  Meadows  White  and  Mr.  Freeman  represent  the 
Board,  but  they  do  not  represent  me,  therefore  I  am 
unrepresented,  and  I  am  a  defenceless  man.  In  the 
remarks  which  your  Lordship  was  pleased  to  make 
about  me  with  regard  to  the  Trent  afbir,  the  Brixton 
Road  frontage  case 

8356.  1  am  going  to  give  you  every  opportunity  by 
questions  of  answering  about  that  ? — Will  you  idlow 
me  to  say  that  your  Lordship  in  saying  that  the  Board 
ought  not  to  have  entrusted  this  important  work  to 
a  temporary  man,  suggested  that  I  was  incompetent 
for  the  work.  I  should  like  to  tell  your  Lordship  that 
1  have  been  educated  as  an  architect.  I  was  articled 
ti)  an  eminent  man  for  five  years.  I  travelled  abroad 
for  some  time,  about  a  year  and  a  half,  to  complete 
my  education.  On  my  return,  I  joined  my  master, 
first  as  assistant,  and  afterwards  as  a  partner.  I  was 
his  partner  for  about  10  years,  carrying  out  some 
very  important  works,  assisting  him  in  all  his  build- 
ings, and  practising  for  some  time  on  my  own  account. 
I  came  to  the  BcMird  with  excellent  testimonials.  I 
have  performed  very  important  duties.  I  have  the 
control  of  all  the  work  in  connexion  with  the  opera 
tion  of  the  Building  Act,  and  the  Metropolis  Manage- 
ment Act,  as  far  as.r^ards  the  building.  I  have  acted 
as  superintending  architect  by  Mr.  VuUiamy's  appoint- 
ment, with  the  consent  of  the  Board.  I  am  a  man,  I 
submit,  in  every  way  of  equal  professional  status  with 
Mr.  Vulliamy  or  Mr.  Blashill,  and  I  was  perfectly 
competent  to  perform  the  work  in  question.  Your 
I^ordship  was  pleased  to  make  remarks  about  me, 
which  I  think  are  calculated  to  cast  a  slur  upon  my 
professional  character.  1  have  never  had  any  slur  or 
imputi^tion  upon  me  until  this  last  few  months.  I 
have  always  been  looked  upon  as  an  honourable  man. 
I  am  an  honourable  man,  and  there  is  no  transaction 
of  my  life  that  I  am  ashamed  of  or  which  would  not 
bear  the  light  of  day. 

8356»  I  think  possibly  it  would  be  better  not  to 
make  that  observation,  alter  the  correspondence  which 
has  been  before  us  as  to  the  theatres,  with  regard  to 
the  applications  for  orders.  I  hope  that  you  do  now 
see  that  that  was  an  improper  proceeding  ? — Of  course 
your  Lordship  will  form  your  own  opinion.  I  attach 
no  importance  to  that ;  I  do  not  consider  that  that  is 
any  imputation  on  my  honour  or  my  honesty.  I  was 
led  mto  that  correspondence  by  Mr.  Harris.  There 
is  nothing  in  that  correspondence  of  which  I  am 
ashamed.  It  is  utterly  fiiise  to  say  that  I  levied 
blackmail  upon  Mr.  Harris,  or  upon  any  other 
manager.     I  took  those  tickets  ;  I  asked  for  them  at 


Mr.  Harris'  request,  and  I  submit  that  I  have  done 
nothing  with  regard  to  these  orders  which  can  afiect 
my  character  as  an  honourable  man. 

8367.  To  revert  to  the  Brixton  case  ;  you  went 
o%er  to  fix  the  line  of  frontage  ? — Yes. 

( Chairman.)  1  must  wait  till  I  get  the  plan  before 
I  go  into  this. 

8358.  (  Mr.  Bosanquet,)  With  regard  to  the  theatre 
matter,  had  you  any  appointment  From  the  Board  in 
writing  to  inspect  the  theatres  ? — I  had. 

8359.  Have  you  it  here  ? — I  have  not ;  I  have  it  at 
the  ofiice,  and  can  send  for  it  if  you  desire  it. 

8360.  I  dare  say  you  can  tell  us  what  the  form  of 
it  was  ? — ^The  form  is,  that  I  am  authorised  to  inspect 
theatres  at  any  time  of  the  day  or  night. 

8361.  I  am  afraid  we  must  see  it,  and  the  Act  of 
Parliament  too.  In  the  special  Local  Act,  in  which 
this  power  is  rather  strangely  put  in,  among  the 
powers  to  purchase  land,  in  the  middle^  comes  this 
section  46,  about  theatres. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  Generally  the  Metropolitan 
Board  AcU  are  Public  Acts,  but  that  is  an  exception. 

{Mr.JBosanquet.)  The  Acts  which  concern  their 
public  powers  are  all  Public  Acts,  I  think.  Of  course, 
they  have  special  Acts  like  other  corporations,  to 
enable  them  to  take  land,  and  to  extend  the  time  for 
selling  their  surplus  land,  and  in  the  ndddle  of  one  of 
these  Acts  is  sHpped  in  section  45,  as  to  theatres. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  1  think  you  will  find  one 
of  the  powers  on  which  inspection  is  founded  in  the 
Act  of  1878. 

8362.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  lliat  gives  no  power  to  do 
anything  like  what  Mr.  Hebb  hais  been  doing.  ( To 
the  witness.)  The  Board  gave  you  some  powers  to 
inspect  theatres.  I  have  asked  for  the  Act  under 
which  they  are  entitled  to  appoint  somebody;  did 
they  appoint  anybody  else  besides  you  ? — No  one. 

8363.  Did  memb^  of  the  Board,  or  any  committee 
of  the  Board,  visit  theatres  ?— I  beg  your  pardon  ; 
yes,  they  did  appoint  some  one ;  they  appointed  the 
chairman  of  the  Building  Act  Committee,  also  in 
writing ;  he  was  the  only  other  person. 

8364.  Who  was  that? — ^That  was  the  chairman 
for  the  time  being. 

8366.  Under  the  same  powers  as  with  regard  to 
you  ? — Under  the  same  powers. 

8366.  I  think  your  powers  under  the  Act,  speaking 
of  it  without  the  Act  before  me,  are  to  inspect  the 
theatres  with  regard  to  keeping  open  doors  at  any 
time  during  the  performance,  or  any  other  convenient 
time  ? — Yes. 

8367.  Did  you  take  any  memorandum  of  the  times 
you  went  to  inspect  under  those  powers  ? — No,  I  did 
not. 

8368.  Was  your  inspection  then  going  and  sitting 
in  the  box  with  other  people  during  the  whole  of  the 
performance  ? — No. 

Mm  2 


Mr,  J.  HM, 
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Mr.  J.  Hehb. 


8369.  Let  me  call  your  attention  to  this  letttu-  of 
January  23,  1884,  to  iM r.  Harris .— **  Thanks  for  your 
"  note.  I  have  no  desire  to  interfere  with  your' 
'*  business,  but  should  be  glad  if  you  could  make  it 
**  convenient  to  let  me  have  a  box  this  week  or  the 
"  beginning  of  the  next.  You  know,  perhaps,  that 
♦*  I  am  authorised  by  the  Board  to  visit  theatres  at 
"  any  time."  Was  your  authority  to  visit  theatres 
at  any  time  ? — Yes. 

8370.  **  But  this  authorisation  only  applies  to 
**  myself,  and  I  do  not  always  care  to  go  alone  ?" — 
Yes. 

8371.  Was  that  one  of  your  visits  under  the  autho- 
rity of  the  Board  when  you  wanted  a  box  ? — No,  I 
cannot  say  it  was.  I  was  asking  Mr.  Harris  then  to 
give  me  a  box  for  myself  and  my  friend. 

8372.  {Chairman,)  Why  do  you  call  his  attention 
there  to  the  fact  that  you  had  power  to  go? — I 
thought  it  was  right  to  tell  him.  He  had  really 
declined  to  allow  me  to  come  into  his  theatre,  and  I 
wanted  to  remind  hinU  that  I  had  the  power  to  go 
into  his  theatre. 

8373.  Do  you  suppose  you  have  the  power  to  go 
into  any  theatre  and  take  one  of  the  best  places  there, 
and  sit  throughout  the  whole  of  the  performance  ? — 
No,  I  do  not.  I  have  only  the  power  to  do  that  with 
the  consent  of  the  manager.  I  have  mwer  forced 
myself  upon  a  manager,  and  told  him  that  I  had  a 
right  to  come  in.  I  always  deferred  to  his  con- 
venience. 

8374.  For  the  purposes  of  the  investigation  which 
you  had  to  make  under  the  Board,  all  you  have  to 
do  is  to  go  in  and  see  how  the  seats  are  constructedy 
and  what  exits  there  are,  and  so  on  ? — No ;  it  will  be 
part  of  my  duty  to  see  how  the  audience  left  the 
theatre  ;  that  the  doors  were  all  open  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  performance. 

8375.  For  that  purpose  it  would  suffice  if  you 
appeared  there  just  before  the  close  of  the  perfor- 
mance ? — It  wculd. 

8376.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  And  stood  at  the  doors  ?— 
It  would,  T  acknowledge  it. 

8377.  You  gave  us  an  answer  a  moment  ago  that 
you  sent  this  letter  because  Mr.  Harris  would  not  let 
you  enter  the  theatre  at  any  time  ? — He  told  me  if  I 
wanted  to  come  to  his  theatre,  that  I  must  write  to 
him  and  give  him  notice,  and  that  he  could  not  allow 
me  to  come  in  at  any  time. 

8378.  Have  you  read  what  your  powers  and  duties 
under  this  Act  are  ? — Yes. 

8379.  What  is  it  your  duty  to  do  if  any  manager 
of  a  theatre  does  not  admit  you  under  the  Act,  That 
is  provided  for  by  the  statute,  you  know  ? — Yes,  he  is 
liable  to  a  penalty. 

8380.  What  is  your  duty ;  not  lo  write  for  a  box, 
but  to  do  something  else  :  what  is  it  ? — To  report  it  to 
the  Board,  I  suppose ;  1  suppose  you  suggest. 

8381.  Did  you  report  it  to  the  Board  when  he 
declined  to  let  you  in  ? — ^No,  because  I  never  had  a 
JeBnite  refusal.     I  had  repoited  on  other  occasions. 

8382.  That  is  your  explanation  ? — Yes. 

8383.  {Chairman.)  It  was  not  only  Mr.  Harris 
but  there  were  other  theatres  to  which  you  made 
similar  appli(*Ations  ? — Yes,  there  were. 

8384.  Did  they  all  i-efuse  you  admission  ? — No,  on 
the  contrary. 

8385.  {Mr.  Bosanquet)  Did  you  favour  any  par- 
ticular theatre  ? — No. 

8386.  Or  did  you  make  these  applications  to  all 
the  principal  theatres  all  round  about  equally  r — No, 
not  the  small  theatres.  I  probably  went  to  most  of 
the  metropolitan  theatres,  most  of  the  West  End 
theatres. 

8387.  I  am  afraid  your  visits  to  the  theatres  must 
have  been  somewhat  more  numerous  than  you  told  us 
on  the  last  occasion  ? — I  do  not  think  they  were. 

8388.  Were  these  boxes  for  yourself  or  for  other 
people  ?-^  Not  always  for  myself. 

8389.  Because  I  find  in  the  space  of  something  less 
than  two  years  you  write  for  a  box,  two  stalls  or  a 
box 


{Mr.  tVtnch,)  It  is  nine  times  in  1884,  and  eleven 
times  in  1 885,  qtui  Drury  Lane. 

8390.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Sometimes  for  a  box,  and 
never  for  less  than  two  seats  or  stalls l** — Yes,  but  I 
did  not  always  receive  them.  I  think  if  you  will  be 
good  enough  to  look,  you  will  fmd  that  in  one  year, 
certainly  in  April,  I  tell  Mr.  Harris  that  I  have  not 
seen  his  pantomime,  and  I  remind  him  that  he  pro- 
mised, whei  business  permitted,  he  would  let  me 
have  a  box. 

8391.  I  see  on  April  8th,  you  wrote  this,  **  Thanks 
"  for  the  tickets  for  Jb^riday.  It  is  not,  however, 
^*  what  I  wanted,-  as  I  wish  to  take  some  of  my 
"  children,  and  we  are  more  numerous  than  two."  Is 
that  what  you  refer  to  ? — Yes — No. 

8392.  '^  I  should  be  glad  to  have  a  box  for  some 
"  evening  most  convenient  to  yourself."  There  you 
appear  to  have  had  two  stalls  or  other  seats,  and  ask 
for  a  box  for  the  whole  of  the  family  ? — Which  I 
think  1  returned. 

8393.  There  is  nothing  about  returning  it ;  possibly 
you  did.  Did  any  committee  of  the  Board  visit  the 
theatres  under  these  Acts? — No,  they  do  not  visit 
them  under  the  Acts.  The  Building  Act  Committee 
occasionally  inspected  theatres  in  the  day  time,  but 
not  in  the  evening. 

8394.  What  committee  of  the  Board  w9A  it  that 
visited  theatres  ? — The  Theatres  Committee — ^I  meau 
the  sub-committee, 

8395.  Did  they  go  to  see  the  condition  of  the 
theatres  with  regard  to  the  exits  and  with  regard  to 
ventilation,  or  what  ? — No ;  with  regard  to  structure 
that  was. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  This  is  the  Act  {handing 
same  to  his  Lordship).  The  power  of  inspection  is 
under  that  section  which  deals  with  other  things  apart 
from  structural  defects. 

8396.  {Mr,  Bosanquet.)  The  provision  is,  "Where 
^^  any  house  or  any  place  of  public  resort  in  the 
^'  Metropolis  for  the  time  being  authorised  to  be  kept 
**  open  for  the  public  performance  of  stage  pkys  is 
"  kept  open  for  such  purpose  under  authorities " — 
and  80  on, — '*  the  Board  may  serve  a  notice  in  writing 
'^  upon  the  per&on  by  whom  such  house,  room,  or 
''  place  of  public  resort  is  so  kept  open,  requiring  him 
"  to  comply  >vith  any  such  requirements  as  the  Board 
<'  may  think  expedient  with  respect  to  all  the  matters 
"  following.*'  Were  any  notices  served  before  you 
went  to  inspect  these  theatres  ? — Yes, 

8397.  By  the  committee  of  the  Board?— By  the 
Board  itself. 

8398.  And  the  matters  referred  to  are  the  times 
during  which  the  doors  aflbrding  means  of  exit  shall 
be  kept  open ;  the  conditions  under  which  they  may 
be  closed ;  the  nature  of  the  fastenings  ;  the  notices 
to  bo  put  up  in  the  place  specifying  the  means  of  exit 
therefrom  ?  These  are  all  the  matters  referred  to  in 
the  section,  and  the  authority  given  is,  "Any  person 
"  authorised  by  the  Board  in  writing  may  at  any 
"  time  during  the  times  fixed  for  the  admission  or 
"  presence  of  the  public,  nnd  at  all  other  reasonable 
"  times,  enter  and  inspect  any  such  house,  rooni,  or 
"  place  of  public  resort  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
"  whether  any  such  notice  should  be  served  by  the 
"  Board,  or  whether  the  requirementi*  of  such  notice 
*'  are  complied  with ;  and  if  any  person  refuses  to 
•*  admit  any  person  so  authorised,  or  to  afford  him  all 
"  reasonable  assistance  in  such  inspection,  is  liable  to 
**  a  penalty  not  exceeding  20/.'*  You  know  that  was 
what  the  Act  provided,  I  suppose  ? — Yes. 

\  8399.  You  do  not  seem  to  have  given  the  Board 
any  opportunity  of  enforcing  that  penalty  against 
anybody  ? — You  mean  refusal  ? 

8400.  Yes  ? — Yes,  I  did  in  one  case,  where  I  was 
refused  ;  I  reported  it  to  the  Board.  There  wap 
only  one  other  case. 

8401.  What  theatre  was  that?— Tliat  was  at  Her 
Majesty's  Theatre. 

8402.  {Chairman.)  Had  you  asked  for  a  box 
there  ? — No,  I  had  gone  personally. 
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8403.  Had  you  ever  asked  for  a  stall  or  box 
there  ^ — No,  I  thirjk  not.     I  do  not  remember  it. 

8404.  Are  you  prepared  to  swear  you  have  not  ? — 
Yes. 

8105.  That  you  have  not?  —I  have  not. 

8406.  A  l>ox,  or  stall,  or  any  seat  for  the  purpose 
of  seeing  the  performance  ? — ^^No. 

8407.  (Mr.  Bosanquet,)  When  was  it  you  went, 
and  were  refused ;  at  tlie  time  of  the  performance  ? 
— ^At  the  time  of  the  performance. 

8408.  What  did  you  ask  for?— I  asked  for  the 
manager. 

8409.  You  saw  the  manager,  I  suppose  ? — I  saw 
the  manager. 

8410.  What  did  you  ask  hiui  to  give  you  then  ? — 
1  asked  him  to  let  me  in. 

8411.  To  let  you  inside  the  house  ? — Inside  the 
house. 

8412.  Did  you  tell  him  you  had  come  to  inspect 
the  house  ? — I  told  him  who  I  was,  and  I  was 
authorised  to  visit  this  theatre. 

8413.  Who  was  the  manager  to  whom  you  applied  ? 
— Mr.  Leader. 

8114.  Did  the  committee  of  tiie  Boai'd  visit,  these 
theatres  to  see  their  condition  without  notice  being 
given  to  the  theatres? — No;  they  invariably  gave 
notice  to  the  manager  of  the  theatre  beforehand. 

8415.  Then  your  giving  notice  to  the  lessee  made 
no  difference  to  him  at  all  ? — No. 

8416.  It  did  not  give  him  any  notice  which  ho 
would  not  get  from  the  Boai*d  ?—  None  whatever. 

8417.  I  see  you  say  : — November  the  12th,  1884. 
To  Mr.  Harris, — **  Can  you  let  me  have  a  box  or  two 
"  stalls  for  Saturday  evening.  The  committee  of 
**  the  Board  will,  I  believe,  visit  your  theatre  on 
"  Saturday ;  but  if  they  do,  you  will  have  notice." — 
Yes. 

8418.  That  was  quite  a  work  of  supererogation, 
was  it — ^your  giving  notice  ? — Purely.  It  had  no 
meaning.  It  did  not  mean  that  I  was  giving  him 
any  private  information  that  he  might  conceal  any- 
thing from  the  committee. 

8119.  Did  you  inform  the  Board  that  when  you 
went  to  these  theatres  you  had  seats,  and  sut  in 
boxes  or  stalls  ? — I  did  not  inform  the  Board  ;  no. 

8420.  You  told  us  that  some  of  these  boxes  and 
stalls  were  not  for  yourself.  Can  you  tell  us  who 
they  were  for  ? — My  own  personal  friends.  I  cannot 
remember. 

8421.  Your  private  friends  ? — My  private  friends. 
A  friend  has  asked  me  if  I  could  get  a  box,  and  1 
have  asked  for  one. 

8422.  {Chairman  to  Mr.  Meadows  White,)  I  dare- 
say you  can  let  us  have  a  copy  of  the  orders  given  to 
this  gentleman  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Yes. 

8423.  {Mr.  Winch.)  On  this  occasion,  when 
Mr.  Leader  refused  you,  did  you  go  alone? — No. 
I  had  a  friend  with  me. 

8424.  Did  you  want  a  seat  for  your  friend  too  ? 
— 1  wanted  a  seat  for  my  friend  too. 

8425.  What  had  your  friend  to  do  with  the  theatre  ? 
— ^Nothing  at  all. 

8426.  Was  that  the  reason  why  the  manager 
refused  you  admission  ? — I  cannot  tell. 

»427.  Surely  you  can  ? — ^No,  I  cannot. 

8428.  Did  he  offer  to  let  you  in,  but  would  not  let 
your  friend  in  ? — No,  he  did  not. 

8429.  Did  you  tell  him  you  were  there  in  the 
performance  of  your  duty,  for  the  purpose  of  inspect- 
ing that  theatre  ?— No,  I  did  not. 

8430.  You  did  not  tell  him  that  ?— I  merely  told 
him  who  I  was. 

8431.  What  is  your  duty  when  you  go  to  these 
theatres  to  inspect  them  under  the  Board,  yon  know. 
What  is  it  you  want  to  inspect  ? — To  see  that  the 
doors  are  kept  open. 

8432.  And  to  see  that  no  chairs  are  put  in  the 
alleys  between  the  seats  ? — Yes.  I  do  not  pretend  that 
when  I  wont  to  see  a  performance  I  went  there  as 


performing   any   special   duty.      Of   course    I   wont 
iliurc 

8433.  To  see  the  performance  ? — To  see  the  per- 
formance as  well,  but  at  the  same  time  I  took  the 
opportunity  of  looking  at  the  exit,  and  going  round 
the  house. 

8434.  You  looked  out  from  the  box  of  the  theatre 
generally  betwecu  the  actjj  ? — No,  1  walked  about. 

8435.  Where  did  you  walk  ? — In  the  corridors,  and 
examined  the  doors. 

8436.  Outside  the  box?— No. 

8437.  Where  else  did  you  go  for  the  purpose  of 
performing  your  duty? — 1  went  into  the  corridors, 
looked  at  the  doors,  and  saw  if  the  doors  were  open, 
and  questioned  the  men  in  charge. 

8438.  Let  me  read  you  another  letter  that  lias  not 
been  read  to  you,  of  the  25th  August  1885 :  "  Dear 
"  Sir, — )  wrote  to  you  last  week  to  ask  you  to  oblige 
**  me  with  a  lx)x,  but  1  have  not  hud  any  reply  to  my 
**  letter.  I  am  unwilling  to  believe  that  you  intend 
"  any  discourtesy  towards  me,  and  hope  that  the 
**  letter  has  been  overlooked."  That  was  a  favour 
you  were  asking,  was  not  it  ? — Unquestionably  a 
flavour. 

84.39.  Where  was  the  discourtesy? — He  did  not 
reply  to  my  letter.  If  you  ask  a  man  a  favour,  at  any 
rate  he  can  say  no. 

8440.  Then  he  has  been  discourteous,  and  has  not 
answered  your  letter.  Now  see  how  you  go  on  : 
'*  Allow  me  to  remind  you,  that  I  am  instructed  by  the 
"  Board  to  visit  theatres  from  time  to  time  during 
•*  the  time  of  the  performance,  in  order  to  see  that 
"  the  Board's  orders  are  carried  out,  but  I  have  no 
"  wish  to  exercise  my  privilege  in  a  manner  to  cause 
'<  you  inconvenience,  and  would  rather  much  do  so  in 
**  a  manner  agreeable  to  you."  Do  you  mean  to  say 
you  did  not  intend  that  as  a  threat  ? — I  do ;  it  was  no 
threat. 

8441.  You  complain  of  his  discourtesy  in  not 
answering.  You  then  suggest  to  him,  ^^  Mind,  it  is 
^<  in  the  performance  of  my  duty,  and  I  can  make  it 
"  very  disagreeable  to  you  "  ? — No,  I  could  not. 

8442.  You  could  ? — I  beg  your  pardon,  in  what 
way? 

8443.  {Chairman.)  You  were  the  person  upon 
whom  it  depended  whether  he  was  reported  ao 
carrying  out  the  regulations  or  not.  You  were  the 
person  whose  business  it  was  to  see  whether  he 
caiTied  out  the  regulations  or  not;  and  I  must 
ask  you,  in  consequence  of  what  you  have  said,  do 
you  really  mean  that  it  does  not  strike  you  now  with 
the  light  of  all  the  information  you  have  got  upon  it, 
as  improper  that  a  person  whose  duty  it  is  to  watch 
and  supervise  a  theatre,  should  be  asking  favours  in 
that  way  of  the  person  whose  mode  of  carrying  on 
business  he  has  to  supervise  ? — I  will  allow — I  am 
ready  to  admit — that  it  was  indiscreet,  but  I  do 
submit  that  it  wan  not  improper,  and  there  was  no  im- 
propriety. I  had  no  motive  in  asking  for  them,  and  I 
had  no  intention  of  threatening,  and  I  had  no 
intention  of  doing  anything  but  what  was  honest  and 
straightforward  and  proper.  That  is  all  I  can  say  ; 
I  can  say  no  more. 

8444.  {Mr.  Winch.)  Just  think.  You  have 
answered  the  Commission  that  this  is  a  fair  specimen 
of  what  you  did  with  all  the  other  large  theatres  in 
London  ? — Oh,  no ;  that  is  just  what  I  did  not  say. 

8445.  You  said  that  to  Mr.  Bosaaquet  ? — No,  you 
will  find  no  similar  correspondence. 

8446.  I  do  not  say  similar  correspondence,  but  qua 
the  number  of  seats  which  were  granted  to  you.  I 
understood  you  to  answer  Mr.  Bosanquet,  that  this  is 
a  fair  specimen  of  what  you  did  with  the  other  large 
theatres  in  London,  not  the  small  ones  but  the  large 
ones? — No,  not  a  fair  specimen.  I  say  on  other 
occasions  I  have  asked  for  tickets. 

8447.  And  you  have  had  as  many  seats  given  you 
by  the  other  krge  theatres  as  were  given  you  by 
Mr.  Harris  of  Drnry  Lane  ? — I  cannot  remember. 
I  do  not.  know. 

Mm  3 
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Sixteenth  Day.       8448.  You  will  not  swear  you  have  not  ? — 1  will  not 

swear  I  have  not.     You  have  made  that  computation, 

6  July  1888.     but  I  should  say,  on  the  contraiy,  probahly  that  two 
years  represents  only  about  four  or  five  tickets. 

8449.  (Chmrman.)  I  do  not  know  that  it  is  very 
material  to  ^  into  the  exact  number  ? — One  is  as  bad 
as  a  dozen.     I  do  not  think  it  matters. 

8450.  (Mr,  fVinch,)  As  I  understand,  the  chaiimen 
of  t))e  Building  Act  Committee  for  the  time  being  had 
a  right  to  go  thete  ? — Yes. 

8451.  During  your  tim^  who  were  the  chairmen 
of  the  Building  Act  Committee  ? — Mr.  Saunders. 

8452.  Mr.  Fowler?  — No;  I  do  not  think 
Mr.  Fowler  has  been  chairman  in  my  time. 

8453.  Deputy  chairman,  was  he  ?— No. 

8454.  Mr.  Saunders  and  Mr.  Shepherd  P  — 
Mr.  Shepherd,  and  I  think  Mr.  Selway. 

8455.  Mr.  iSaunders,  Mr.  Shepherd,  and  Mr.  Selway 
have  been  chairmen  of  the  Building  Act  Committee  ? 
—Yes. 

8456.  Has  Mr.  Saunders,  to  your  knowledge,  had 
tickets  ? — Not  to  my  knowledge. 

8457.  Did  Mr.  Saunders  go  as  chairman  to  inspect  ? 
—I  am  not  aware. 

8458.  Would  you  not  know  ? — No,  certainly  not. 

8459.  You  would  not  know  whether  he  went  to 
inspect  or  not  ?— No.  Of  course  I  know  when  he 
went  with  the  Theatres  Committee.  I  have  known 
then  that  he  has  gone,  but  I  do  not  know  when  he 
went  at  any  othei'  time. 

84G0.  Supposing  any  structural  alterations  were 
recurred  in  a  theatre,  who  would  have  the  supenising 
and  seeing  that  that  was  carried  out — you  ? — I  should. 

8461.  Would  plans  have  to  be  submitted  to  the 
Board  with  regard  to  any  structural  alterations  that 
Were  required  in  the  theatre  ? — Plans  are  sometimes 
submitted. 

8462.  Have  you  ever  received  any  commission 
from  any  architect  in  respect  of  pkuis  that  have  been 
submitted  to  the  Board  ? — Never. 

8463.  Nothing  of  any  kind  ? — Never. 
(Mr,  Bosanquet.)  It  is  fair  to  say,  with  regard  to 

these  letters,  that  it  is  not  in  all  cases  that  the  applica- 
tion is  granted.  It  appears,  by  Mr.  Harris'  notes,  that 
some  are  and  some  are  not. 

8464.  {Mr.  Winch.)  I  made  my  Calculation  on  this 
principle,  that  when  nothing  was  said  and  he  did  not 
complain,  he  got  them  ? — I  do  not  think  that  is  fair. 

8465.  {Chairman,)  At  whose  request  did  you  ^x 
the  general  line  of  the  frontage  with  regard  to  Brixton 
Rise  ? — At  the  request  of  the  Yestry  of  Lambeth. 

8466.  You  were  attended  by  Mr.  Henry  John 
Smith  and  Mr.  Mackintosh,  the  vestry  clerk  and 
surveyor  to  the  Vestry  of  Lambeth  ;  by  Mr.  John 
Smith  of  Wellingl)orough  Road,  Stockwell,  builder. 
Who  was  he  acting  for  ?— He  was  the  builder,  I 
believer 

8467.  And  Mr.  Bentley,  a  surveyor  ? — Surveyor  to 
the  builder. 

8468.  And  Mr.  Cobeldick  ? — I  believe  he  was  the 
freeholder  of  the  ground. 

8469.  Those  gentlemen  appeared  before  you  and 
discussed  the  question,  did  they  ? — Yes. 

8470.  Had  you  any  communication  with  anyone, 
excepi;  on  the  occasion  when  all  these  persons  were 
present  ? — No  communication  on  any  other  occasion. 

8471.  With  any  one?— With  anybody. 

8472.  Did  you  know  Mr.  Cobeldick  before  ?— I  did 
not,  except  as  a  builder  who  had  made  applications  to 
the  Board.     I  did  not  know  him. 

8473.  Or  Mr.  Bentley,  the  surveyor  ? — In  the  same 
way  with  Mr.  Bentley ;  he  was  the  man  making  appli- 
cations.    [  did  not  know  him  beyond  that. 

8474.  Yon  had  had  no  communication  with  him  ? — 
None  whatever. 

8475.  When  you  made  your  decision,  in  which  you 
said  you  decided  that  the  general  line  of  building  on 
the  western  side  of  Brixton  Road  between  Cornwall 
Road  and  Horsford  Road  is  a  line  16  feet  back  from 
the  public  way  ?—  Yes. 


8476.  Why  did  you  name  the  roads  Cornwall  Road 
and  Horsford  Road?  Why  did  you  fix  the  line 
between  those  two  roads  ? — Because  there  was  a 
change  of  buildings  there,  and  there  were  sufiicient 
buildings  there,  in  my  opinion,  to  form  a  general  line 
of  building,  having  regard  to  the  plot  of  ground  on 
which  it  was  proposed  to  build.  The  character  of 
the  road  on  each  side,  both  to  the  right,  and  left,  is 
entirely  difierent. 

8477.  What  difference  is  there,  if  you  take  between 
Lambert  Road  and  Horsford  Road ;  what  difference 
is  there  there  to  what  there  is  lower  down  ?  There 
were  no  shops,  and  all  the  buildings  stood  back  at 
least  50  feet  firom  the  road  ?— Yes,  but  that  was  the 
part  in  question.  The  part  in  question  was  this 
particukr  plot — the  corner  of  Trent  Road. 

8478.  But  not  Horsford  Road.  Why,  having  gone 
as  ftkr  as  Horsford  Road,  did  you  not  go  fhrUier  oif 
still  ? — Because  there  is  no  analogy  between  the 
buildings.  It  would  have  been  improper  to  have  to 
take  buildings  of  an  entirely  difi*ereiit  character. 

8479.  What  analogy  was  there  with  the  buildings 
between  Lambert  Road  and  Horsford  Road  with  any 
of  the  buildings  beyond  Lambert  Road  ? — These  shops 
were  almost  in  a  right  line,  and  I  thought  sufficiently 
defined — ^the  general  building  line  in  that  particular 
part  of  the  road. 

8480.  But  those  shops  ceased  to  be  the  line  b^re 
you  arrived  at  Lambert  Road  coming  from  Cornwall 
Road  ? — 1  do  not  understand  your  Lonlship. 

8481.  Those  shops  were  in  a  straight  line.  There 
are  12  shops  which  are  16  feet  back.  Then  you  come 
to  four  houses  which  start  from  the  16  feet  and  slope 
back  to  50  feet  ?— Yes. 

8482.  Why  did  you  disregard  those  which  were 
the  line  nearest  to  the  place  which  you  had  to  deal 
with? — 1  took  the  preponderating  number  of  build- 
ings. Those  four  would  not  make  a  general  line. 
There  were  sufficient  buildings  to  constitute  a  general 
line  in  that  part  of  the  road. 

8483.  A  general  line  there,  no  doubt,  between 
Cornwall  Road  and  some  point  short  of  Lambert 
Road ;  how  did  that  make  out  the  general  line  past 
Lambert  Road  ?-^I  am  at  this  disadvantage,  I  cannot 
discuss  tliese  matters  with  your  Lordship  without  I 
have  some  document  before  me.  You  have  the  docu- 
ment, and  it  is  impossible  for  me  to  answer  you 
generally.  ^ 

8484.  I  have  the  plan  and  I  have  seen  the  place 
too? — Your  Lordship  has  seen  the  place  once.  I  have 
seen  it  more  than  once,  and  I  have  been  in  the  habit 
of  deciding  these  lines,  and  1  am  as  competent  as 
your  Lordship  to  decide  the  question,  with  all 
respect. 

8485.  Very  likely,  a  great  deal  more  so.  Only  you 
are  aware  that  that  has  given  rise  to  a  great  deal  of 
surprise  and  dissatisfaction  ? — I  am  not  awiure  of  that. 
I  am  aware  that  it  has  given  rise  to  dissatisfaction  to 
one  nuin,  and  I  know  tbftt  this  one  man  has  openly, 
imputed  corruption  to  me  in  defining  this  line*  I 
only  know  that  one  man. 

8486.  Do  you  represent  it  is  only  one  man  ? — I 
only  know  of  one. 

8487.  Are  not  you  aware  that  a  considerable  depu- 
tation of  ^he  people  in  the  neighbourhood  waited  \xwm 
the  Metropohtan  Board  of  Works  to  complain  r — ^les, 
but  I  do  not  know  that  that  should  affect  the  question 
as  to  the  line  which  I  put. 

8488.  I  asked  you  whether  it  had  not  given  dissatis- 
faction, and  you  said  only  to  one  map  who  suggested 
oorruptbn? — ^I  think  he  was  at  the  bottom  of  the 
deputation,  at  the  bottom  of  all  the  writings  in.  the 
pi^rs.  He  vnrote  under  several  difierent  names,  and 
he  virrote  a  letter  to  the  '*  Times,"  and  I  believe  that  man 
— \  do  not  know  who  he  is—  but  I  belieye  that  that 
man  is  at  the  bottom  of  the  agitation  and  objection  to 
the  line.  I  submit,  with  respect,  that  I  am  not  con- 
cerned in  the  appearance  of  Brixton  Hilk  I  only 
had  to  find  a  matter  of  fact.  I  found,  as  a  matter  of 
fad,  that  there  was  a  line  of  buildings  which  were 
suffident,  in  my  opinion,  to  decide  tl<e  general  line  in 
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a  portion  of  Brixton  Hill.  I  affirm  that  that  decision 
was  an  honest  one  and  arrived  at  after  considerable 
hesitation  and  reflection. 

8489.  No  donbt  the  important  question  is  whether 
it  was  an  honest  one.  I  understood  yon  to  saj  you 
had  no  communication  with  anyone  ? — I  say  so  un« 
hesitatingly.  1  had  no  communication  with  anybody. 
I  knew  nothing  at  all  of  the  vestry,  or  any  parties 
to  the  question.  I  did  not  know  Mr.  Fowler  or 
Mr.  Cobeldick,  I  did  not  know  any  of  tbe  parties. 
I  decided  it  entirely  on  the  merits  of  the  case  without 
any  reference  to  anybody  who  was  interested  in  the 
matter. 

8490.  For  what  purpose  did  you  suppose  those 
buildings,  commencing  at  the  end  of  that  Une,  sloped 
back  so  as  to  bring  Uiem  to  a  point  60  feet  haxk  ? — 
I  think  I  was  informed  by  the  vestry  surveyor  that 
that  was  a  compromise  which  was  arrived  at  when 
these  houses  were  built. 

8491.  That  is  to  say  not  to  allow  them  to  come 
further  forward  ? — That  was  so. 

8492.  Did  you  know  that  the  church  had  not  been 
allowed  to  come  further  forward? — ^No.  I  did  not 
know  that.  There  was  no  lapplication  made  to  the 
Board.  I  had  no  hand  in  keeping  the  church  back. 
My  impression  is  that  they  kept  it  back  voluntarily 
a  distance  of  50  feet  from  the  road  way,  so  that  it 
might  not  come  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Board 
or  of  the  vestry. 

8493.  (Mr,  ChrenfeU,)  You  say  you  were  not  con- 
cerned with  the  appearance  of  Brixton  Hill,  but  I 
suppose  in  laying  out  suburban  ground,  you  are  con- 
cerned to  a  certain  extent  with  the  appearance  ? — No,  I 
think  I  am  not.  lam  not  supposed  to  be  the  guardian 
of  the  appearance  of  the  hill,  I  merely  have  to  find  as 
a  matter  of  fact  whether  there  are  sufficient  buildings 
in  a  particular  part  of  the  road  to  constitute  a  general 
building  line. 

8494.  (Chairman.)  I  do  not  think  there  is  much 
to  be  gained  by  discussing  it  further.  You  seemed 
aggrieved  by  some  observations  I  made  with  regard 
to  your  competency.  As  to  that  I  say  nothing, 
except  that  in  this  particular  case  the  decision  is 
to  me  a  very  unintelligible  one  ? — ^Your  Lordship 
knows  the  superintending  architect's  certificate  can- 
not be  gone  behind  if  it  were  a  bon&  fide  one,  and 
I  submit  it  is  a  honA  fide  one,  and  it  cannot 
be  invalidated  unless  you  can  show  that  I  was 
actuated  by  some  improper  or  corrupt  motive,  or 
that  I  was  incompetent  to  perform  my  duty.  I 
submit  that  Mr.  Vulliamy  consulted  me  on  nearly 
all  questions  of  frontage;  he  advised  with  me  in 
difficulties.  I  followed  the  traditions  of  the  office,  and 
Mr.  VuUiamy's  certificates  as  far  as  I  know  have 
never  been  impeached.  That  is  not  the  only  line 
which  I  have  decided,  I  have  decided  other  lines  and 
there  has  been  no  complaint.  There  are  some  vestry 
squabbles  of  which  I  am  perfectly  ignorant,  which  I 
believe  have  caused  all  this  trouble. 

8495.  Your  duties  were  confined  to  the  Building 
Act  Department,  I  think  ?— Yes. 

8496.  You  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  acquisition, 
or  the  sale  of  land  ? — Nothing  whatever. 

8497.  I  think  I  put  the  question  to  you,  at  all 
events,  I  ought  to  put  it,  you  have  been  in  no  way 
ooncerned  in  any  transaction  relating  to  either? — 
In  no  way  directly  or  directly. 

8498.  (Mr.  Wtnek.)  You  dropped  an  expression, 
I  do  not  know  whether  his  Lordship  caught  it,  in 
discussing  the  Brixton  Itise  matter,  that  you  did  not 
know  Mr.  Fowler  in  the  matter.  Had  he  anything  to 
do  with  it  at  all  ? — ^He  is  a  member  of  the  Laml^th 
Vestry. 

8499.  (Chairman.)  You  did  not  come  into  com- 
munication with  him  about  it  ? — No,  I  did  not. 

8500.  He  did  not  speak  to  you  about  it  ? — He  did 
not  speak  to  me. 

8501.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  His  Lordship  has 
asked  you  some  questions  with  regard  to  Brixton 
Bise.     There  is  only  "one  poi^t,  J  w^sh  to  ask  jrou 
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about.     Near  Horsford  Bead  there  is  an  old  house  Sixteenth  Day. 
standing  back,  is  there  not  ?~Yes. 

8502.  Was  that  soon  to  come  into  building  ? — ^I 
have  no  doubt  it  must ;  it  has  large  grounds  attached 
to  it,  and  I  should  think  in  all  probability  it  would 
soon  be  laid  out  for  building — ^for  shops, 

8503.  I  am  speaking  of  the  general  principle  on 
which  the  superintending  architect  decided.  In 
determining  the  line  at  that  point,  you  would  look  to 
the  general  character  of  the  property  in  the  neigh- 
bourhood, and  how  it  would  come  forward  and  what 
might  take  place  ? — ^No,  I  do  not  think  I  should  be 
justified  in  looking  forward.  All  I  had  to  do  was 
to  find  the  existing  state  of  things — the  buildings  then 
on  the  groimd,  and  I  should  not  be  justified  in  looking 
forward; 

8504.  You  have  the  plan  perhaps  in  your  mind. 
In  a  long  road  such  as  Brixton  Rise,  Mr.  YuUiamy's 
practice  was  to  select  a  portion  of  it,  he  did  not  select 
the  whole  of  the  road,  but  he  selected  a  portion  of  it 
in  the  neighbourhood  of  the  place  where  the  line  was 
to  be  drawn  ? — Yes,  that  is  what  he  did. 

8505.  And  it  was  in  his  discretion,  and  he  used  to 
exemse  his  discretion  as  to  what  length  of  the  road 
was  taken  with  his  decision  ? — Yes,  he  selected  any 
part  of  the  road  which  he  considered  governed  the 
line  of  frontage,  having  regard  to  a  particular 
building. 

8.506.  Right  or  left  ?— Right  or  left. 

8507.  And  you  took  as  your  guiding  line  that  line 
of.  shops,  one  end  of  which  as  my  Lord  has  pointed 
out,  goes  a  little  back  ? — I  did. 

8508.  You  considered  that  was  the  governing  line  ? 
—Yes. 

8509.  And  that  it  should  govern  the  line  up  to 
Horsford  Road  ?— Yes. 

8510.  And  you  drew  the  line  accordingly  ? — ^Yes. 

851 1.  What  other  line  between  Horsford  Road  and 
that  line  of  shops  could  be  suggested  as  a  line  ? — 
There  would  be  no  other  line. 

8512.  If  there  was  no  other  lino  between  that  line 
of  shops  and  Horsford  Road,  there  would  be  no  line  ? 
— There  was  no  line. 

(Chairman.)  Then  you  make  it  50  feet  back  ? 

8513.  (ifr.  Meadows  WkUe.)  What  is  the  prescribed 
distance  ? — From  the  centre  of  the  highway  ? 

8514.  Yes  ?— I  do  not  think  that  would  affect  this 
question.    This  is  purely  a  matter  of  fr<ontage. 

8515.  What  would  be  the  efEect  upon  builders  if 
there  were  no  line  drawn,  and  no  line  possible.  How 
far  coul'l  they  bring  their  buildings  forward  ? 

(Mr.  Bosanquet^  That  is  rather  a  question  of  law. 
I  suppose  the  statute  says  what  happens  when  there 
is  no  building  line. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  statute  says  they  may 
exercise  their  discretion  within  50  feet,  but  beyond 
that  they  have  no  jurisdiction. 

(Mr.  Bosanquet.)  But  supposing  there  is  no 
building  line. 

(Mr,  Meadows  White.)  Then  the^  are  left  at 
large,  and  they  can  only  bring  it  within  a  certain 
distance  of  the  centre  of  the  line.  In  this  case,  if 
there  was  no  line,  they  could  have  brought  it  more 
forward  than  the  line  which  was  drawn. 

8516.  (Chairman,)  How  broad  is  the  road  ?— It 
is  a  very  wide  road,  I  should  think  at  least  60  feet 
wide. 

A  discussion  took  place  between  the  Chairman  and 
Mr.  Meadows  White  upon  the  plans, 

8517.  (Chairman,)  One  oannot  shut  one's  eyes  to 
the  fact  that  below  the  church  for  a  long  distance  you 
have  residential  houses  going  back  100  feet,  and  if 
you  are  to  bring  it  forward  here  and  make  this  all 
shop  fironts,  you  would  very  seriously  injure  the 
the  property  of  the  adjoining  owners  ? — (Mr,  Meadows 
White.)  No  doubt. 

8518.  (Chairman.)  Of  course  it  is  a  balance   of- 
convenience? — (The   Witness.)  Will  your   Lordship 
allow  me  to  hand  in  an  i4>plication  which  I  made  to 
the    Board    last    January  for    the  appointment  of 
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Sixteenth  Day.  super  in  tend  ing  architect,  with  a  tej^timonial  attached 
to  it  (handing  same  to  his  Lordship), 

8519-20.  {Mr,  Bosanguet.)  I  suppose  either  the 
district  board,  or  the  vestry,  or  the  Metropolitaii 
Board  has  the  power  to  buy  that  frontage  ?  — 
{Mr.  Meadows  White,)  Yes.  Vestries  may  improve 
streets  with  the  consent  of  the  Metropolitan  Board. 

{Mr.  Winch.)  The  Rush  Common  Act  applies 
here. 

{The  Witness^)  No,  1  think  you  are  wrong.  Rush 
Common  is  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  road. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  ITie  vestry  and  the 
district  boards  have  powers  under  the  Act  to  improve 
the  streets.  The  Metropolitan  Board  has  only  com- 
pulsory power  with  regard  to  sewage,  and  if  it  wishes 
to  buy  land  it  must  go  to  Parliament  for  the  power, 
and  for  sewers  you  have  to  get  the  sanction  of  the 
Secretary  of  State. 

8521.  {^fr.  Meadows  White.)  With  reference  to 
your  appointment  as  superintending  architect  during 
the  time  that  there  was  a  gap  before  Mr,  Ijlashills 
appointment,  I  intended  to  ask  you  what  your  qualifi- 
cations were.  You  have  stated  them  ;  but  I  do  not 
see  why  yon  should  not  state — and  I  will  ask  you  that 
question — ^who  was  the  gentleman  you  were  articled 
to  ? — I  was  articled  to  Mr.  Edward  I' Anson. 

8522.  Who  recently  died,  and  who  was  the 
President  of  the  Royal  Institute  of  British  Archi- 
tects ? — ^Yes. 

8523.  You  had  had  some  years  experience  assisting 
Mr.  Vulliamy  in  this  matter  ? — ^Nine  years*  experience. 

8524.  Your  appointment  was — ^you  need  not* go 
into  the  detail  of  it — ^but  it  was  from  month  to  month 
or  six  weeks  ? — Yes,  short  intervals. 

8525.  Until  Mr.  Blashill's  appointment  ? — Yes. 

8526.  You  have  had  the  management  in  the  office, 
of  course,  subject  to  Mr.  Vulliamy 's  general  superin- 
tendence, of  the  theatres  ? — Yes. 

8527.  Until  the  Act  of  1878  the  Board  had  no 
jurisdiction  over  theatres  ? — No  jurisdiction. 

8528.  That  jurisdiction  to  inspect  old  theatres 
under  certain  limitations,  in  the  eleventh  section  of  the 

Act,  was  confeiTcd  by  that  Act  for  the  first  time  ? 

Yes. 

8529.  Then  for  the  first  time  they  had  the  jurisdic- 
tion thrown  upon  them  of  making  bye-laws  and 
regulations  with  reference  to  new  theatres  and  places 
of  public  resort  ? — Yes. 

8530.  {Chairman.)  Only  with  regard  to  the  con- 
struction and  building? — {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Yes; 
I  am  upon  that  now.  Then  there  came  the  various 
powers  Act  of  1882,  which  conferred  a  farther  special 
jurisdiction  over  theatres ;  that  is  to  see  that  the  exits 
and  the  gangways  were  free.  Mr.  Bosanquet  has  the 
Act  of  Parliament  before  him. 

{Mr,  Bosanquet.)  It  has  nothing  to  do  with  seeing 
the  way  the  inside  of  the  theatre  was  managed. 

{Mr.  Meadotcs  White.)  The  time  during  which 
the  doors  affording  exit  should  be  kept  open,  during 
the  times  fixed  for  the  admission  of  the  public  or  the 
departure  of  the  public;  the  conditions  under  which 
such  doors  may  be  closed  during  the  times  aforesaid  ; 
the  nature  of  the  fastenings  to  be  used  for  the  purpose 
of  keeping  such  doors  closed ;  the  notices  to  be  posted 
in  such  house,  room,  or  public  resort,  specifying  the 
means  of  exit  therefrom. 

{Mr.  Bosanquet.)  There  is  nothing  with  regard  to 
keeping  the  gangways  clear. 

{Mr,  Meadoivs  ffltite.)  That  is  the  Loi-d 
Chamberlain. 

{Mr.  Bosanquet:)  There  is  nothing  which  gives 
the  Board  or  this  gentleman  any  excuse  for  going  to 
the  theatre,  and  seeing  how  it  is  managed.  As  what 
you  say  is  put  down  in  the  notes,  it  is  well  it  should 
be  put  down  right,  and  not  wrong. 

(  Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Tliat  is  quite  right.  T  had 
it  in  my  mind.  1  know  it  is  insisted  on,  but  it  comes 
from  the  Lord  Chamberlain's  OflSce. 

{Mr.  Bosanquet.)  That  is  one  reason  why  I  wanted 
to  see  the  authority  which  your  Board  gave  to  Mr. 


Hebb.     It  seems  you  gave  him  a  ^Hder  authority  than 
you  ought  to  have  given  him. 

8531.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  am  not  now  upon 
this  ;  hot  that  is  a  subsequent  power  given  by  the 
Act  of  1 882.  With  regard  to  the  earlier  stage  of  the 
history  of  the  matter,  that  was  the  first  time  the  Board 
had  jurisdiction  conferred  upon  them  with  regard  to 
theatres  ?— Yes,  in  1878. 

8532.  I  believe  they  did  not  at  once  exercise  that 
jurisdiction  ? — ^No  :  they  did  not. 

8533.  There  was  a  considerable  interval  between 
the  time  when  this  power  was  conferred  and  their 
exercise  of  the  jurisdiction  ? — ^Yes. 

8534.  I  believe,  to  enable  the  Board  to  form  a 
judgment  upon  the  bye-law3  to  be  made,  and  the 
regulations  to  be  made,  inquiry  was  made  as  to  the 
regulation  of  theatres  on  the  Continent,  and  infor- 
mation was  obtained  from  the  various  theatres,  1 
think,  in  Berlin,  Paris,  Vienna,  Hamburg,  and  other 
places  ;  the  regulations  of  foreign  theatres  were 
printed  and  circulated  among  the  members  of  the 
Board  ?— Yes. 

8535.  Ultimately,  all  these  matters  having  been 
very  carefiilly  considered,  suggestions  were  made^  I 
believe,  from  your  office  as  to  regulations,  and  the 
Board  carefiilly  considered  them,  and  adopted  the 
bye-laws  which  were  subsequently  adopted  ? — Yes. 

8536.  Those  are  the  reguUtions  in  force  in  Berlin, 
Vienna,  Paris,  and  Hamburg  {handing  same  to  his 
Lordship),  and,  subsequently,  they  obtained  the 
regulations  in  force  in  Italy  ? — Yes ;  those  are  quite 
recent. 

8537.  {Chairman.)  Have  you  the  bye-laws  and 
rQgidations  Which  the  Board  inade  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White*)  I  think  it  was  handed  up 
at  an  earlier  stage  of  the  inquiry. 

( The  Witness.)  Those  are  the  Board's  r^ulations 
{handing  setme  to  his  Lordship), 

8538.  How  many  new  theatres  were  there  which 
tha  Board  dealt  with  ? — ^Thirteen. 

8539.  {^Mr.  Crrenfell.)  Since  the  passing  of  the 
Act?— Yes. 

8540.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  bye-laws  shortly 
provide,  in  the  second  one  for  the  drawings  of  theatres 
and  music  halls  to  be  submitted  to  the  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works  ?— Yes. 

8541.  'i  hen  there  is  a  bye-law  as  to  the  endosure 
of  the  theatre  by  walls ;  then  there  is  the  proeoenium 
wall.  With  regard  to  the  proscenium  wall,  is  that 
considered,  by  all  those  who  pay  attention  to  the 
subject,  as  a  very  important  provision  ? — Yes,  it  is  a 
division  which  is  insisted  upon  in  all  the  principal 
cities  on  the  Continent. 

8542.  I  think  the  fifth  bye-law  is,  that  public  stair- 
cases and  corridors  should  be  of  fire  -  resisting 
materials  ? — Yes. 

8543.  That  the  staircase  should  be  enclosed  by 
brick  walls.  That  the  treads  of  each  flight  of  stairs 
should  be  of  uniform  width.  That  is,  of  course,  for 
providing  safe  exits  in  the  event  of  a  panic  or  fire  ? — 
Yes. 

8544.  It  deals  also  with  the  width  of  the  corridors 
and  the  gangways  in  theatres  ? — Yes. 

{Mr.  Bosanqtiet.)  With  their  construction  ? 

8545.  (  Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Yes,  of  course,  this  all 
relate*  to  the  construction.  The  Gth  byelaw  is  that 
the  iron  work  shall  be  projecting  in  a  certain  way. 
The  7th  byelaw  is  an  important  one ;  it  provides  for 
separate  exits  at  different  levels  ?-  -Yes. 

8546.  The  8th  provides  that  all  doors  and  barriers 
shall  be  made  to  open  outwards;  that  is  considered  of 
importance  to  prevent  the  jamming  of  the  doors  against 
the  crowd  seeking  exit  ? — Yes, 

8547.  With  reference  to  the  structure  of  the  theatre, 
the  apparatus  for  warming  is  dealt  with  ;  I  suppose 
that  is  for  avoiding  risk  of  fire  ? — Yes. 

8548.  Hot  water  only  at  low  pressure ;  then,  that 
the  ventilation  openings  should  be  arranged  as  des- 
cribed in  the  s}>ecifications ;  that  no  workshop  painting 
room,  and  so  forth,  or  dressing  room,  shall  be  con- 
structed over  the  auditorium ;  no  property  room,  4c. 
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was  to  be  made  except  separated  bj  waUs  oi  fire-proof 
construction.  The  I3th  provides  for  water  supply; 
14th,  material  of  gas  pipes  ;  and  the  15th  provides  for 
another  important  principle,  the  separation  of  the 
theatre  proper  from  any  adjoining  buildings  ? — Yes. 

8549.  The  16th  is  that  if  there  should  be  an  addition 
to  the  theatre  as  orignallj  constructed  and  contemplated, 
notice  should  be  given  to  the  Board  of  that  matter  ? 
—Yes. 

8550.  Those  are  the  bye-laws.  In  your  experience 
have  you  found  that  people  have  had  any  difficulty  in 
understanding  their  purport  ? — ^No,  no  difficulty. 

8551.  I  will  ask  you  to  give  me  the  dates  with 
regard  to  others  that  you  have  not  mentioned  ;  certain 
new  theatres  have  been  mentioned,  and  old  theatres  as 
well ;  I  will  take  one  which  is  the  latest  before  the 
Commission,  the  Criterion  Theatre,  I  think  the  first 
matters  dealt  with  in  regard  to  the  Criterion  Theatre 
were  as  long  ago  as  1873  ? — Yes,  that  is  so.  I  do  not 
know  that  of  my  own  knowledge,  but  I  got  that  from 
the  minutes. 

8552.  (Chairman.)  1  think  nothing  was  done 
between  1873  and  1882  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  No,  I  wish  to  de6ne  what 
was  done.  I  think  in  1873  the  Board  had  no  juris- 
diction as  to  theatres,  but  a  dispute  arose  between  the 
district  surveyor  and  those  who  had  to  do  with  the 
theatre  as  to  the  construction  of  it  ? — Yes. 

8553.  And  that  dispute  was  referred  as  a  building 
Act  dispute  under  section  30  of  the  Building  Act,  to 
the  Metropolitan  Board,  they  having  appellate  juris- 
diction in  that  matter  ? — Yes. 

8554.  That  was  the  sole  way  in  which  that  arose, 
and  the  Board  decided  that  the  Building  Act  had 
been  observed  ? — Yes. 

8555.  I  think  that  was  on  the  5th  of  December, 
1873.  The  superintending  architect  reported  tliat  it 
was  undesirable  to  take  action  in  the  matter  until  the 
district  surveyor  had  exercised  his  functions,  and  then 
a  dispute  would  arise  under  the  30th  section,  and  the 
dispute  was  heard  and  settled  between  Mr.  Verity  the 
architect,  Mr.  Clarke  the  architect,  and  Mr.  Carr, 
upon  the  2nd  of  January  1874  ? — ^Yes. 

8556.  The  resolution  was  passed  after  hearing  the 
parties.  I  think  there  is  an  appellate  committee  in 
these  matters  ? — The  whole  Board. 

8557.  **  Inasmuch  as  the  theatre  had  been  con- 
<*  stnicted  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
"  Metropolitan  Board  Building  Act  of  1865,  that  the 
"  district  surveyor  do  not  take  any  further  action  in 
"  the  matter."  It  was  not  until  1882  that  the  Lord 
Chamberlain  requested  the  opinion  of  the  Board  on 
the  theatres  ? — Yes,  and  pressed  it  several  times,  par- 
ticularly with  regard  to  the  Criterion. 

8558.  I  believe  that  Captain  Shaw  was  instructed 
to  make  a  special  report  on  the  theatres  ? — Yes. 

8559.  The  Lord  Chamberlain's  request  for  the 
advice  or  opinion  of  the  Boai-d  was  under  no  statutory 
power  ? — I  believe  so. 

8560.  He  requested  the  opinion  of  the  Board  as  to 
a  long  list  of  theatres,  among  which  was  the  Criterion  ? 
— That  is  so. 

8561.  Reference  has  been  made  to  Captain  Shaw's 
report  as  to  the  Criterion  Theatre,  and  you  have  stated 
that  at  this  time  in  1882,  you  were  in  the  office,  and 
this  was  under  your  direction  ? — Yes. 

8562.  You  have  had  to  consider  the  report  of 
Captain  Shaw  on  this  theatre  ? — Yes,  I  have. 

8563.  There  are  one  or  two  points  not  noticed  by 
the  Commission  to  which  I  desire  to  call  their  attention 
in  Captain  Shaw's  Report.  The  first  gives  the  length 
of  the  theatre  75  ft.  long,  and  48  ft.  wide.  The  first 
reference  to  this  theatre  is  at  page  84.  **  The  roof  of 
**  the  gallery  of  the  theatre  is  about  1  ft.  6  in.  below 
"  the  level  of  Piccadilly,  and  the  floor  of  the  lower 
<*  basement  is  about  33  tt.  6  in.  below  the  same  level. 
"  There  is  no  regular  natural  supply  of  air  for  venti- 
**  lating  the  theatre,  with  the  exception  of  a  very 
"  limited  quantity,  which  passes  into  the  building  by 
"  the  pit  and  gallery  corridors,  and  by  the  principal 
*<  staircase.     The  following  arrangment  is  made  for 
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"  supplying  the  theatre  artificially  with  air  and  ex«  Sixteenth  Day. 

"  tracting  the  vitiated  air.     Numbers  of  flues   and  

•*  shafts  are  distributed  about  the  building,  and  fresh     ^  ^^7  ^®^®- 

"  air  is  forced  throuirh  them  by  a  larfi:e  fan  which  is  -^  TTr  ^i 
^.111^  •  •  ^i-*^  •  .1.  Mr.  J.  If  ebb. 
'*  worked  by  an  engine,  m  the  engine-room  on   the      

'^  pit  corridor  level.  In  addition  to  these  flues  and 
'^  shafts,  there  are  others  through  which  the  impure 
"  air  is  drawn  out  of  the  theatre  by  an  engine  in  the 
<'  basement  of  the  restaurant.  These  engines  lire  not 
**  always  in  use,  but  shortly  before  the  assembling  of 
"  the  audience,  they  are  set  to  work.  This  arrange- 
'*  ment  is  not  sufficient  for  the  proper  ventilation  of 
"  the  theatre  when  there  is  a  crowded  house,  and 
*'  when  all  the  gas  is  alight,  and  in  the  event  of  a  fire 
**  happening,  the  audience  would  be  in  great  danger 
**  of  suffocation." 

8564.  ( Chairman.)  He  then  makes  certain  recom- 
mendations ? — {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Yes,  but  that 
lias  nothing  to  do  with  this.  That  is  about  the  pros- 
cenium walls  and  other  matters.  Then  he  recom- 
mends that  a  party  wall  should  be  erected  across  the 
buildmg.  Then  I  have  to  call  attention  to  page  92, 
which  has  this  qualification.  "  If  this  theatre  were 
**  above  ground,  and  all  the  recommendations  in  this 
**  report  adopted."  Those  were  recommendations 
which  Captain  Shaw  made  with  regard  to  other 
theatres  above  ground.  Then  the  report  says  : — "  The 
*'  several  parts  might  be  licensed  for  the  reception 
**  of  the  following  number  of  persons,  namely, — 

**  Private  boxes         -  -  -       80 

"  Stalls  -  -  .  .     110 

"Pit  -  -  -  .     205 

"  Balcony  -  -  -         -     120 

"  Gallery        -  -  •  -     160 

'^  This  house  is  exceedingly  well-managed,  and  it  is 
^^  free  from  many  of  the  worst  faults  to  be  found  in 
^*  other  theatres,  especially  the  manufacturing  and 
*^  storing  operations,  which  are  highly  dangerous.  I 
^'  desire  to  give  the  managers  full  credit  for  the 
^'  excellent  manner  in  which  they  carry  on  their 
^'  business,  and  a  portion  of  the  credit  claimed 
"  by  them  in  their  notice  concerning  panic,  which 
**  I  think  would  be  most  useful  in  every  case, 
**  except  a  real  panio  caused  by  fire  or  smoke. 
'^  It  has,  however,  been  made  my  duty  to  give  my 
'<  opinion  on  the  actual  condition  of  London  theatres, 
*'  and  I  am  therefore  compelled  to  say  plainly,  that  the 
"  number  of  persons  likely  to  escape  from  the 
"  Criterion  Theatre  in  the  event  of  a  fire  or  a  burst 
**  of  smoke  from  any  cause  is  very  small  in  proportion 
"  to  that  of  the  whole  audience,  and  that  consequently, 
**  in  my  judgment,  this  house  should  be  closed." 
Therefore  you  had  before  you  Captain  Shaw's  opinion, 
that  so  long  as  something  was  not  done  to  alter  the 
condition  of  things  with  regard  to  the  artificial 
ventilation  of  the  theatre,  it  being  almost  entirely 
dependent  on  artificial  means,  the  theatre  should  be 
closed  ? — Yes. 

8565.  Without  going  through  the  whole  of  it,  I 
^vill  call  attention  to  page  32  of  the  minutes  of 
the  Criterion  Theatre.  This  arose  from  the  Lord 
Chamberlain  having  requested  the  opinion  of 
the  Board.  I  see  that  on  the  29th  July  1882,  the 
Clerk  of  the  Board,  by  direction  of  the  Board, 
forwarded  Captain  Shaw's  report  to  the  owner  of  the 
Criterion  Theatre.  Therefore,  what  Captain  Shaw 
had  stated  on  this  particular  matter  was  within  his 
knowledge.  I  believe  the  Committee  visited  the 
Criterion  Theatre? — They  did. 

8566.  And  it  was  on  the  15th  August  1882,  that  the 
Lord  Chamberlain,  by  Mr.  Ponsonby  Fane,  requested, 
for  his  Lordship's  information,  the  opinion  of  the 
Board  with  reference  to  the  structures  of  the  theatres 
in  question,  and  the  safety  of  the  public  ? — Yes. 

8567.  "  Whether,  having  regard  to  these  con- 
"  siderations,  the  Lord  Chamberlain  would  be  justified 
*<  in  licensing  the  theatres."  Then  I  think  Mr.  Verity 
wrote  on  the  26th  September  1882,  that  the  owners 
were  prepared  to  build  the  proscenium  wall,  <fec.,  to 
put  the  iron  doors  and  hand-rails.  That  had  nothing 
to  do  with  the  governing  vice,  so  to  speak,  of  the 
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Structure,  that  it  was  below  the  level  of  the  street  and 
supplied  with  air  by  artificial  ventilation  ? — Quite  so. 

8568.  Then  the  Lord  Chamberlain  issued  provisional 
licenses  ? — ^Yes. 

8569.  I  believe  this  matter  was  thoroughly  con- 
sidered by  the  sub-committee  of  the  Board,  and  the 
oifer  of  the  proprietors  to  build  the  proscenium  wall, 
&c.,  to  make  other  alterations  suggested  by  Captain 
Shaw  was  also  considered  by  the  Board  ? — It  was. 

8570.  It  think  it  was  on  the  24th  October  1882, 
that  the  sub-committee  considered  the  question  of  the 
steps  desirable  to  take  with  reference  to  the  Criterion 
Theatre,  Piccadilly  ?— They  did. 

8571.  There  is  a  full  statement  at  that  date  of 
what  had  happened  in  the  matter.  At  page  82  your 
Ijordship  will  find  the  report. 

(Chairman.)  Captain  Shaw  did  suggest  a  means  by 
which  this  difficulty  as  to  smoke  might  be  avoided, 
lie  says  at  the  end  of  his  report,  "  It  has  been  made 
**  my  duty  to  give  my  opinion  on  the  actual  condition 
'*  of  London  theatres."  And  he  says  at  page  86,  that, 
"  An  outlet  with  an  area  of  100  square  feet  shouhl  be 
**  made  in  the  roof  over  the  back  part  of  the  stage, 
**  and  should  be  so  arranged  that  it  could  be  opened 
»*  immediately  on  the  outbreak  of  a  fire,  or  kept  open 
"  during  the  performance.  This  arrangement  would 
*'  have  the  effect  of  causing  the  flames  and  smoke  to 
"  ascend  in  the  direction  of  the  outlet,  instead  of  going 
"  into  the  auditorium  and  endangering  the  lives  of  the 
"  audience." 

(Mr.  Meadows  White,)  That  would  apply  to  that 
particular  matter. 

(Chairman.)  That  is  the  very  matter.  He  did  not 
say,  this  theatre  cannot  be  made  fit  for  the  purpose  ; 
but  he  said,  *'  The  evil  present  is  the  ventilation.  I 
"  have  to  speak  of  tlie  actual  condition.  In  its  actual 
"  condition,  I  say  it  is  unfit,  and  should  be  closed  " ; 
but  he  suggests  a  mode  by  which  that  fault  can  be 
prevented,  and,  as  I  understand,  the  proprietors  said 
they  were  prepared  to  carry  out  all  Captain  Shaw's 
recommendations. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  What  they  say  is  this, 
which  I  will  read  to  your  Lordships  from  a  letter 
of  Mr.  Verity  to  the  Board,  dated  12th  October  1882. 
"  I  am  instiiicted  to  carry  out  the  structural  altera- 
**  tions  suggested  by  Captain  Shaw,  viz.,  to  complete 
"  the  proscenium  wall,  put  fire-proof  doors  to  all 
*'  openings  therein,  and  to  fix  handrails  on  both 
"  sides  oi  staircase."  There  is  no  allusion  to  that 
opening.  The  suggestion  is  to  carry  out  the  struc- 
tural fdterations  suggested  by  Captain  Shaw,  namely, 
to  complete  the  proscenium  wall,  to  put  fireproof 
walls,  and  so  on.  That  is  the  suggestion.  The  report, 
at  p.  32,  to  which  I  was  alluding  ends  in  this  way : 
"  The  theatre  consists  of  an  underground  hall,  situated 
"  beneath  the  Criterion  Restaurant  in  Piccadilly, 
"  and  wholly  below  the  level  of  the  street.  The 
"  theatre  is  about  75  feet  long  by  48  feet,  and  32 
'^  feet  high.  It  has  no  communication  with  the 
*'  outer  atmosphere,  being  at  all  times  lighted  by  gas, 
"  and  ventilated  by  machinery.  Your  sub-committee 
**  recommend  that  the  Lord  C5hamberlain  be  informed 
**  that  the  Board  having  regard  to  the  particular  cir- 
"  cumstances  surrounding  the  case  of  the  Criterion 
*^  Theatre  in  Piccadilly,  are  of  opinion  that  it  is 
"  entirely  unfit  for  a  place  of  public  entertainment." 
That  is  the  conclusion  at  which  the  Committee 
arrived. 

8572.  (Mr.  Grenfell  to  the  Witness).  On  your 
recommendation  ? — No,  not  on  mine  ;  I  made  no  report 
on  it. 

8573.  On  whose  report? — On  the  report  of  the 
Building  Act  Committee,  which  visited  the  theatre. 

8574.  (Mr.  Meadows  White,)  They  seem  almost 
to  repeat  the  words  of  Captain  Shaw's  Report,  which 
they  had  sent  to  the  proprietors  ? — Yes. 

8575.  And  they  visited  the  theatre  ? — Yes. 

8576.  That  is  the  report  they  made  to  the  Lord 
Chamberlain,  and  that  decision  was  communicated  to 
the  agent  of  Messrs.  Spiers  and  Pond  ? — Yes. 


8577.  I  find  the  Building  Act  Committee  reported 
on  the  3rd  November,  1882  these  matters,  and  thf 
whole  Board  confirmed  the  resolution  of  the  Com- 
mittee ? — Yes,  they  did. 

8578.  Mr.  Haines  has  said  that  they  had  no  notion 
what  the  Report  was.     In  the  interviews  that  you 
had,  was  this  question  of  the  artificial  ventilation  of 
the  theatre,  as  far  as  you  could  ascertain,  well  known 
to  them  ? — Yes,  I  think  so. 

8579.  (Mr.  Grenfell)  Did  you  see  them  ?  Did 
you  assign  that  as  the  reason  ? — I  do  not  think  I 
assigned  any  special  reason;  I  merely  repeated  the 
recommendation  of  the  Committee.  I  should  not 
take  upon  myself  to  )K)int  out  any  special  defects 
under  those  circumstances. 

8580.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  In  this  case  there 
was  no  notice  recommending  the  proscenium  wall,  and 
80  on,  as  in  other  theatres  ?—  No. 

8581.  No  notice  was  served  ? — No. 

8582.  Because,  in  the  opinion  of  the  committee,  the 
theatre,  owing  to  its  particular  condition,  that  is,  that 
the  ventilation  was  entirely  artificial,  was  unfit  to  be 
used  ? — Yes,  on  genpral  grounds. 

(Mr.  Grenfell.)  As  I  understand,  Mr.  Hebb  says 
on  general  grounds,  but  you  are  trying  to  make  him 
say  that  the  communication  was  made  that  the  venti- 
lation was  the  source  of  the  evil. 

8583.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Captain  Shaw's  re- 
port had  been  sent  to  them  ;  that  is  what  I  have  read. 
It  was  the  act  of  the  committee  and  not  your  action  ? 
— It  was  the  action  of  the  committee. 

8584.  Ultimately  fresh  plans  were  presented  after 
this  time  ? — Plans  were  presented,  not  fresh  plans ; 
they  were  plans  which  were  presented  for  the  first 
time,  showing  alterations. 

8585.  With  a  view  to  remedy  the  defects  and  pro- 
viding ventilation  from  the  outer  air  ? — ^Yes. 

8586.  Mr.  Spiers,  I  think,  said  that  the  cost  of  the 
alterations  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  this  result 
was  about  16,000/.  They  had  to  spend  that  money  to 
provide  satisfactory  ventilation.  I  think  the  actual 
cost  was  suggested  by  another  witness  to  be  about 
12,000/.  or  15,000/.?— Yes.  I  have  no  doubt  that 
would  be  the  cost ;  it  was  a  very  costly  work. 

8587.  Was  that  far  in  excess  of  any  sum  of  money 
that  the  Theatres  Committee  or  the  Board,  upon  their 
recommendation,  had  exacted  from  any  of  the  theatres  ? 
— Yes,  I  think  so.  I  am  not,  of  course,  acquainted 
with  the  cost  of  all  the  alterations  which  have  been 
made,  but  I  think  that  is  very  much  in  excess  of  the 
cjst  of  any  structural  alterations  which  have  been 
carried  out. 

8588.  The  plans  were  presented  and  the  provisional 
license  was  extended,  pending  the  consideration  of  the 
plans  ? — Yes. 

8589.  I  believe  that  was  on  the  understanding  that 
alterations  should  be  made,  and  in  the  belief  that 
alterations  could  be  made,  because  it  was  believed  then 
that  at  that  moment  of  time  the  adjoining  property 
could  be  acquired,  which  would  enable  the  owners  of 
the  theatre  to  carry  it  out  ? — Ye&,  that  was  so. 

8590.  Then,  I  believe,  there  being  a  hitch  in  that 
arrangement  with  the  adjoining  owners,  Messrs.  Spiers 
and  Pond  very  properly  closed  the  theatre,  because 
they  could  not  carry  out  the  conditions  under  which 
the  Lord  Chamberlain  had  granted  the  provisional 
license  ? — ^That  is  what  they  did. 

8591.  Subsequently  they  did  arrange  with  the 
adjoining  proprietors,  and  were  enabled  to  carry  out 
the  plans  which  they  proposed  ? — I  do  not  think  they 
took  any  additional  land ;  I  think  what  they  did  was 
within  their  own  premises. 

8592.  I  gather  that  from  what  I  see  in  the  minutes. 
I  think  the  license  was  renewed  on  the  31st  March 
1883,  and  on  the  20th  January  1883,  Messrs.  Spiers 
and  Pond  informed  the  Board  that  in  consequence  of 
difficulties  in  carrying  out  the  proposition,  they  pro- 
posed to  close  the  theatre  r — ^Yes. 

8593.  On  the  9th  March  1883,  there  was  a  further 
application  by  Messrs.  Haines  for  the  approval  of 
drawings  for  alterations  of  the  theatre  ? — Yes. 
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8594.  That  was  referred  to  the  Building  Act  Com- 
mittee ? — Yes. 

8595.  Did  those  drawings  come  to  your  office  ?-^ 
They  came  to  my  office. 

8596.  Did  you  consider  them  ? — Yes,  and  reported 
upon  them  to  the  committee,  and  exphiined  them  to 
the  committee. 

8597.  I  think  the  drawings  were  considered  by  the 
Theatres  Committee  at  various  dates,  and  it  was 
reported  to  the  Building  Act  Committee  on  the  29th 
May  that  the  drawings  might  be  conditionally 
approved  ? — Yes. 

8598.  There  was  a  recommendation  of  the  Building 
Act  Committee  approved  by  the  Board  on  the  Ist  June 
1883  that  the  plans  should  be  approved  ? — Yes. 

8599.  {Chairman.)  Did  you  always  attend  the 
Theatre  Sub-Committee  ? — Always. 

8600.  I  suppose  the  architects  who  were  upon  that 
committee  themselves  took  a  tolerably  active  part  ? — 
Do  you  mean  the  architects  of  this  theatre  ? 

8601 .  No,  the  architects  upon  the  Theatres  Com- 
mittee, Mr.  Saunders  and  Mr.  Fowler  ? — ^Yes,  oh  yes, 
they  took  an  active  part  in  the  consideration  of  the 
drawings. 

8602.  {Mr,  Meadows  White,)  Were  there  any  other 
experts  or  builders  ?  Mr.  Shepherd,  I  believe,  was 
chairman  part  of  the  time  ? — Yes. 

8603.  He  being  a  builder  would  understand  these 
matters  ? — ^Yes. 

8604.  And  he  would  take  an  active  part  also  ? — 
Yes.    Mr.  Fumiss  is  also  a  builder. 

8605.  {Chairman,)  He  was  not  on  the  Theatres 
Committee,  was  he? — No,  I  think  he  was  not  on  the 
Theatres  Sub-Committee. 

8606.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Mr.  Shepherd  is 
chairman  of  the  Buildings  Act  Committee.  I  believe 
the  Theatres  Sub-Committee  was  a  sub-committee  of 
the  Building  Act  Committee  ? — ^Yes. 

8607.  And  the  Theatres  Sub-Committee  reported 
to  the  Building  Act  Committee  ? — ^Yes. 

8608.  Who  reported  to  the  Board  ?— Yes. 

(Mr.  Grenfell.)  Who  were  the  Theatres  Com- 
mittee? 

8C)09.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.^  I  have  the  list,  and 
will  show  it  you  directly.  Well,  then,  the  plans 
having  been  voted  satisfactory,  T  will  ask  you  this 
question,  as  his  Lordship  has  mentioned  Mr.  Saunders' 
and  Mr.  Fowler's  name.  Did  those  gentlemen  ever 
influence  you  or  interfere  with  you  in  your  own  office 
in  any  way  ? — Never. 

8610.  They  never  came  into  your  office  suggesting 
things  ? — No,  never. 

8611.  Neither  in  this  or  in  any  other  case? — 
Neither  in  this  or  any  other  case. 

8612.  The  plans  having  been  passed,  the  buildings 
were  carried  out,  aud  a  certificate  was  sealed  and 
issued  to  the  owners  on  the  2 Ist  March  ? — Yes. 

8613.  The  Criterion  Theatre  was  a  very  special 
case  owing  to  this  mode  of  ventilation,  it  being  below 
the  street  ? — A  very  special  case. 

8614.  (Mr.  Grenfell.)  The  new  theatre?— I  do  not 
know  of  any  case  in  which  a  theatre  is  built  in  the 
same  way  entirely  underground. 

8615.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  pass  from  the 
minutes  of  the  Criterion,  and  I  will  take  you  to 
another  theatre  which  has  been  mentioned.  With 
regard  to  Terry's  Theatre  ;  that  was  a  new  theatre  ? — 
A  new  theatre. 

8616.  1  see  Mr.  William  Shepherd  is  6n  the 
Theatres  Sub-Committee.  I  have  the  names  before 
me.  They  are,  Mr.  Saunders,  Mr.  Fowler,  Mr.  Runtz, 
Mr.  Selway, — he  had  a  special  knowledge  of  building  ? 
— Yes. 

8617.  And  Mr.  Shepherd  was  a  builder  in  a  large 
way  of  business  ? — Yes. 

8618.  And  Mr.  Ewen  ? — Yes,  he  also  waa  acquainted 
with  building  matters. 

{Mr.  Bosanquet,)  What  special  knowledge  lias 
Mr.  Ewen  ?     What  is  he  ? 


8619.  {Mr.  Meadows  White,)  He  is  a  retired 
builder.  What  had  to  be  considered  were  special 
structural  alterations? — Yes. 

8620.  And  how  they  could  best  be  carried  out, 
and  at  what  cost  they  could  be  carried  out  ? — Yes. 

8612.  And  it  was  desirable,  I  suppose,  to  obtain  the 
assistance  of  gentlemen  who  knew  about  these  matters  ? 
-Yes. 

8622.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  I  want  to  ask  one  question 
before  you  leave  the  Criterion.  I  understood  you  to 
say  that  it  was  not  upon  your  report  that  the  Board 
came  to  the  conclusion  that  the  theatre  ought  to  be 
closed,  and  that  it  was  unfit  in  consequence  of  the 
ventilation  ? — ^Not  upon  my  report. 

8623.  But  upon  Captain  Shaw's  Report  decided 
upon  by  the  Theatres  Sub-Committee  ? — ^That  is  so. 

8624.  In  which  the  principal  professional  gentlemen 
were  Mr.  Saunders  and  Mr.  Fowler  ? — ^Yes. 

8625.  {Mr,  Meadows  White,)  And  Mr.  Shepherd 
and  the  other  gentlemen  ? — Yes.  The  Honourable 
Commissioner  spoke  of  professional  men.  I  thought 
of  course  you  meant  architects. 

8626.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  At  all  events  they  were 
the  theatrical  architects  who  were  upon  the  Com- 
mittee ?  —  They  were.  I  do  not  know  whether 
Mr.  Saunders  can  be  called  a  theatrical  architect,  I 
do  not  know  that  he  has  ever  built  a  theatre.  I  am 
not  aware  that  he  has. 

8627.  He  was  employed  in  the  Pavilion? — He 
made  a  place,  I  think,  yes,  but  I  think  that  is  the  only 
place  of  entertainment  which  I  remember  Mr.  Saun- 
ders has  been  associated  with.  1  do  not  think  he 
built  a  theatre. 

8628.  {Mr.  Meadows  White,)  You  said,  I  think, 
that  Mr.  Selway  was  chairman  of  the  Theatres  Sub- 
Committee  ? — He  was  at  one  time. 

8629.  Are  you  sure  of  that  ? — I  think  he  has  been 
during  my  time  ;  that  is  the  question  put  to  me. 

8630.  I  think  you  are  mistaken,  I  do  not  think 
Mr.  Selway  was  ever  chairman  of  the  Theatres  Sub- 
Committee,  he  was  chairman  of  the  Building  Act 
Committee? — ^Yes,  of  the  Building  Act  Committee. 
I  may  have  confused  the  two. 

8631.  I  do  not  think  Mr.  Selway  ever  had  any 
order  to  visit  theatres  ? — No,  I  do  not  know  that  ho 
did,  in  fact,  I  do  not  think  any  member  of  the  Boaiti 
had  nominally  an  order ;  it  was  merely  the  chairman 
for  the  time  being  of  the  Building  Act  Committee. 

(Mr.  Winch.)  I  have  always  understood  that 
Mr.  Selway  disapproved  of  theatres  altogether. 

{Mr.  Selway.)  Oh,  no. 

( The  Witness,)  I  do  not  know  that. 

{Mr.  Grenfell.)  We  have  it  that  Mr.  Saunders  was 
in  point  of  fact,  as  I  said,  a  theatrical  architect.  He 
acted  for  Wyndham's  proposed  theatre,  and  he  was 
engaged  on  the  Oxford  Music  Hall. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Wyndham's  theatre  never 
got  to  anything. 

8632.  ( Chairman.)  It  was  a  contemplated  theatre  ? 
— It  was  not  within  my  knowledge  ;  I  did  not  know 
it. 

8633.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  They  are  both  stated  to  have 
been  theatrical  architects.  I  think  I  understood  that 
you  had  not  made  the  recommendations  to  the  Com- 
mittee, from  which  spring  the  recommendation  that 
the  theatre  should  be  closed.  May  I  ask,  supposing 
you  had  been  consulted  should  you  have  made  that 
recommendation  ? — I  think  I  should. 

8634.  (Mr,  Meadows  White.)  With  regard  to 
Terry's  Theatre,  the  application  was  made  there  for 
the  sanction  of  Uie  Board  to  the  plans.  I  believe  it  is 
considered  of  great  importance  to  get  every  alteration 
which  is  suggested  in  a  theatre  placed  upon  the  plans  ? 
—Yes. 

8635.  Is  it  necessary  that  the  whole  of  the  altera- 
tions should  be  placed  on  the  plans  ? — Undoubtedly, 
the  Board  approved  of  the  plans. 

8636.  The  Board  approved  of  the  plans  provisionally 
and  promised  their  certificate  so  to  speak,  on  condition 
that  the  theatre  should  be  built  according  to  the 
plans  ? — ^That  is  so. 

Nn  2 
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8637.  And  that  is  their  record  of  what  they  agreed 
tOy  and  therefore  every  alteration  should  be  carefully 
marked  on  the  plans  ? — Yes. 

8638.  Is  that  done  in  your  office  ?  —  No,  the 
architects  do  it  themselves. 

8639.  That  is  the  reason  why  we  find  in  those 
minutes  that  additional  plans  were  forwarded  ? — 
Yes. 

8640.  So  that  the  suggested  alterations  and  amend- 
ments may  be  clearly  shown  ? — Yes,  the  Board  will 
not  agree  to  alterations  which  are  expressed  in 
words  ;  they  require  that  they  should  be  put  upon  the 
plans. 

8641.  So  that  afterwards,  when  they  come  to 
sanction  the  building  of  the  theatre,  and  to  give  their 
certificate  that  it  may  be  opened,  they  should  be  able 
to  see  and  have  a  record  of  what  the  plans  were  to 
which  they  did  assent  ? — That  is  so. 

8642.  And  you  find  that  is  absolutely  necessary  ? — 
Yes. 

8643.  I  believe,  with  regard  to  Terry's  theatre,  in 
March  1882,  Mr.  Godwin  made  an  application? — 
Yes. 

8644.  On  behalf  of  Mr.  Webb  for  the  approval  of 
the  drawing  ? — Yes,  I  remember  it. 

8646.  That  application,  I  believe,  was  not  pursued  ? 
— I  think  the  drawings  were  approved,  but  the  theatre 
was  not  built. 

8646.  They  were  approved  on  the  26th  May? — 
Yes. 

8647.  With  regard  to  the  time  that  elapsed  between 
the  plans  being  submitted  and  approved,  they  were 
ultimately  approved  on  the  26th  May,  but  it  was  not 
built.  Then  a  letter  of  24th  July  1885  was  pre- 
sented from  Mr.  Emden.  I  think  it  was  earlier  than 
that.  Other  drawings  were  presented  by  Mr.  Emden  ? 
— Yes,  drawings  were  presented  by  him. 

8648.  And  those  were  amended  in  various  par- 
ticulars ? — Yes,  at  the  suggestion  of  the  Committee. 

8649.  We  have  the  dates,  I  think,  I  need  not  go 
through  them  again.  Mr.  Emden's  drawings  having 
been  approved  they  were  not  carried  out.  There 
was  some  difficulty  on  behalf  of  that  application  in 
that  year  ? — 1  beg  your  pardon,  I  think  the  drawings 
were  carried  out. 

8650.  After  the  interval  of  a  year  ? — I  beg  your 
pardon,  there  may  have  been  a  second  application ;  I 
am  not  quite  sure. 

{Chairman.)  I  think  there  was  no  second  applica- 
tion ;  it  was  only  requisitions  and  requisitions. 

8661.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  ITiat  was  not 
can-ied  out.  1  think  there  was  a  change  of  tenancies 
altogether.  That  was  not  carried  out,  and  when 
Mr.  Emden  came  with  his  ultimate  application  it  was 
discovered  the  drawings  were  not  the  same  as  before. 
He  had  not  been  able  to  arrange  with  certain  tenants, 
and  it  became  necessary  to  modify  the  drawings. 
Have  you  any  recollection  of  that  ? — I  have  not, 

8652.  Have  you  a  copy  of  the  minutes  as  to  Terry's 
Theatre  before  you  ? — I  have  sent  for  them.  (Same 
handed  to  witness.) 

8653.  I  think  on  the  16th  of  April  drawings  were 
submitted,  and  the  Board  approved  of  them  ? — Yes. 
A  previous  set  of  drawings  had  been  refused  in 
February  1886. 

8654.  Amended  drawings  were  submitted,  and 
ultimately  they  were  approved  on  the  16th  of  April 
1886  ?— Yes,  that  is  so. 

8655.  Although  those  were  approved  nothing  was 
put  upon  the  ground,  and  the  theatre  was  not  then 
built  ? — No,  there  seems  to  have  been  an  interval  of  a 
twelvemonth. 

8656.  And  a  letter  was  received  from  the  Lord 
Chamberlain  on  the  29th  of  April  1887  ? 

(C/iairman.)  I  cannot  see  how  that  is  material. 
The  point  is  delay  and  difficulty  about  passing  plans. 
If  for  particular  reasons  the  persons  do  not  happen  to 
want  to  build  at  that  time  in  consequence  oi  some 
accident,  or  anything  of  that  kind,  I  do  not  see  t)iat; 
that  matters  in  the  slightest  degree. 


8657.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Except  that  it  ex- 
plains the  delay.  If  your  Lordship  would  take  it  in 
your  mind  that  the  first  beginning  of  the  discussion 
was  in  June  1886,  and  the  theatre  was  not  begun  to 
be  built  till  12  months  afterwards,  I  wish  to  show, 
with  regard  to  this  special  case,  the  reason  for  that 
delay.  (To  the  witness,)  I  think  that  a  letter  was 
received  from  the  Lord  Chamberlain  on  the  29th  of 
April  1887,  asking  if  the  plans  submitted  to  the  Lord 
Chamberlain  were  the  same  as  those  approved  by  the 
Board  ? — Yes. 

8658.  It  was  put  before  the  Lord  Chamberlain  by 
Mr.  Emden  that  the  plans  were  the  same,  and  the 
Lord  Chamberlain  made  an  application  to  the  Board 
to  know  whether  the  plans  were  the  same? — Yes, 
that  is  so. 

(Chairman.)  The  point  is,  that  there  was  delay  in 
passing  the  plans,  and  that  they  were  not  passed  till 
a  mandamus  was  threatened.  That  is  the  whole 
point. 

8659.  (Mr.  Meadows  White)  That  was  in  1886. 
With  regard  to  this  threat  of  the  mandamus,  can  you 
tell  me  the  reason  of  the  delay  in  not  parsing  those 
plans  ?  Were  certain  alterations  suggested  in  your 
office  ? — Yes.  The  second  application  was  substan- 
tially the  same  as  the  first,  which  had  already  been 
refused  by  the  Board.  Then  it  seems  that  Messrs. 
Dubois  wrote  asking  reasons  for  refusing  a  certificate, 
and  hinting  that  if  these  reasons  were  not  given  they 
would  apply  for  a  mandamus.  Messrs.  Dubois  were 
informed  that  it  was  not  the  practice  of  the  Board  to 
give  their  reasons  in  refusing  to  approve  of  drawings, 
but  that  if  they  would  send  in  any  further  drawings, 
there  being  no  drawings  then  before  the  Board,  they 
would  be  considered. 

8660.  More  drawings  were  delivered,  and  I  believe 
they  did  not  comply  with  the  Board's  regulations  ? — 
The  third  set. 

8661.  That  was  in  February  1886  ?— Those  in 
February  are  those  I  speak  of  as  the  second  set 

8662.  (Chairman.)  You  made  requisitions  beyond 
anything  in  the  byelaws  ? — I  think  not. 

(Chairman.)  There  was  one  requisition  as  to  the 
width  of  a  passage. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  believe  sometimes  that  if 
it  is  possible  to  give  an  extra  width  in  a  passage  the 
suggestion  is  made,  and  it  is  acceded  to. 

8663.  (Chairman.)  What  is  stated  is  this,  that 
Mr.  Emden  frequently  applied  to  you  for  information 
what  the  objections  were  ? — If  he  applied  to  me  he 
always  had  the  information,  if  it  was  in  my  possession. 

8664.  He  said  he  many  times  applied,  and  the 
answer  you  gave  was  that  he  ought  to  read  the  bye- 
laws  and  find  out  ? — That  is  quite  a  misrepresentation 
of  what  I  said  to  lym.  I  should  never  be  likely  to 
do  that ;  but  if  Mr.  Emden  came  to  me  and  said,  tell 
me  what  I  am  to  do  and  how  I  shall  alter  my  draw- 
ings ;  I  should  tell  him  it  was  no  part  of  my  business 
to  advise  him  as  to  how  he  should  alter  them.  I 
should  do  that,  which  is  a  very  diffisrent  thing. 

8665.  (Mr.  Meadows  White)  Would  you  discuss 
with  Mr.  Emden  what  the  objections  were  to  the 
drawings? — Yes,  they  were  certainly  conveyed  to 
him,  and  he  knew  what  the  points  of  objection  were. 

8666.  And  did  he,  in  point  of  fact,  submit  after  a 
time  drawings  wbich  were  different  ? — The  third  set 
were  different. 

8667.  He  presented  drawings  which  did  meet  the 
objections  ? — ^That  is  so. 

(Chairman.)  What  he  says  is  that  by  a  process  of 
speculation  and  exhaustion  he  at  last  arrived  at 
something. 

8668.  (Mr.  Meadows  Ifhite.)  Is  that  so? — I  say 
emphatically  it  is  not  so. 

8669.  You  declined  in  your  position  as  an  officer 
of  the  Board  to  say  what  the  Theatres  Committee  or 
the  Building  Act  Committee  would  be  satisfied  vnth, 
but  you  suggested  to  him  this,  that,  and  the  other 
were  the  breaches  of  the  regulations,  and  he  must 
provide  something  which  would  get  rid  of  the  diffi- 
culty ? — ^YeB. 
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8670.  {Chairman,)  Do  you  say  that  you  told  'him 
he  would  ftnd  out  from  the  byelaws  ? — No.  I  might 
have  told  him  probably  that  he  was  as  well  acquainted 
with  the  regulations  as  I  was,  and  unquestionably  he 
would  be. 

8671.  There  were  certain  things  objected  to  which 
did  not  infringe  on  any  byelaw  ? — ^No,  think  not. 

8672.  Are  you  prepared  to  say  that  ?  —  The 
great  point  of  objection  was  this,  that  he  was 
seeking  to  construct  the  dressing  -  rooms  under- 
ground, and  I  believe  he  claimed  there  was  no 
regulation  with  regard  to  the  position  of  dressing- 
rooms.     Those  were  objected  to  by  the  Committee. 

8673.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Was  that  the  chief 
point  with  Mr.  Emden,  and  was  that  a  matter  that 
could  be  set  right  ? — ^Yes,  and  it  was  eventually  set 
right. 

8674.  And  Mr.  Emden  would  not  give  way  for*  a 
long  time,  anji  threatened  a  mandamus,  and  after- 
wards these  particular  objections  were  set  right  by 
him  ? — Yes,  and  the  theatre  was  much  improved  by 
the  purchase  of  an  additional  house. 

8675.  He  did  purchase  another  house,  and  was 
able  to  make  a  better  thing  of  it  ? — Yes. 

8676.  But  that  was  the  state  of  things  in  1886  ?— 
Yes. 

8677.  Ultimately,  Mr.  Emden  having  complied  with 
the  requisitions  and  regulations,  and  having  submitted 
amended  drawings  they  were  passed,  and  there  the 
matter  rested  till  you  received  the  letter  in  1887  from 
the  Lord  Chamberlain,  asking  if  the  plans  submitted 
to  the  Lord  Chamberlain  were  the  same  as  those 
approved  by  the  Board  ? — Yes. 

8678.  It  was  discovered  when  the  plans  were 
criticised  by  you  that  they  were  not  quite  the  same  ? 
— That  was  so. 

8679.  Then  I  believe  Mr.  Emden  attended  the 
Committee  and  discussed  the  matter  ? — Yes. 

8680.  Was  it  usual  that  that  should  be  so  ? — Yes, 
the  Committee  frequently  invited  the  applicants  to 
attend  and  discuss  the  matters  with  them. 

8681.  And  I  think  on  July  the  Ist,  1887,  the  Com- 
mittee reported  that  on  comparing  the  drawings 
submitted  to  the  Lord  Chamberlain  with  those 
approved  by  the  Board,  there  were  certain  variations 
between  the  two  sets,  and  that  Mr.  Emden  had  sub- 
mitted further  drawings  showing  the  modifications  he 
was  desirous  of  making  in  the  original  design,  for  the 
purpose  of  meeting  the  objections  of  the  Lord  Cham- 
berlain, and  improving  the  approach  to  the  theatre 
♦generally.  The  Committee  suggested  to  Mr.  Emden 
the  desirability  of  embodying  the  same  in  a  complete 
set  of  amended  drawings,  and  those  have  now  been 
submitted  in  a  form  that  the  Committee  think  may 
receive  the  approval  of  the  Board.  They  were  ap- 
proved in  that  way  ? — On  the  1st  of  July  1887. 

8682.  And  the  Lord  Chamberlain  on  the  15th  of 
July  informed  the  Board  that  he  desired  to  call  the 
attention  of  the  Board  to  certain  points  in  connexion 
with  the  construction  of  the  theatre.  This  letter  was 
considered  by  the  Committee,  who  resolved  to  take 
no  action  beyond  suggesting  that  the  girder  carrying 
the  dressing  rooms  should  be  cased  in  concrete,  which 
was  agreed  to  by  Mr.  Emden  ? — Yes. 

8683.  I  believe  there  was  a  special  meeting  of  the 
Building  Act  Committee  to  receive  applications  as  to 
the  completion  of  the  theatre,  and  that  was  in 
September  1887?— Yes. 

8684.  And  in  October  the  Committee  viewed  the 
theatre,  and  recommended  certain  alterations  set  out 
in  the  Minutes,  and  on  the  4th  the  alterations 
suggested  by  the  Committee  having  been  made,  the 
Board  ordered  a  certificate  to  be  sealed  ? — Yes. 

8685.  According  to  your  recollection,  was  there  any 
other  cause  of  .delay  but  that;  Mr.  Emden  did  not 
present  amended  dra>vings  in  accordance  with  the 
regulations  with  regard  to  these  dressing  rooms  ? — 1 
am  not  quite  sure  whether  these  dressing  rooms  are 
within  the  regulations.  I  think  they  were  under  the 
stage.  We  were  not  dealing  with  these  under  the 
requisitions,    but  the   question    was    whether  these 


drovings  conformed  to  the  Board's  regulations.  There 
is  tt  regulation  with  regard  to  the  dressing  rooms,  that 
they  should  not  be  constructed  under  the  auditorium. 
I  think  you  have  before  you  the  regulations. 

8686.  {Mr,  Meadows  PVhite.)  "  No  workshop,  paint- 
"  ing,  or  dressing  room  shall  be  formed  or  constructed 
"  over  the  auditorium  or  in  the  space  under  it"? 
— I  think  these  dressing  rooms  were  under  the  stage, 
if  I  remember  rightly,  and  those  were  objected  to. 

8687.  {Chairman,)  Who  took  that  objection?  Was 
it  you  personally  or  the  Committee? — I  pointed  it 
out  to  the  Committee,  and  the  Committee  endorsed 
my  opinion  that  it  was  objectionable. 

8688.  The  Committee  themselves,  I  suppose,  dealt 
with  the  matter  a  good  deal  on  their  own  considera- 
tion and  judgment? — Always.  They  never  would 
accept  my  report  without  examining  ail  the  points  in 
it,  and  examining  the  drawings  themselves.  That 
was  their  invariable  practice. 

8689.  Are  you  sure  you  were  the  first  person  who 
took  the  objection  to  the  dressing  rooms  being  under 
ground  ?— I  think  I  was.  I  think  I  pointed  that 
out.  My  reports  are  to  be  found.  I  am  not  sure 
that  I  pointed  out  that  it  was  contrary  to  the  regula- 
tions, but  I  think  I  pointed  out  that  it  was  undesirable 
that  the  rooms  should  be  constructed  in  that  particular 
place. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White,)  There  is  power  in  the 
12th  section  of  the  Act  of  1878  to  make  special 
regulations  with  a  view  to  any  particular  case. 

{Mr.  CrrenfelL)  The  suggestion  is  that  there  was 
unnecessary  delay,  and  after  having,  as  the  architect 
thought,  complied  "jrith  the  requirements,  he  says  they 
opened  up  a  fresh  lot. 

8690.  {Mr.  Meadows  White  to  the  witness.)  Is 
that  so  ? — There  were  a  fresh  set  of  drawings,  and 
there  were  fresh  defects  in  the  drawings.  Mr.  Emden 
was  not  justified  in  assuming  that  the  defects  which 
were  pointed  out  in  one  set  of  drawings  were  final. 
If  a  man  sends  me  a  second  set  of  dravrings,  there 
may  be  further  defects. 

8691.  As  far  as  you  were  concerned,  was  there  any 
wilful  fault  finding  or  was  it  your  bond  fide  criticism 
of  the  drawings  which  were  presented  to  you? — I 
treated  these  drawings  in  the  same  manner  that  I 
have  treated  all  other  dmwings.  I  have  examined 
them,  and  if  I  found  anything  to  which  I  considered 
the  Board  should  object,  I  have  pointed  out  those 
defects  to  the  Committee,  and  the  Committee  have 
dealt  with  them.  The  Committee  have  not  always 
accepted  my  report.  On  some  occasions  they  have 
considered  that  my  objections  were  not  tenable,  but 
when  they  have  concurred  with  me  they  have  made 
the  objections.  There  has  been  no  departure.  This 
theatre  has  been  treated  in  a  precisely  similar  manner 
to  all  other  theatres,  and  if  there  has  been  any  delay, 
it  has  been  simply  from  the  action  of  Mr.  Emden,  I 
suggest,  and  not  from  the  Board.  Mr.  Emden  tried, 
in  fact,  to  force  two  sets  of  plans  on  the  Board,  which 
they  declined  to  accept. 

8692.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  Then  the  same  architect  got 
plans  passed  for  Hare's  theatre  in  three  weeks  ? — Yes. 
because  he  complied  with  the  regulations. 

8693.  {Mr.  Meadows  White,)  I  will  give  shortly 
the  dates  of  some  other  new  theatres,  to  show  there 
was  no  undue  delay  in  those  matters.  With  regafd  to 
the  Avenue  Theatre,  are  you  desirous  of  stating  any- 
thing with  regard  to  that  ? — Yes. 

8694.  In  that  case  there  were  difficulties  arose,  and 
you  inspected  the  theatre  and  made  a  certain  report  ? 
—Yes. 

8695.  You  reported  that  a  certain  part  of  the  dress 
circle  was  not  properly  supported  ? — Yes  ;  I  was 
instructed  to  survey  the  theatre  with  a  view  to  see  if 
it  was  sufficiently  advanced  for  the  Board  to  gi-ant  a 
lease.  In  order  to  grant  a  lease  it  is  only  necessary 
that  the  building  should  have  been  roofed  in,  and  that 
the  staircase  should  be  fixed,  and  rainwater  pipes 
fixed,  and  so  forth ;  but  it  is  not  necessary  that  the 
whole  buildings  should  be  completed.  When  I  made  my 
survey  I  found  some  construction  which  I  considered 
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Sixteenth  Day.  defective,    and    I   reported    this  to    Mr.    Vulliamy, 

~ —  I  drafted  a  letter,  which  Mr.  Vulliamy  signed,  point- 

6  Jnly  1888.     j^g   ^^^  ^^iq  defects  which   I   complained   of.     This 

Mr.  J.  Hebb.  ^^^^^  ^as  sent  to  Mr.  Sefton  Parry,  who  had  applied 
'  *    for  the  certificate  for  the  theatre.     I  pointed  out  to 

Mr.  Sefton  Parry  that  the  construction  of  certain 
parts  of  the  theatre  were,  in  my  opinion,  so  defective 
that  I  should  not  feel  justified  in  recommending  the 
Board  to  issue  a  certificate.  This  appears  to  have 
excited  a  very  extraordinary  alarm  in  Mr.  Sefton 
Pansy's  mind ;  he  came  to  me  in  a  state  of  great 
trepidation,  and  tried  to  bribe  me.  I  refused  to  be 
bribed,  and  then  he  appears  to  have  gone  to  the 
district  surveyor.  The  district  surveyor  seemed  to 
consider  that  he  had  been  interfered  with  by  me,  and 
made  a  complaint  to  the  Board,  and  the  matter  was 
referred  to  the  Committee. 

8696.  (Chairman.)  What  did  Mr.  Sefton  Parry 
offer  you  ? — He  asked  if  I  could  act  as  his  architect, 
which  I  declined.  The  matter  was  referred  to  the 
Building  Act  Committee,  and  the  district  surveyor 
attended  and  produced  drawings  showing  the  con- 
struction, which  he  contended  was  perfectly  satis- 
factory. Ultimately  the  Committee  recommended  the 
Board  that  I  had  not  made  a  proper  examination  of 
the  building,  and  that  I  had  made  some  trifling  mis- 
take in  what  I  had  alleged,  and  they  censured  the 
district  surveyor  for  interfering,  and  so  the  matter 
ended.  I  have  no  wish  to  revive  a  controversy  which 
has  long  since  closed. 

8697.  You  had  made  some  mistake  ? — I  had  made 
some  trifling  mistakes,  but  those  did  not  affect  the 
principle  that  the  construction  in  that  particular  place 
was  certainly  defective.  I  have  no  knowledge  of  any 
of  the  facts  beyond  what  I  tell  you.  I  do  not  know 
why  such  a  simple  request  as  Mr.  VuUiamy's  letter 
points  out,  that  there  were  certain  defects  in  the 
building,  should  have  excited  such  a  storm  in  a 
teacup. 

8698.  Because  some  of  the  defects  pointed  out  did 
not  exist  ? — Yes,  they  did  exist ;  they  all  existed. 
The  mistake  I  made  was  that  this  defective  con- 
struction did  not  extend  all  round  the  theatre,  but  was 
confined,  I  think,  to  two  places.     That  was  all. 

8699.  (Mr.  Meadmcs  White.)  Which  places  were 
all  exposed  to  view  ? — L  may  say  afterwards  that  the 
construction  was  amended  on  my  suggestion.  Mr. 
Sefton  Parry  amended  the  construction,  and  the 
theatre  was  finished  in  a  proper  manner. 

8700.  {Chairman.)  With  regard  to  the  answer  you 
have  just  given  about  Mr.  Sefton  Parry  having  made 
you  that  offer,  have  you  in  any  case  ever  acted  or 
advised  any  person  outside  the  Board  ? — No. 

8701.  You  have  done  no  professional  work  except 
what  you  have  done  in  the  Board  ? — No. 

8702.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  want  to  call  your 
attention  to  this.  Up  to  December  the  7th,  1880, 
Mr.  Sefton  Parry  had  delayed  signing  his  agreement, 
but  immediately  after  that  the  drawings  were  ap- 
proved?— The  dates  are  as  follows:  Agreement 
executed,  15th  November,  1880;  Plans  sent,  11th 
November,  1880;  Elevation  approved,  29th  Novem- 
ber, 1880;  Plans  approved,  9th  December,  1880. 
See  Minutes  as  to  Avenue  Theatre,  pp.  116,  117, 
118,J22. 

8703.  Therefore  there  was  no  delay.  So  soon  as 
Mr.  Sefton  Parry  had  bound  himself  by  the  formal 
signature  of  his  agreement  there  was  no  delay,  and 
the  drawings  were  approved,  and  then  the  theatre  was 
completed  on  the  10th  of  March  1882  ?— Yes.  If  you 
would  allow  me,  I  may  say  with  regard  to  the  Chaii- 
man's  question  as  to  whether  I  have  ever  acted,  I  did 
act  once  in  a  friendly  way  in  the  construction  of  a 
panorama  in  Leicester  Square.  This  came  to  me 
through  a  French  architect,  who  asked  me  to  act  for 
him.  I  applied  to  the  Board,  and  the  Board  refused 
to  allow  me  to  act.  1  immediately  turned  over  the 
work  to  Mr.  Bovill,  who  superintended  the  work. 
For  that  I  received  no  payment  whatever. 

8704.  In  the  case  of  the  Avenue  Theatre,  there  was 
no  delay  in  passing  the  drawings  after  Mr.  Sefton 


Parry  complied   with  the  requisitions  of  the  Board 
and  signed  the  agreement  ? — No  delay  at  all. 

8705.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  Who  was  the  architect  of 
the  Avenue  Theatre  ?— Mr.  Fowler. 

8706.  Am  I  right  in  saying  you  made  some  ob- 
jections, and  were  censured  for  those  objections,  by 
the  Committee  ?  —  No,  the  district  surveyor  was 
censured.     I  was  not  censured. 

8707.  {Mr.  Winch.)  Will  you  look  at  the  Questions 
7383-4.  That  is  Mr.  Walker's  evidence,  and  his 
evidence  is,  **  The  Board  passed  a  resolution  that  I 
*<  was  right,  and  their  architect's  department  wroug, 
"  but  thought  I  was  guilty  of  an  act  of  indiscretion  in 
**  exposing  it  except  through  an  oflicial  channel,  and 
"  that  satisfied  me."  ? — You  have  probably  the  minute 
before  you,  and  I  think  you  will  find  that  is  not  quite 
ai^accurate  statement. 

{Chairman.)  That,  of  course,  must  appear  from  the 
resolution. 

{Mr.  Winch,)  Your  Lordship,  I  think,  read  the 
minute  confirming  this  statement  of  the  district 
surveyor. 

{Chairman.)  I  do  not  think  we  need  go  funher 
into  that  for  the  moment 

8708.  {Mr.  Meadows  Wliite.)  Then,  with  regard  to 
the  Grand  Theatre.  At  Question  6517,  Mr.  Wilmot 
is  asked:  "Have  you  had  any  other  theatres  or 
"  buildings  of  yours  which  have  come  before  the 
"  Board  ?— (-4.)  No,  only  the  Grand.  (Q.)  Who  was 
"  the  architect  there?— (^.)  Mr.  Frank  Matcham. 
"  (Q.)  You  did  not  have  any  of  the  Board's  members 
"  on?— (^.)  No.  (Q.)  Did  you  have  difficulties  or 
"  delays  raised  there  as  to  passing  plans  ? — {A.)  Yes, 
"  great  delay.  Over  three  months.  Of  course,  I 
«  know  nothing  about  the  cause  of  the  delay. 
*'  {Q.)  Are  they  passed  now  ?— (^.)  Oh,  yes."  Now 
the  dates  of  that  will  speak  for  themselves.  On 
June  the  30th,  1882,  an  application  was  made  by 
Mr.  Matcham,  on  behalf  of  Mr.  C.  Head,  for  the 
approval  of  the  drawings  for  the  proposed  re-con- 
struction of  the  Philharmonic  Theatre,  Islington,  and 
was  referred  by  the  Board  to  the  Building  Act  Com- 
mittee. Then  that  was  at  once  referred  to  the  sub- 
committee, and  approved  by  the  Board  on  the  28th  of 
July  ? — That  is  so. 

«709.  That  is  just  one  month.  Then  on  the  6th  of 
July  1883,  a  letter  was  presented  from  Mr.  Matcham 
stating  that  the  new  Grand  Theatre  was  completed, 
and  requesting  the  Board  to  issue  their  certificate.  On 
the  17th  July  the  architect  reported  to  the  Theatres 
Committee  that  the  works  were  not  completed,  the 
applicant  was  so  informed,  and  he  was  requested  to 
state  when  the  works  were  done  in  accordance 
with  the  drawings.  On  the  27th  July  the  clerk 
presented  a  letter  from  Mr.  Matcham,  dated  the  same 
day,  stating  that  the  works  would  be  completed  early 
the  ensuing  week,  and  requesting  the  Board  to  issue 
their  certificate  as  the  theatre  was  advertised  to  be 
opened  on  the  4th  August.  I  think  then  the  Board 
issued  the  certificate  at  once,  on  the  3rd  ? — They  did. 

8710.  There  was  no  delay  in  that  case?— No,  I 
think  not.  The  application  was  lodged  on  the  6th  of 
July. 

8711.  The  subsequent  history  of  the  theatre  is 
that  it  was  destroyed  by  fire  on  the  29th  of  December 
1887,  and  a  question  arose  whether  sufficient  of  the 
theatre  was  left  to  make  it  an  old  theatre,  or  whether 
it  should  be  a  new  design  if  rebuilt  after  the 
destruction  ?  —  There  can  hardly  have  been  any 
question  about  that,  because  the  theatre  was  certainly 
destroyed  to  an  extent  which  made  the  re-in statement 
a  new  building. 

8712.  That  question  having  been  put  and  answered 
that  it  must  be  a  new  theatre  in  accordance  with  the 
r^ulations,  Mr.  Matcham  deposited  drawings  on  the 
2nd  of  February  1888,  and  he  was  informed  he  must 
submit  complete  drawings  then  ? — Yes,  the  drawings 
he  sent  were  not  complete  drawings.  He  merely 
showed  additions  and  alterations  he  proposed  to  make 
^nd  the  drawings  themselves  did  not  show  the  walls. 
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8713.  And  1  believe  Mr.  Matcham  attended  the 
meeting  of  the  theatro8  sub-committee  and  explained 
his  views,  and  the  matter  wad  adjourned  for  amended 
drawings  ? — Yes,  on  the  28th  of  February. 

8714.  And  on  the  6th  of  March  a  letter  was 
received  from  Mr.  Matcham  asking  for  a  list  of  the 
alterations  sucrgested  ? — Yes. 

8715.  And  the  clerk  was  directed  to  tell  Mr. 
Matcham  that  the  Committee  had  nothing  to  add  to 
their  letter  of  the  2nd  of  March  ? — Yes. 

87 16.  On  the  26th  of  March  Mr.  Matcham  deposited 
his  drawings  ? — Yes.  Up  to  then  nothing  had  been 
done,  except  to  arrange  as  to  the  drawings ;  there 
was  no  question  of  alterations  being  discussed. 

8717.  However,  Mr.  Matcham  submitted  his  draw- 
ings, and  I  think  there  were  18  modifications  of  a 
more  or  less  serious  character  suggested  to  Mr. 
Matcham  ? — Yes. 

8718.  And  Mr.  Matcham,  in  order  to  comply  with 
those  requirements  on  April  the  17th,  submitted  his 
further  drawings  ? — Yes,  he  did. 

8719.  Then  his  explanations  were  considered  satis- 
factory with  regard  to  a  great  many  of  the  alterations, 
and  a  further  explanation  was  required  on  10  other 
points  ? — ^Yes. 

8720.  MTiat  is  to  say,  10  of  the  points  previously 
submitted  ? — Yes. 

8721.  Then  further  drawings  were  sent  in,  and  on 
the  11th  of  May  the  drawings  were  approved? — 
Yes. 

8722.  Therefore,  of  course,  the  time  occupied  with 
the  whole  transaction  was  about  seven  weeks  ? — ^Yes, 
including  a  good  deal  of  correspondence  and  examina- 
tion of  fresh  drawings. 

8723.  And  including  the  compliance  by  Mr. 
Matcham  with  the  requisitions  made  in  order  to  bring 
his  drawings  in  harmony  with  the  regulations?  — 
Yes. 

8724.  I  think  the  Novelty  Theatre  was  also  men- 
tioned by  Mr.  Verity.  At  Question  7199  a  question 
was  asked  about  the  Novelty.  I  think  his  first 
application,  dated  18th  May,  was  presented  on  the 
3rd  June  1881.  That  is  a  theatre  on  the  north  side 
of  Great  Queen  Street,  opposite  the  "Freemason's 
Tavern  "  ?— Yes. 

8725.  And  I  think  on  June  3rd  a  list  of  require- 
ments were  forwanled  to  Mr.  Verity,  and  he  was 
requested  to  furnish  some  additional  information  ? — 
The  first  application  was^  withdrawn.  The  first 
application  by  Mr.  Verity  was  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Went- 
worth.  That  was  withdi'awn  and  the  drawings  were 
returned  to  Mr.  Verity,  and  then  the  next  application 
was  presented  to  the  Board  on  June  3rd  on  behalf 
of  Mr.  Green. 

8726.  Then  the  amended  drawings  were  presented 
and  considered  by  the  conmiittee  on  July  5th  ? — 
Yes. 

8727.  On  the  19th  July  a  letter  from  Mr.  Verity 
was  read  with  reference  to  the  extent  to  which  he 
Avas  prepared  to  modify  the  drawings  ? — Yes. 

8728.  I  think  the  committee  resolved  tx)  inform 
Mr.  Verity  that  the  floor  over  the  portion  of  the 
orchestra  under  the  stage  should  be  made  fire-resist- 
ing, and  that  they  objected  to  the  cigar  shop  ? — ^Yes. 

8729.  Was  that  an  objectionable  thing  to  have  a 
cigar  shop  mixed  up  with  a  theatre  ? — Yes,  occupying 
part  of  what  should  have  been  used  as  the  entrance. 

8730.  And  there  was  also  another  objection  made 
HS  to  dressing-rooms  ? — Yes,  underground  dressing- 
rooms. 

8731.  One  of  the  important  things  found  by 
experience  is  to  have  as  few  openings  as  possible  in 
the  proscenium  wall  ? — ^Yes. 

8732.  There  was  an  objection  made  to  the  number 
of  openings  ? — Yes,  there  were  as  many  as  seven,  I 
think,  Mr.  Verity  required. 

8733.  There  were  various  matters  of  that  sort  ? — 
Yes. 

8734.  On  the  18th  August  Mr.  Verity  was  still 
arguing  the  question  as  to  the  cigar  shop  ? — Yes. 


8735.  Mr.  Verity  still  wished  to  retain  it  and  the 
underground  dressing-rooms,  and  that  application  was 
refhsed  ? — Yes,  on  the  2l8t  October. 

8736.  That  was  communicated  on  the  25th  October, 
and  the  objections  were  stated  to  there  being  the 
shop  and  the  underground  rooms  ? — Yes. 

8737.  Then,  I  think,  on  the  Ist  November  the 
amended  drawings  were, considered  ? — Yes. 

8738.  And  I  think  Mr.  Verity  furnished  eventually 
amended  drawings,  which  were  laid  before  the  com- 
mittee on  the  24th  January  1882  ?— Yes. 

8739.  And  the  committee  in  their  report,  presented 
to  the  Board  on  the  27th  January  1882,  stated  that 
the  most  objectionable  features  of  the  previous  draw- 
ings were  the  fonnation  of  a  shop  at  the  entrance  to 
the  theatre  and  the  underground  dressing-rooms. 
The  shop  in  the  amended  plan  was  separated  from 
the  theatre  by  brick  walls  and  fire-resisting  construc- 
tion. The  position  of  the  dressing-rooms  had  been 
altered,  and  they  were  separated  from  the  boxes  and 
wardrobe  by  fire-resisting  materials.  Then  the  draw- 
ings were  approved  on  the  27th  January.  Therefore, 
as  to  these  two  objections,  Mr.  Verity  seemed  unable 
or  was  reluctant  to  meet  them  ? — Mr.  Verity  endoeed 
his  shop  with  fire-resisting  materials. 

8740.  The  amended  drawings  were  approved  on 
the  27th  January  1882  ? — Yes  ;  and  the  time  occupied 
over  the  amended  drawings  was  from  the  28th 
October  1881  to  the  27th  January  1882,  just  three 
months. 

8741.  {Chairman.)  Ultimately  then  the  cigar  shop 
and  the  dressing-rooms,  in  their  position,  were  both 
allowed  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  No,  with  fire-resisting 
materials. 

Pardon  me,  the  cigar  shop  was  allowed.  Mr.  Verity 
contended  that  the  regulation  contemplated  other 
premises  being  part  of  the  theatre,  provided  they 
were  separated  from  the  theatre  by  fire-resisting 
materials  ;  and  the  cigar  shop  was  separated  by  brick 
walls  and  fire-proof  floors,  and  then  the  committee 
gave  way. 

8742-3.  {Chairman.)  Why  was  not  he  at  once  told  : 
"This  cannot  be  allowed  imless  you  separate  it  by 
**  fire-resisting  materials,  and  if  you  do  then  the 
"  objection  is  withdrawn  '*  ? — I  think  the  objection 
of  the  committee  went  beyond  that ;  they  wanted  the 
cigar  shop  entirely  suppressed  and  the  space  thrown 
into  the  theatre,  and  that  was  eventually  done.  The 
cigar  shop  was  not  built,  but  the  site  of  it  was  used 
as  an  approach  to  the  theatre. 

8744.  I  thought  you  said  they  passed  the  plan  with 
the  cigar  shop? — They  did  so,  but  it  was  not  so 
carried  out 

8745.  Then  that  was  voluntary  on  the  part  of  the 
proprietor  of  the  theatre? — ^That  was  voluntary  on 
the  part  of  the  proprietor  of  the  theatre. 

8746.  {Mr.  Meadows  JFhite.)  Therefore  it  could 
be  done  ? — It  was  done  voluntarily. 

8747.  That  was  the  objection  that  the  cigar  shop 
was  obstructing  the  exit  ?  —  Yes  ;  narrowing  the 
approach. 

{Mr.  Meadows  JVhite.)  1  our  Lordship  will  see  in 
any  special  case  they  may  make  special  regulations. 

{Chairman.)  But  the  committee  gave  way.  I  can- 
not see  why,  if  they  were  not  going  to  insist  on  doing 
away  with  it,  but  merely  on  separating  it  with  fire- 
proof materials,  they  should  not  have  said  so  at  first. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  should  think  it  would  be 
that  they  were  anxious,  for  the  public  interests,  to  get 
rid  of  the  shop,  and  have  the  site  of  it  as  afterwards 
altered ;  but  the  matter  was  discussed  by  Mr.  Verity, 
who  presented  other  drawings  and  schemes,  and 
attended  the  committee  one  or  two  times,  and  it  was 
very  likely  a  compromise.  That  is  often  the  history 
of  these  transactions,  the  Board  struggling  for  the 
public  to  get  as  much  as  they  can,  and  the  architect 
resisting. 

{Chairman.)  There  would  be  no  objection  to  that 
if    there    was   reason    to   believe   that    the    whole 
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committee  were  actuated  by  no  motive  except  public 
interest. 

8748.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  No  doubt  but  your 
Lordship  sees  the  number  of  the  committee,  and  they 
would  take  nil  these  matters  into  consideration.  Then 
I  think  the  only  other  theatre  that  has  been  alluded 
to  was  the  Savoy  Theatre,  and  I  think  your  Lordship 
has  the  minutes  as  to  thai.  ^The  chief  delay  in  the 
Savoy  Theatre  was  caused  by  a  reference  to  the 
Strand  Board  of  Works.  There  was  an  objection 
made,  or  it  was  put  before  the  Board,  by  the  Strand 
Board  of  Works  with  regard  to  the  approaches  r — 
Yes,  as  to  the  approaches. 

8749.  I  think,  including  that  month,  fiwQ  weeks 
was  the  length  of  time  occupied  by  the  Savoy.  There 
was  a  month's  delay,  owing  to  the  objections  taken 
by  the  Strand  Board  of  Works — tenable  or  not — to 
the  streets  and  approaches? — Yes,  that  did  cause 
some  delay.  I  fancy  the  plans  had  been  considered 
by  the  Building  Act  Committee. 

8750.  {Chairman.)  Mr.  Fowler  was  a  member  of 
the  Strand  Board  of  Works,  was  not  he  ? — I  think 
he  was. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Mr.  Fowler  was  the  mem- 
ber for  Lambeth. 

{Chairman.)  A  member  of  the  Lambeth  Vestry, 
but  also  of  the  Strand  Board  of  Works. 

8751.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  time  occupied 
from  the  23rd  April  1880  was  five  weeks.  I  believe 
some  question  arose  as  to  Mr.  Carte  having  undertaken 
to  pay  contribution  to  a  certain  access  ? — Yes  ;  that 
also  caused  a  little  more  delay. 

8752.  Those  are  the  new  theatres,  1  thrnk.  Then 
with  regard  to  the  other  theatres,  I  have  the  analysis 
of  them  here  from  the  minutes  relating  to  some  of 
them  {Mr.  Meadows  White  handed  these  analt/ses  to 
the  Chairman )  ;  but  can  you  tell  me  this :  Was  there 
any  complaint  as  to  th'j  delay  in  any  of  the  other 
cases  ? — No,  I  am  not  aware  that  theie  was. 

8753.  I  should  like,  for  the  information  of  the 
Commissioners,  to  take  you  to  the  exercise  of  the 
Board's  jurisdiction  in  the  case  of  the  old  theatres 
under  section  11.  Did  you  take  any  part  in  preparing 
the  return  which  was  laid  before  Parliament  of  the 
results  of  the  exercise  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Board 
under  section  1 1  ? — I  assisted  upon  it,  but  it  was 
compiled  by  the  clerk. 

8754.  You  took  part,  I  think,  in  all  the^e  requi- 
sitions which  were  made  to  the  owners  of  the  old 
theatres  under  section  11,  and  they  came  under  your 
attention  ? — Yes ;  the  requisitions  were  drafted  by  me, 
and  afterwards  considered  by  the  committee. 

8755.  I  think  the  Commission  have  before  them 
that  return.  Can  you  give  me  the  number  of  theatres, 
which  were  dealt  with  under  section  11 ;  those  upon 
which  requisitions  were  served  ? — Thirty-eight  theatres 
appear  to  have  been  dealt  with. 

8756.  There  was  only  one  case  in  which  the  arbi- 
trator imposed  the  penalty  of  costs  on  the  Board,  and 
that  was  in  the  case  of  the  Royal  music  hall,  where 
the  Board  had  made  a  requisition  as  to  one  exit, 
thinking  they  had  the  power  which  involved  the  taking 
of  property,  and  the  arbitrator  ruled  they  had  no 
power  to  make  a  requisition  under  that  section  which 
involved  the  acquisition  of  property  which  was  not 
already  in  the  possession  of  the  owner,  and  the 
arbitrator  made  the  Board  pay  the  costs.  Can  you 
give  me  the  number  of  music  halls? — The  total 
number  of  music  halls  dealt  with  by  the  Board  was 
106 — music  halls  and  other  places  of  enteriainraent. 

8757.  The  section  was  strictly  observed,  and  the 
notices  were  served  under  the  11th  section  upon  the 
owners  ? — Yes. 

8758.  Afterwards  this  course  of  proceedings  was 
adopted,  that  before  finally  settling  the  notice  it  was 
drafted,  and  if  the  draft  was  approved  by  the  com- 
mittee, they  directed  that  the  draft  should  be  served, 
not  seflled,  on  the  owner,  in  order  that  he  might  make 
suggestions  ? — Yes, 


8759.  And  come  to  the  best  agreement  he  could 
with  the  Board  as  to  how  the  requisitions  could  be 
carried  out  ? — Yes,  that  was  so. 

8760.  He  was  invited,  I  believe,  to  attend  the  com- 
mittee, and  discuss  the  matter  with  his  architect,  and 
did  so  on  many  occasions  ? — Yes,  frequently. 

8761.  I  believe  you  have  met,  before  the  notices 
were  sealed,  the  architect  of  the  owners  upon  the 
spot  ? — No,  I  do  not  think  I  have  done  that  The 
business  was  entirely  transacted  by  the  committee. 

8762.  Did  you  not  attend  when  the  architect 
attended  before  the  committee? — Yes,  but  I  have  no 
recollection  of  having  been  instructed  to  negotiate 
with  the  architect. 

8763.  Did  you  visit  the  theatres  ? — Yes,  always. 

8764.  I  believe  the  first  thing  that  was  done  in  the 
oflSce  was  that  plans  were  prepared  ? — Yes. 

8765.  Elaborate  plans,  in  order  that  the  requisitions 
might  be  marked*  upon  the  plans  which  were  so 
prepared  ? — Yes. 

8766.  Just  to  give  one  illustration  to  the  Commis- 
sion, have  you  got  a  set  of  plans  of  any  of  the  theatres 
here  that  you  can  show  to  the  Commission  ? — Yes,  I 
have. 

8767.  When  the  matter  had  come  before  the  com 
mittee,  and  discussed,  and  the  notice  had  been  modified 
as  far  as  possible,  then,  if  the  owner  did  not  accept  all 
the  requisitions,  the  matter  was  referred  under  the 
Act  to  arbitration  ?  —Yes,  to  arbitration. 

8768.  {Chairman.)  Did  you  say  you  had,  or  had 
not,  instructions  to  negotiate  and  discuss  the  matter, 
so  as  to  arrive  at  an  understanding?  —  I  do  not 
remember  that  I  had.  This  was  done  by  the  com- 
mittee itself.  The  matter  was  discussed  by  the 
committee,  and  sometimes  the  architect  has  been 
invited  to  send  in  his  plans  for  modification  of  what 
the  Board  would  require — an  alternative  scheme  for 
example.  If  a  man  suggested  that  he  could  not  carry 
out  the  alterations  in  one  way,  but  was  willing  to  d<j 
so  in  another,  then  the  committee  invited  him  to  send 
in  drawings  explaining  what  his  proposal  was. 

8769.  Would  that  be  referred  to  the  office  to 
criticise  ? — That  would  be  referred  to  me  to  see 
whether  it  carried  out  the  intentions  of  the  committee. 

8770.  What  theatre  have  you  the  plans  of  in  your 
hand? — These  are  the  plans  of  the  Alhambra,  the 
theatre  which  was  burnt  down  {showing  same  to  tlie 
Commissioners) . 

8771.  Was  that  treated  as  a  new  theatre  or  an 
old  one  ? — As  an  old  Iheatre.  They  are  very  com- 
plete drawings,  showing  every  part  of  the  theatre  from 
top  to  bottom. 

8772.  Were  those  accessible  to  the  owners  of 
theatres  in  your  office  ? — Yes. 

8773.  They  came  and  examined  them  ? — ^Yes. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  I  should  like  the  Com- 
mission to  examine  one  'set  of  plans  to  see  how 
carefully  the  matter  was  conducted. 

{Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Were  these  plans  made  by  the 
Board? 

8774.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Yes,  in  the  Board's 
offices.  ( To  the  witness.)  Those  plans  would  be  of 
every  level  of  the  theatre  and  would  show  the  altera- 
tions which  were  proposed  ? — Yes. 

8775.  I  do  not  want  to  go  through  all  the  requisi- 
tions in  these  numerous  cases,  but  was  there  a  prin- 
ciple running  through  these  requisitions  ? — Yes,  there 
was  one  principle. 

8776.  Was  the  principle,  as  far  as  it  could  be  done 
at  reasonable  expense,  to  bring  the  old  theatres  into 
harmony  with  the  new  regulations  ?— To  bring  them 
in  harmony  with  the  regulations,  having  regard  to  the 
cost  of  canying  out  the  alterations. 

8777.  There  was  the  question  of  the  proscenium 
walls,  sufficient  exits — proper  hand  rails,  gangways, 
and  also  with  regard  to  separating  the  theatre  or  ^e 
music  hall  from  adjoining  buildings  ? — Yes. 

8778.  So  as  to  avoid  risk  of  fire  from  adjacent 
buildings  ? — Yes. 

8779.  The  requisitions  were  chiefly  founded  on 
that,  and  in  each  case  the  requisitions  would  vary 
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according  to  the  position  of  the  theatre  and  the 
existing  state  of  things? — ^Yes.  No  two  sets  of 
requisitions  were  alike.  They  all  varied.  There 
were  some  of  coarse  that  might  be  taken  to  be  in 
common  form. 

8780.  In  all  cases  Sir  Henry  Hunt  was  appointed 
arbitrator  by  the  Commissioner  of  Works  ? — Yes. 

8781.  When  the  matter  came  before  the  arbitrator, 
I  believe  the  party  was  represented  generally  by  his 
architect  and  witnesses,  and  the  matter  was  thoroughly 
gone  into  before  the  arbitrator.  I  believe  the  Board's 
requisitions  were  usually  supported,  if  they  could  be 
80,  by  Mr.  Currey  the  well  known  architect  of  St. 
Thomas's  Hospital,  and  Mr.  WTiichcord  during  his 
life?— Yes. 

8782.  I  think  after  Mr.  Whichcord's  death  Mr. 
Porter  was  selected  as  having  a  special  knowledge  of 
the  matter  ? — Yes. 

8783.  And  the  matter  was  thoroughly  gone  into 
and  discussed  before  the  arbitrator  ? — Yes. 

8784.  And  his  award  was  binding  on  the  parties  ? — 
Yes. 

8785.  And  to  that  the  owner  of  the  theatre  had  to 
conform  ? — Yes. 

8786.  That  was  the  course  of  proceeding  with 
reference  to  the  old  theatres  ? — Yes. 

8787.  And  practically  some  of  the  matters  come  to 
be  thoroughly  understood  after  a  time,  and  during  the 
later  period  there  were  very  many  cases  settled  with- 
out recourse  to  the  arbitrator  ? — Yes.  For  instance, 
after  the  principle  had  been  settled  with  regard  to  the 
proscenium  wall,  there  was  at  first .  considerable 
opposition  to  that,  but  when  it  had  been  settled  by  the 
arbitrators'  ordering  the  proscenium  walls  to  be  built, 
most  of  the  owners  of  theatres  agreed  to  the  proscenium 
walls  being  built. 

8788.  The  entrances  and  exits,  and  proscenium 
walls  were  the  most  expensive  part  of  the  operation  ? 
— Undoubtedly. 

8789.  This  return  would  show  where  there  was  an 
award  and  where  there  was  not,  hue  I  think  that  was 
the  mode  of  procedure  in  aU  these  cases  ? — Yes,  that 
is  the  mode. 

8790.  There  was  one  pohit  that  was  alluded  to.  I 
think  Mr.  Phipps  on  one  occasion,  being  anxious  to 
get  it  done,  at  once,  obtained  your  consent  to  two  of 
the  clerks  in  your  oflBce  working  overtime  to  give  him 
a  tracing  in  the  case  of  one  of  the  theatres  ? — ^Yes,  I 
cannot  remember  what  theatre  it  was.  He  did  so, 
and  I  have  no  doubt  that  I  obtained  the  assent  of  the 
committee  to  do  it.  I  would  not  have  given  permission 
to  any  copies  of  drawings  being  made  beyond  those 
which  a  man  could  make  himself  for  his  own  infor- 
mation. 

8791.  iiut  the  architects  of  the  owners  themselves 
were  at  liberty  to  make  tracings  of  the  drawings  in 
the  oihce  ? — By  permission  of  the  committee.  I  should 
not  feel  myself  authorised  to  allow  copies  to  be  made 
without  permission.  In  a  case  where  they  were  agreed 
to  make  the  alterations,  and  there  was  no  probability  of 
any  contentious  business  arising,  then  the  Board  would 
allow  them  to  be  made,  but  for  their  own  protection 
they  did  not  allow  tracings  to  be  made  if  the  other 
side  resisted  the  notice  of  the  Board. 

8792.  I  think  that  besides  theatres  you  have  been, 
in  the  office  of  the  Board,  concerned  with  the  execu- 
tion of  the  Building  Act  and  also  other  parts  of  the 
Management  Act  which  relate  to  roads  and  streets  ? — 
Ye&. 

8793.  It  was  not  that  part  of  the  improvements 
which  was  in  the  province  of  the  engineer  as  to  the 
making  of  the  new  streets,  but  as  to  the  building 
frontage  line,  and  also  the  execution  of  the  Board's 
byelaws,  which  they  had  the  power  to  make  under  the 
202nd  section  with  regard  to  the  width  of  streets?-^ 
Yes,  and  building  frontages. 

8794.  I  will  give  the  Commission  the  sections  of 
the  Building  Act.  First  of  all  there  was  section  30 
of  the  I8th  and  19th  Vict.  cap.  122.  That  would  be 
as  to  the  disagreements  between  the  owners  of  public 
buildings    and    district   surveyors,   which   would   be 
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referred  to  the  Board  under  that  section.     Would  that 
come  before  you  ? — Yes. 

8795.  Is  that  a  common  thing  ? — ^Ye^. 

8796.  Then  you  have  nothing  to  do  with  the 
appointment  of  district  surveyor  ? — No,  that  is  done 
by  the  Board. 

8797.  Then  the  56th  section — the  regulation  of 
buildings  to  which  the  rules  are  inapplicable.  Did 
you  have  anything  to  do  with  that? — Yes. 

8798.  Is  that  common? — Yes,  there  are  a  great 
number  of  those  every  week. 

8799.  Iron  buildings  and  things  of  that  kind? — 
Yes. 

8800.  Then  the  superintending  architect  has  the 
functions  to  discharge,  apart  from  the  Board,  of 
statutory  officer  ? — ^Yes. 

8S01.  He  also  has  to  advise  the  Board  with 
reference  to  matters  arising  in  the  course  of  the 
application  and  carrying  out  of  these  Acts  ? — Yes. 

8802.  I  think  there  is  one  very  important  branch  of 
the  duties  under  the  Building  Act  with  which  you 
had  nothing  to  do,  and  that  is  the  dangerous  struc- 
tures ? — No,  that  is  not  under  me.  There  is  a  special 
department  for  that. 

8803.  Then  I  think  that  is  all  in  the  Building  Act, 
but  the  chief  matter  under  the  Metropolis  Management 
Act  with  which  you  have  to  do  is  with  regard  to  the 
width  of  streets  and  the  laying  out  of  streets? — 
Yes. 

8804.  That  is  under  the  byelaws  made  under 
section  202  of  the  Act  of  1855  ?— Yes. 

8805.  I  think  that  under  the  sixth  section  of  the 
Act  of  1878,  the  Board  have  the  power  of  giving  their 
consent  to  a  deviation  from  the  prescribed  distance 
from  the  centre  of  the  roadway  ? — Yes. 

8806.  Does  that  fall  under  your  cognizance? — 
Yes. 

8807.  And  did  you  advise  the  Board  upon  that  or 
prepare  the  plans  for  the  Board  on  that  matter? — 
Yes,  sometimes.  It  is  usually  an  application  accom- 
panied by  drawings  submitted  to  the  Board. 

8808.  That  application  is  considered  by  the  Board  ? 

— Y^8. 

8809.  Is  that  by  the  Building  Act  Conunittee  ? — 
No.  Sometimes  it  would  be  disposed  of  hy  the  Board 
itself,  but  at  other  times  referred  to  the  committee, 
according  to  the  gravity  of  the  case. 

8810.  In  a  clear  simple  case  the  Board  would 
decide  at  once  on  the  application  ? — Yes. 

8811.  If  there  was  an3rthing  in  the  way  of  details  it 
would  be  referred  to  the  Building  Act  Committee  ? — 
yes. 

8812.  Then  the  theatres  we  have  dealt  with. 
Under  the  16th  section  they  may  make  byelaws  as  to 
foundations.  Had  you  anything  to  do  with  that  at 
aU?— Yes. 

8813.  Under  tiie  2l8t  section  of  the  Act  of  1878 
there  is  power  for  the  architect  of  the  Board — ^that 
would  be  Mr.  Blashill  now — to  enter  the  theatres. 
He  has  power  without  any  appointment,  and  any 
other  person  authorised  by  the  Board,  in  writing, 
under  the  seal,  at  all  reasonable  times  after  completion 
or  during  construction,  may  enter  and  inspect  any 
house,  room,  or  other  place  intended  to  be  kept  open, 
and  so  on.  I  think  those  are  the  chief  powers  under 
the  Building  A.ct  which  came  under  your  cognizance  ? 
— Yes,  they  are. 

8814.  Can  you  remember  the  case  which  was 
alluded  to  about  Rush  Common  ? — Yes,  I  do. 

8815.  Do  you  remember  the  circumstances  of  that 
case  ? — I  think  that  Mr.  Snelling's  case. 

8816.  I  see  there  is  a  statement  as  to  what  passed 
with  Mr.  Fowler  and  Mr.  Snelling  at  a  meeting  of 
the  vestry.  How  far  did  that  case  come  into  your 
office  ? — It  was  reported  on  by  me  amongst  the  re- 
ports taken  up  weekly  to  the  Board,  and  I  drafted 
the  report  recommending  that  it  should  be  referred  to 
the  Building  Act  Committee,  being  a  special  case. 

8817.  What  was  the  point  of  it  ? — The  point  was 
that  part  of  the  road  was  to  be  forrued  over  Rush 
Common. 

Oo 
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881.8,  (Chairman,)  Did  you  kave  anything  more  to 
do  with  it  than  that? — Nothing  more  than  that.  The 
matter  was  dealt  with  by  the  Building  Act  Com- 
mittee, 

8819.  (Mr,  Meadows  White)  With  regard  to  Kush 
Common  there  was  some  statute,  I  think,  which  pre- 
vented any  building  being  erected  within  100  feet  of 
the  roadway  ?— Yes,  I  think  so.  That  is  an  old 
statute,  but  still  unrepealed. 

8820.  The  6th  George  III.  I  do  not  think  there 
is  much  in  the  case  besides  that.  You  were  instructed 
by  the  Solicitor's  Department  that  buildings  could  not 
be  built  on  Rush  Common  ? — Yes. 

8821.  Although  it  was  enclosed  and  used  as  gardens, 
still  the  restriction  as  to  buildings  still  remained  ? — I 
was  informed  so. 

8822.  Then  there  was  a  case  mentioned  by 
Mr.  Robert  Evans  as  to  the  Albany  Road,  Camberwell. 
Do  you  remember  that?— Yes,  I  remember  that. 

8823.  Do  you  remember  what  the  difficulty  was  in 
that  case  ? — ^That  was  an  application  to  form  some 
roads  on  some  land  at  Camberwell.  There  were 
several  roads.  This  passed  through  my  hands  in  the 
ordinary  way.  I  considered  the  arrangement  of  the 
plan  was  extremely  objectionable  from  a  public  point 
of  view.  The  roads  were  not  continued  and  did  not 
foim  thoroughfares. 

8824.  You  reported  that,  in  your  view,  the  arrange- 
Tnent  of  the  roads  was  objectionable  ? — Yes. 

8825.  As  far  as  your  office  was  concerned,  did 
Mr.  Saunders  and  Mr,  Fowler  come ,  to  your  office  at 
all  about  it  ?— No. 

H826.  {Chairman.)  Did  that  go  before  the  Build- 
ing Act  Committee  ?— Yes,  it  did  ;  but  1  am  not  sure 
at  what  stage. 

8827.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Is  this  the  plan  ? 
{handing  plan  to  witt^ess) —Th&t  is  the  plan. 

8828.  I  have  the  plan  here,  showing  the  approval 
of  the  Board   upon  it  ? — That  is  the  one  which   I 


considered  objectionable,  and  it  went  to  the  Building 
Act  Committee. 

{Chairman,)  This  is  the  one  approved? 

8829.  (3fr.  Meadows  White.)  It  has  the  approval 
of  the  Board  upor.  it.  Was  there  any  change  made 
in  it  after  you  objected  to  it  ? — Yes,  there  was  a  con- 
dition attached  that  two  roads  should  be  continued 
through,  or  at  any  rate,  that  space  should  be  left  to 
enable  the  roads  to  be  continued  through. 

8830.  That  is  to  say,  a  space  left  in  the  buildings 
so  that  the  roads  might  pass  through  the  buildings  on 
to  an  adjoining  estate  ?— So  that  they  might  become 
thoroughfares,  and  pass  from  road  to  road. 

8831.  {C/iairman.)  Was  there  a  plan  sent  in  before 
this  that  was  rejected  ?  If  so,  1  should  like  to  see  it  ? 
-r-Is  that  the  plan  which  has  some  red  lines  upon  it  ? 
That  was  the  plan  authorised. 

{Chairman.)  Was  there  a  plan  sent  in  before  that 
was  rejected  ? 

8832.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  point  was  that  it 
was  a  cul-de-sac.  Was  that  the  point  of  your  objec- 
tion ? — Yes. 

8833.  And  the  Board  passed  it,  lines  having  been 
shown  upon  the  plan  which  would  indicate  that  certain 
spaces  were  to  be  left  for  the  roads  to  pass  to  the 
adjoining  estate  ? — Yes. 

8834.  Then  if  that  was  done  the  cul-de-sac  objec- 
tion would  be  met  ? — The  roads  would  be  very  much 
improved. 

883o.  {Chairman  )  When  were  these  lines  put  on, 
do  you  know  ? — I  cannot  say.  The  only  part  I  had 
in  it  was  merely  recommending  that  that  should  go  to 
the  Building  Act  Committee.  I  had  no  voice  in 
recommending  it  for  approval. 

8836.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  On  the  ground  that  if 
the  buildings  were  erected  according  to  the  plan  those 
roads  would  abut  on  the  buildings,  and  there  would  be 
no  thoroughfare  ? — Yes. 

8837.  The  criticism  you  ma<le  was  for  the  informa- 
tion of  the  Committee  ? — Yes. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


{Mr.  James  Willing.)  My  Lord,  on  the  last  day 
that  you  sat  there  was  the  name  of  Willing  mentioned. 
1  have  the  official  notes  here,  and  the  name  of  Willing 
was  introduced  three  times  as  giving  money  to 
Mr.  Matthew  Goddard  in  connexion  with  public- 
houses.     I  wish  to  say  that  that  does  not  apply  to  me 

at  all. 

{Chairman.)  There  have  been  oommunications  from 
various  persons,  stating  that  they  are  not  the  indi- 
viduals alluded  to  in  Mr.  Matthew  Goddard's  evidence 
as  having  paid  money  in  connexion  with  public- 
houses.  One  of  them  is  a  gentleman  filling  the  position 
of  assistant  vestry  clerk.  Being  not  an  uncommon 
name,  why  he  should  imagine  that  a  person  of  that 
name  alluded  to  as  having  paid  money  in  connexion 
with  public-houses  would  be  understood  by  people  to 
mean  an  assistant  vestry  clerk,  who  had  nothing  to  do 
with  public-houses,  I  am  at  a  loss  to  understand ;  but 
unfortunately  in  this  world  a  great  many  people  have 
the  same  name. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White,)  It  appears  in  this  case  that 
the  name  should  be  "  Welling,"  but  it  has  got  printed 
"Willing."  . 

{Chairman.)  I  do  not  suppose  anybody  would  think 
that  the  Mr.  Willing,  the  advertising  agent,  had  any- 
thing to  do  with  going  into  the  "Beaufort  Arms," 
Chelsea,  or  any  other  public-house. 

Adjourned  for  a  short  time. 

{Mr.  Bosanquet.)  You  handed  up  the  appointment 
of  Mr.  Hebb  as  the  person  to  inspect  theatres  under 
the  Act  of  1878.  I  do  not  know  whether  there  is  any 
appointment  or  instructions  under  the  Act  of  1882. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  No,  that  is  merely  with 
regard  to  the  structures. 

{Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Is  this  the  section  under  which 
you  say  the  Board  refused  the  leave  to  make  the  road 
over  Rush  Common — the  l7th  section  ? 


{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  1  have  not  had  that  under 
my  eye,  and  I  cannot  tell  you.  I  only  was  informed 
there  was  an  Act  of  Parliament  which  forbade  roads 
being  made.  That  was  handed  to  me,  and  I  had  not 
time  to  look  at  it. 

{Mr.  Bosanquet.)  No  such  reason  appears  to  have 
been  ^iven  to  the  applicants.  It  does  not  appear  that 
the  Board  had  anything  to  do  with  this.  Part  of  the 
prohibition  is  only  without  the  consent  in  writing  of 
the  owner. 

{Mr.  Meadows  H^ite.)  I  saw  it  in  the  evidence 
that  that  was  the  reason  assigned. 

{Mr.  Bosanquet.)  It  is  also  suggested  that  anotlier 
road  was  made  over  Rush  Common  without  any 
objection. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  It  was  in  a  conversation 
witn  Mr.  Fowler.  **  You  know  that  you  cannot  say 
'^  that  you  can  cut  a  road  through  Rush  Common, 
"  and  when  you  cut  it  through,  because  it  happens  to 
"  l)e  a  friend  of  yours,  one  is  to  be  approved  and  one 
"  is  not."  He  said  he  could  not  say  anything  about 
it.  I,  of  course,  felt  annoyed  about  it,  I  am  sorry  I 
did  so.  It  brought  a  lot  of  trouble.  I  said,  **  I  wish 
"  to  ask  you  another  question,  whether  it  is  not  a  fact 
•*  that  on  two  different  occasions  you  asked  me  to 
"  introduce  you  to  a  syndicate  ?"  Q.  Was  any  objec- 
tion made  in  terms  by  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works  to  you  on  the  ground  that  you  had  cut  through 
the  common  ? — A.  No.  They  sent  the  plans  back 
the  first  time.     We  thought  perhaps  it  was  that. 

{Mr.  Bosanquet.)  1  understood  the  theory  Mr.  Hebb 
put  forward  on  behalf  of  the  Board  was  that  that  was 
the  ground  of  refusing  the  plans. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  That,  I  understood,  was 
so.  *^  So  we  immediately  sent  the  plans  back,  and 
**  said,  *  Ground  coloured  green  will  be  left  as  open 
<^  spaces,'  which  is  Rush  Common;  so  that  we 
"  showed  them  we  liad  uo  intention  whatever  to  cover 
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"  this  ground.  We  absolutely  showed  them  on  our 
^  plans  that  we  had  no  intention  to  cover  the  Rush 
"  Common."  There  was  no  other  reason  besides 
this. 

{Mr,  Bosanquet,)  This  was  the  reason  ? 

(Mr.  Meadoios  White.)  Yes, 

(Mr.  Bosanquet)  It  is  not  very  clear  why  this 
reason  should  not  be  assigned. 

(Mr,  Meadows  White,)  We  got  this  Act  of  Par- 
liament from  the  Architect's  Department. 

(Mr,  Bosanquet,)  If  this  was  the  reason  why  the 
plans  were  rejected,  it  must  have  been  known  that  the 
plans  were  rejected  for  that  reason. 

(Mr,  Meadows  White,)  I  have  not  got  the  report. 

(Mr,  Bosanquet,)  If  it  was  the  reason,  what  I  wish 
to  know  is  why  it  was  not  given  to  the  applicants  in 
order  that  tliey  might  know  what  the  objection  was. 


(Mr,  Meadows  White,)  Somehow  or  other  they 
knew  that  was  the  objection.  There  is  such  a  multitude 
of  these  applications. 

(Mr,  Bosanquet,)  He  saw  Mr.  Fowler  at  another 
meeting. 

(Mr,  Meadows  White,)  I  think  Mr.  Smallman  was 
examined  on  this  ;  on  the  next  day. 

(Mr.  Bosanquet^  The  question  I  wanted  to  know 
was,  if  this  was  the  reason,  in  the  Hrst  place  what 
right  the  Board  had  got  to  have  anything  to  do  with 
it  in  refusing  plans ;  and,  in  the  next  place,  if  that 
was  the  reason,  why  they  did  not  tell  the  applicants 
so.  Perhaps  somebody  on  behalf  of  the  Board  will 
give  us  some  information  on  that. 

(Mr,  Meadows  White,)  I  only  know  from  what  I 
see  in  Mr.  Snelling's  evidence. 

(Mr,  Bosanquet.)  I  do  not  suppose  you  accepted 
that  on  the  part  of  the  Board. 
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8838.  (Chairman.)  You  are  the  owner  of  the 
Albany  Road  estate,  Camberwell  ? — Yes. 

K839.  I  believe  that  your  attention  was  called  to  it 
by  Mr.  Evans,  a  surveyor  ? — Yes, 

8840.  And  you  put  it  into  his  hands  to  lay  out  the 
estate  ? — Yes. 

8841.  He  prepared  a  plan  laying  out  certain  roads 
upon  the  osteite  ? — Yes. 

8842.  That  was  sent  to  the  Board  and  there  were 
difficulties  in  getting  it  passed? — ^That  is  right. 

8843.  Did  you  after  that,  when  those  difficulties 
arose,  employ  Mr.  Fowler  and  Mr.  Saunders  ?  — 
I  did. 

8844.  I  believe  Mr.  Fowler  you  had  employed 
before  ? — Yes,  he  had  been  my  architect  for  a  l^g 
time. 

8845.  Had  you  ever  employed  Mr.  Saunders 
before  ? — Never  before. 

8846.  Did  they  jointly  consult  about  it  ? — No,  they 
did  not.  I  saw  Mr.  Fowler  first.  I  think,  to  put  it 
in  its  proper  light,  it  requires  a  little  explanation. 
Mr.  Evans  was  not  considered  an  architect.  In  fi^ct 
he  was  a  builder,  but  he  had  just  commenced  to 
practice  as  an  architect.  He  saw  this  estate  for  sale 
and  came  and  told  me  of  it,  and  made  this  bargain 
before  he  told  me,  that  I  should  give  him  the  work  of 
surveyor  and  architect  to  the  estate.  When  we  got 
into  difficulties  with  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works 
I  considered  that  it  might  be  through  his  inexperience, 
and,  to  be  candid,  the  estate  was  cut  up  so  very  fine 
that  I  know  it  ci'eated  an  immense  amount  of  pre- 
judice both  at  the  vestry  and  the  Board.  It  was 
cut  up  so  fine  that  I  consulted  with  Mr.  Evans, 
and  we  concluded  the  best  thing  to  do  was  to  see 
Mr.  Fowler  and  Mr.  Saunders.  I  saw  Mr.  Fowler 
and  asked  him  to  overhaul  the  whole  of  the  plans  and 
to  ascertain  the  reason  why  the  plans  had  been  rejected, 
as  I  was  kept  out  of  the  development  of  this  estate  for 
quite  six  months,  which  incurred  a  loss  to  me  of  quite 
2,000/. 

8847.  Did  Mr.  Fowler  or  Mr.  Saunders  prepare 
any  plans  ? — I  saw  Mr.  Fowler,  and  he  said  before  he 
could  do  anything  he  must  meet  me  on  the  estate.  I 
met  him  on  the  estate,  and  he  suggested  another  outlet 
which  I  had  not  shown  on  the  plan,  and  also  he 
wanted  to  make  a  fresh  lot  of  plans  and  give  up  one 
of  the  roads  so  as  to  give  more  space  at  the  backs  of 
the  houses;  but  I  could  not  see  my  way  clear  to 
that.  He,  however,  made  a  tracing.  I  gave  him 
a  plan  of  Mr.  Evans,  the  one  which  had  been  returned 
from  the  Board,  and  from  that  he  made  another  plan. 
I  said  to  Mr.  Fowler,  why  not  mark  it  on  Mr.  Evans' 
pian,  but  he  said,  "  I  am  not  going  to  mark  over 
another  man's  plan  ;**  so  he  made  a  tracing  and  waB 
some  time  about  it,  and  prepared  the  plans  for  the 
Metropolitan  Board.     That  was  at  my  suggestion. 

8848.  Did  Mr.  Saunders  make  a  plan? — No, 
Mr.  Saunders  did  not  make  a  plan. 

8849.  What  did  he  do  ?— I  talked  to  Mr.  Evans 
again,  and  we  considered,  to  nmke  the  thing  thoroughly 


safe,  we  had  better  employ  Mr.  Saunders,  and  let  him    Mr.  E,  Bird, 

also   examine   the  plans,  which   he   did.     He   made 

another  little  alteration  in  widening  the  old  footpath, 
giving  mere  space  to  the  parish — I  giving  up  some 
ground  to  the  parish — and  then  it  was  a  considerable 
time  before  the  plans  passed  after  all  that. 

8850.  Is  this  the  first  plan  that  was  sent  in  ;  it  has 
got  the  stamp  on  of  February  1882  (showing  plan  to 
witness)  ? — I  may  say  this  that  before  the  Metropolitan 
Board  passed  the  plan  they  wrote  to  me.  I  do  not 
know  who  wrote,  but  I  had  it  from  the  Board,  ask- 
ing me  if  I  would  do  my  very  best  to  obtain  an  outlet 
into  a  road  called  Coburg  Road.  Mr.  Evans  had 
shown  it  on  the  plan,  but  I  had  not  purchased  the 
property.  I  gave  them  my  word  I  would  do  so  and 
it  has  been  done. 

(Chairman,)  If  this  is  the  first  plan,  beyond  show- 
ing in  dotted  red  lines  the  two  outlets,  I  cannot  see 
any  difierence  between  the  earliest  plan  and  the  one 
that  was  approved. 

(Mr,  Meadows  White,)  I  think  that  is  what 
Mr.  Hebb  said — that  the  outlets  were  shown. 

8851.  (Chairman,)  I  cannot  see  any  difference  in 
the  plans  themselves  ? — There  were  a  number  of  plans 
prepared  and  returned  to  me  when  they  rejected  the 
scheme. 

(Chairman,)  This  one  has  been  before  the  Board 
with  the  name  of  **  Robert  Evans  "  on  it. 

(Mr,  Meadows  White,)  I  only  know  what  is  said 
in  the  evidence,  and  what  Mr.  Hebb  said  this 
morning.  He  said  those  outlets  were  the  great 
difference. 

(Chairman.)  But  I  cannot  see  anything  done. 

(The  Witness,)  I  have  an  impression  that  the  last 
lot  of  plans  that  were  sent  in  were  sent  in  in  my 
name — but  I  have  no  means  of  proving  it — and  not  in 
Mr.  Evans'  name.  The  plans  that  were  approved  by 
the  Board  were  sent  in  in  my  name.  I  know  wc 
talked  it  over. 

8852.  (Chairman,)  The  plan  approved  by  the 
Board  is  sent  in  with  no  name  on  it  as  far  as  I  can 
see? — The  application  was  made  in  my  name. 

8853.  What  did  you  pay  Mr.  Saunders  and  Mr. 
Fowler  ? — I  paid  Mr.  Fowler  50/.  and  Mr.  Saunders 
50  guineas.  I  considered  that  they  had  done  me  good 
and  enabled  me  to  pass  my  plans.  I  asked  Mr.  Fowler 
if  he  would  be  satisfied  with  50/.,  and  he  said  Yes. 
I  suggested  the  same  thing  to  Mr.  Saunders;  but 
Mr.  Saunders  wanted  it  in  guineas;  he  thought  he 
should  like  guineas  best. 

8854.  (Mr,  Bosanquet.)  What  did  Mr.  Saunders 
do  for  you? — Mr.  Saunders,  I  think,  gave  another' 
little  extra  piece  to  the  parish.  Of  course  he  had  the 
plans  to  examine.  I  had  my  fears  that  Mr.  Evans 
had  cut  it  up  so  fine  that  we  were  not  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Building  Act,  and  I  told  both  Mr. 
Saunders  and  Mr.  Fowler  to  thoroughly  examine  it 
and  measure  it  up,  and  see  if  we  were.  I  know  it 
was  cut  up  very  fine  indeed,  because  I  gave  a  lot  of 
ttioney  for  the  estate. 
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8855.  You  found  that  was  a  mistake  ? — ^Yes,  I  wish 
I  had  not  done  it  now. 

8856.  {Chairman,)  It  was  finally  cut  up  just  as  fine 
as  Mr.  Evans  had  cut  it  ? — With  the  exception  of  the 
extra  outlet,  and  the  promise  to  the  Board  that  I 
would  obtain  another. 

8857.  (Mr.  Meadows  Jfhite)  You  have  bud  not 
many  estates  ? — A  good  many. 

8858.  Is  not  that  one  of  the  points  which  are 
insisted  on,  that  the  roads  should  not  be  cul-de-sacs — 
stopped  by  buildiugs  ? — We  had  one  outlet.  We  were 
really  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act,  but  it  was 
cutting  it  very  fine. 

(Chairman.)  This  plan,  as  passed,  only  showed  two 
outiets  by  red  dotted  lines.  The  plan  as  sent  in, 
which  was  finally  passed,  shows  no  outlet  except  so 
far  as  it  may  be  shown  by  the  red  dotted  lines. 

(Afr.  Meadows  White.)  That  is  the  point. 

8859.  (Chairman.)  We  are  dealing  now  with  what 
was  done  by  Mr.  Fowler  and  Mr.  Saunders  ? — I  pro- 
mised the  Board  that  I  would  obtain  these  outlets, 
and  I  have  done  it.  I  pointed  out  all  the  difficulties 
in  the  way,  but  I  said  I  would  do  it. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  know  of  nothing  that  was 
done  by  Mr.  Fowler  or  Mr.  Saunders.  All  I  know  is 
what  appears  on  the  face  of  the  plan.  The  one 
without  red  lines  shows  no  outlets,  and  the  oue  with 
the  red  lines  shows  outlets.  I  have  got  the  case 
before  me  now :  "  Read  a  report  by  the  superintending 
"  architect,  dated  8th  March  1882,  on  the  application 
**  of  Mr.  E.  Bird,  for  approval  by  the  Board  of  a  plan 
'^  for  the  formation  and  names  of  new  roads  to  lead 
"  out  of  the  south  side  of  Albany  Road,  Old  Kent 
"  Road.  It  was  moved  by  Mr.  Fowler,  seconded, 
**  and  resolved,  '  That  the  application  be  referred  to 
**  '  the  Building  Act  Committee  for  consideration  and 
"  '  report.'"  Then  on  the  24th  of  March  1882: 
"  Your  committee  have  considered  the  application  of 
"  Mr.  E.  Bird,  for  approval  by  the  Board  of  a  plan 
*^  for  the  formation  and  names  of  new  roads  to  lead 
"  out  of  the  south  side  of  Albany  Road,  Old  Kent 
**  Road,  Camberwell,  referred  by  the  Board  on  the 
"  10th  instant  (No.  58).  It  is  proposed  to  lay  out  nine 
"  streets,  varying  in  length  from  600  feet  to  200  feet. 
*•  The  roads  are  proposed  to  be  40  feet  wide  through- 
'^  out,  and  to  have  two  entrances,  but  with  one 
"  exception  they  will  return  into  the  roads  out  of 
"  which  they  lead.  There  is  no  thoroughfare  from 
**  north  to  south,  except  by  the  road  proposed  to  be 
'^  formed  on  the  western  side  of  the  estate,  which 
"  opens  into  Albany  Row.  The  vestry  of  Camber- 
**  well  approve  of  the  plan,  but  your  committee  re- 
'^  commend, '  That  the  application  be  not  granted.' 
**  It  was  moved  by  Mr.  Runtz,  seconded,  and  resolved, 
"  *  That  the  application  of  Mr.  E.  Bird  for  approval 
**  *  by  the  Board  of  a  plan  for  the  formation  and 
<*  '  names  of  new  roads  to  lead  out  of  the  south  side 
«  *  of  Albany  Road,  Old  Kent  Road,  Camberwell,  be 
<<  *not  granted.'"  Then  on  the  2l8t  April  1882: 
**  Read  a  report  by  the  superintending  architect, 
'*  dated  19th  April  1882,  on  the  application  of 
"  Mr.  E.  Bird  for  approval  by  the  Board  of  an 
''  amended  plan  for  the  formation  of  nine  new  roads 
^*  to  lead  out  of  the  south  side  of  Albany  Road.  It 
**  was  moved  by  Mr.  Deputy  Saunders,  seconded,  and 
<*  resolved,  *  That  the  application  be  referred  to  the 
''  <  Building  Act  Committee  for  consideration  and 
«  «  report'  "  Then  on  the  12th  May  1882  :  "  Your 
"  committee  have  also  to  report  that  they  have  con- 
"  sidered  the  application  of  Mr.  E.  Bird,  for  approval 
'*  by  the  Board  of  an  amended  plan  for  the  formation 
<^  of  nine  new  roads  to  lead  out  of  the  south  side  of 
*'  Albany  Road,  Camberwell,  referred  by  the  Board 
**  on  the  2l8t  ultimo  (No.  93).  The  proposed  roads 
"  are  40  feet  wide  throughout," — that  is  according  to 
byelaw, — '*and  they  have  two  entrances,  and  the 
^<  gradients  are  sati^actory.  The  applicant  is  willing 
'^  to  leave  an  opening  on  the  east  side  and  another  on 
<'  the  south  side  of  the  estate,  so  as  to  permit  the 
^^  extension  of  the  new  roads,  to  be  called  Loncroft 
<<  Road  and  Secretan  Road,  into  Coburg  Road  and 


"  Witham  Street  respectively.  The  vestry  of  Cam- 
*'  berwell  approve  of  the  plan,  and  your  committee 
"  recommend  *  That  the  application  be  granted  upon 
**  *  condition  that  no  barriers  be  at  any  time  erected 
*'  ^  or  other  obstruction  caused  to  the  free  use  by  the 
**  '  public  of  the  said  roads,  and  that  the  names 
«  '  "  Secretan  Road,  S.E.,"  "  Silcote  Road,  S.E.," 
"  «  "  Sandover  Road,  S.E.,"  "Loncroft  Road,  S.E.," 
«  *  "CahningtonRoad,S.E.,""Kemp8headRoad,6.E.," 
"  *  "  Povah  Road,  S.E."  "  Dartnell  Road,  S.E.."  and 
H  i  u  Brymer  Road,  S.E."  be  approved  for  the  same.' 
"  It  was  moved  by  Mr.  Deputy  Saimders,  seconded, 
"  and  resolved,  *  That  the  application  of  Mr.  E.  Bird, 
"  '  for  approval  by  the  Board  of  an  amended  plan  for 
**  '  the  formation  of  nine  new  roads  to  lead  out  of  the 
"  '  south  side  of  Albany  Road»  Camberwell,  be  granted 
"  *  upon  condition  that  no  barriers  be  at  any  time 
"  '  erected  or  other  obstructions  caused  to  the  fi*ee 
•*  *  use  by  the  public  of  the  said  roads,  and  that  the 
"  *  names  "  Secretan  Road,  S.E."  «  Silcote  Road,  S.E.," 
«  *  *«  Sandover  Road,  S.E.,"  "  Loncroft  Road,  S.E.," 
*'  *  '<  Calmington  Road,  S.E."  *'  Kempshead  Road, 
"  *  S.E.,"  "  Povah  Road,  S.E."  "  Dartnell  Road,  S.E.," 
"  *  and  "  Brymer  Road,  S.E.,"  be  approved  for  the 
"  <  same.'  "     Then  on  the  6th  of  August  1886 

(Mr.  Bosanquet.)  That  is  four  years  afterwards. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  It  refers  to  one  of  the 
roads. 

(Mr.  Bosanquet.)  It  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
approval  of  the  plans. 

(ilfr.  Meadows  JVhite.)  ''Read  a  report  by  the 
"  Superintending  Architect,  dated  4th  August  1886, 
"  on  the  application  of  Mr.  C.  Lovett,  on  behalf  of 
"  Messrs.  White  and  Sons,  for  approval  by  the  Board 
"  of  a  plan  for  the  formation  of  an  extension  of  Lon- 
''  ^oft  Road  on  the  Albany  Road  estate,  and  of  the 
"  name  *  Loncroft  Road,  S.E.'  for  the  same  " — that 
is  that  the  Loncroft  Road  should  be  extended.  That 
is  the  point  that  in  one  case  there  was  only  one 
entrance,  and  in  the  other  case  two.  That  is  the 
Board's  point  of  view,  and  I  am  concerned  only  with 
the  Board's  point  of  view.  That  was  the  objection 
made  on  the  report  of  the  architect. 

(Chairman.)  And  on  the  second  occasion  it  was 
proposed  and  supported  by  Mr.  Saunders,  because  he 
is  the  person  who  moves  its  approval.  I  do  not 
suppose  thft  rest  of  the  committee  knew  that 
Mr.  Saunders  had  been  employed  in  the  preparation 
of  the  plans  which  he  moved  should  be  approved. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  That  is  exactly  what  is 
said,  that  the  byelaw  was  complied  with. 

8860.  (Mr.  Bosanquet.)  If  you  had  been  informed 
that  the  Board  objected  merely  on  the  ground  of 
these  two  exits,  you  could  have  supplied  them  then  in 
conformity  with  these  requirements,  as  you  did  after- 
wards on  the  advice  of  Messrs.  Fowler  and  Saunders  ? 
— Certainly ;  that  is  what  all  builders  have  to  contend 
with.  When  the  plans  are  returned  they  never  tell 
you  why  they  are  returned. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  All  they  knew  was  that 
the  architect  reported  on  this  matter,  calling  attention 
to  the  position  of  the  roads,  and  when  it  came  before 
them  in  the  amended  form  that  was  removed.  How 
it  was  removed  I  suppose  the  other  members  of  the 
committee  would  not  know. 

(Mr.  Bosanquet.)  The  Board  gave  no  reason,  and 
the  applicant  was  put  to  the  expense  of  50  guineas  to 
one  member,  and  50/.  to  another. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  do  not  know  about  the 
reason. 

(Mr.  Bosanquet.)  If  thei-e  are  any  others  let  us  see 
them. 

(Mr.  Meadows   White.)  Your  Lordships  will  see 
«that  those  are  the  whole  of  the  minutes,  but   the 
reasons  are  not  put  on  the  minutes. 

(Mr.  Bosanquet.)  I  am  speaking  of  the  communica- 
tion to  the  applicant.  A  man  presents  a  plan  for 
approval,  and  it  is  rejected  on  oertab  grounds. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  am  sure  I  do  not  know 
who  was  concerned  in  that. 
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{Mr.  Bosanquet.)  We  me  told  there  were  certain 
grounds.  Either  they  were  communicated  to  him  or 
not;  but  he  says  he  had  to  pay  50  guineas  to  one 
member,  and  50/.  to  another  to  get  it  passed.  The 
correspondence  would  show  it 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  The  practice  is  that  they 
come  to  the  office,  and  the  matter  is  discussed. 

{Mr.  Bosanquet,)  The  question  is  whether  it  was 
communicated  to  the  applicant. 

{Mr,  Meadows  FFhite,)  I  do  not  know  how  many 
hundreds  of  these  cases  there  are  in  the  year,  and 
that  is  the  course  taken.  The  applicant  goes  to  the 
office  and  asks  the  objections,  and  no  doubt  he  is 
told. 

{Chairman.)  I  should  think  the  members  of  the 
Commission  have  a  great  deal  of  doubt  about  that. 

{The  Witness.)  f  saw  Mr.  Robertson  several  times 
about  the  matter,  and  I  could  not  get  anything  out  of 
him  as  to  why  it  was. 

8861.  {Chairman.)  You  did  yourself  ?— Yes,  he 
would  not  tell  me  why  it  was.  We  were  in  a  fix,  and 
did  not  know  what  to  do  at  all. 

8862.  {Mr.  Meadows  White,)  Did  you  see  any  of 
the  other  gentlemen  concerned  with  this  matter  ? — I 
only  saw  Mr.  Robertson. 

8863.  Mr.  Robertson  had  nothing  to  do  with  it  ? — 
1  went  to  see  Mr.  Vulliamy,  3ie  superintending 
architect. 

8864.  Did  you  see  anyone  else  than  Mr.  Robertson  ? 
— I  did  not  so  far  as  my  recollection  goes. 

8865.  Whom  have  you  seen  in  other  cases  with 
which  you  have  been  concerned  ? — I  have  not  been. 
1  have  left  it  to  my  architect  and  surveyor.  I  have 
not  had  a  case  like  this  before,  and  I  have  simply  loft 
it  to  the  architect. 

»866.  Who  was  your  architect  in  the  first  instance  ? 
.—For  this  particular  estate,  Mr.  Evans. 

8867.  Mr.  Evans,  I  see,  gave  evidence,  and  he  does 
not  say  he  went  at  all  ? — I  do  not  think  ho  did.  He 
simply  left  it  to  those  he  employed. 

8868.  You  do  not  think  Mr.  Evans  went  to  the 
office  ? — I  do  not  think  he  went  personally.  I  think 
he  sent  one  of  his  young  men. 

8869.  When  you  went  to  Mr.  Robertson,  did 
Mr.  Robertson  refer  you  to  the  proper  officer  ? — I  was 
told  he  was  the  proper  officer  to  see. 


8870.  By  whom  ? — By  a  gentlemen  who  knew  him,   Sixteenth  Day. 

a  Mr.  Thompson,  who  was  surveyor  to  the  City  of  

London  Corporation.  I  told  him  the  difficulties  I  had  *  Jnly  1888. 
to  contend  with.  He  was  doing  some  work  for  me  at  j^^  £  ^^^ 
the  time,  and  he  said,  "  Go  and  see  Mr.  Robertson,         ' 

and  he  will  tell  you  all  about  it."    I  saw  Mr.  Robertson, 
but  I  could  not  get  anything  out  of  him. 

8871.  {Mr.  Winch.)  There  is  a  little  discreiiancy 
between  you  and  Mr.  Fowler  on  one  point  Are  you 
sure  you  paid  him  the  50/.  for  doing  this  work  ? — I 
am  certain  of  it. 

8872.  For  that  alone  ? — ^I  do  not  say  for  that  alone. 
Hiere  were  some  little  odds  and  ends  outstanding. 
He  had  done  lots  of  things  for  me,  and  I  paid  it  in 
a  lump  sum. 

8873.  The  substantial  part  was  for  this? — ^Yes, 
most  decidedly. 

8874.  There  was  one  little  expression  dropped  from 
you.  You  said,  "  to  make  the  thing  thoroughly  safe,** 
you  employed  Mr.  Saunders  ? — Right. 

8875.  That  was  your  object  ?— Yes. 

8876.  Did  you  know  that  Mr.  Saunders  was  a 
member  of  the  Board  ? — T  did. 

8877.  Did  you  know  that  as  a  member  of  the  Board 
he  would  have  to  consider  these  plans  ? — ^I  thought  so. 

8878.  Who  suggested  Mr.  Saunders  to  you  ? — [  did 
myself.  I  spoke  to  Mr.  Fowler  about  it,  and  he  said 
"  I  do  not  think  there  is  any  need  for  Mr.  Saunders.'* 

8879.  He  thought  he  could  manage  it  himself? — 
Afterwards  Mr.  Evans  and  myself  concluded  we  had 
better  have  Mr.  Saunders.  We  understood  he  was  a 
very  weighty  man  on  the  Board  at  that  time. 

8880.  Mr.  Fowler  did  not  want  him  ?— No. 

8881.  He  did  not  say  there  would  be  any  difference 
in  the  charge  whether  Mr.  Saunders  acted  or  not  ?  — 
I  suggested  the  charge  after  it  done. 

8882.  Mr.  Saunders  never  looked  at  the  plans  so 
far  as  you  know  ? — Yes,  I  beg  your  pardon,  he  did. 
I  took  Mr.  Evans'  plan  and  the  one  prepared  by 
Mr.  Fowler  down  to  Mr.  Saunders,  and  met  him 
there,  and  I  think  he  marked  another  strip  off  my 
ground  to  give  the  parish  on  Mr.  Evans'  plan. 

8883.  He  drew  one  line  on  the  plan  and  charged 
50  guineas  for  it  ? — No,  he  did  not  charge  it,  I  gave 
it  him.    I  was  very  glad  to  get  out  of  it  hke  that. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Would  your  Lordship  ask 
Mr.  Hebb  about  that  ?  I  am  informed  it  is  invariably 
the  case  that  after  the  plans  are  rejected  the  builders 
go  to  the  office  and  are  told  the  reason  why. 

{Chairman.)  I  understood  Mr.  Hebb  to  say  that  he 
informed  everybody  everything,  but  we  have  had  one 
or  two  witnesses  called  who,  I  think,  say  that  they  do 
not  get  the  information  given  them. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  This  is  one  instance,  and 
this  gentleman  went  to  Mr.  Robertson.  I  will  send 
for  mr.  White,  the  chief  clerk  in  the  office. 

(  Chairman.)  A  man  goes  to  the  office  of  the  superin- 
tending architect,  who  is  the  person  dealing  with  the 
matter.     If  at  the  Board  they  do  not  tell  him  to  go 


somewhere  else,  as  Mr.  Robertson  did  not,  that  is 
not  the  fault  of  an  outside  member  of  the  public,  and 
how  can  he  know  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  It  cannot  be  said  to  be  the 
system  in  the  Board  of  Works  that  that  should  be 
done. 

{Chairman.)  It  may  be  that  Mr.  Robertson  did  not 
do  what  be  ought  to  have  done;  nevertheless  that 
seems  to  have  been  what  occurred  to  Mr.  Bird. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  In  this  case  he  had  a 
particular  reason  for  waiting  on  Mr.  Robertson. 
Mr.  Bird  is  a  gentleman  who  has  had  many  building 
estates  him^lf. 


Mr.  Frank  Hards  sworn  and  examined. 


8884.  {Chairman.)  You  are  a  surveyor  and 
auctioneer  and  valuer? — I  am. 

8885.  Practicing  at  Greenwich? — Yes. 

8886.  We  have  heard  that  you  were  in  two  cases 
interested  with  Mr.  Bradly  in  properties  sold  to  the 
Board  ?— That  is  so. 

8887.  Did  you  make  the  purchase  in  each  case  ? — 
Yes,  I  made  the  purchase — that  is  to  say,  I  made  it 
in  the  names  of  the  nominees,  one  property  being 
purchased  in  my  name  at  the  auction,  but  the  property 
conveyed  to  the  nominee. 

8888.  You  had  arranged  with  Mr.  Bradly  for  this 
joint  interest  before  either  property  was  punchased  ? — 
That  is  hardly  the  case.  Which  particular  case  are 
you  referring  to  ?    Will  you  take  them  separately  ? 


8889.  Europa  Place  and  the  one  at   Deptford? —  ^^  p  Hards 
The   circumstances  are  quite  different.    If  you  will        ' 
kmdly  tell  me  which  you  will  take  first. 

8890.  Take  Europa  Place  first  ? — I  am  not  sure 
whether  Mr.  Bradly  first  spoke  to  me  or  whether  I 
first  Fpoke  to  him  upon  an  advertisement  that 
appeared  in  the  paper.  It  was  advertised  for  sale 
by  auction.  I.  may  tell  you  that  this  matter  of 
Europa  Place  was  before  I  was  in  business,  and, 
therefore,  I  have  no  papers  to  refer  to,  and  1  have 
no  details. 

8891.  How  long  have  you  been  in  business? — 
Since  the  middle  of  June  1885,  and  the  property 
was  purchased  about  a  year  before  then,  as  far  iis 
my  recollection  goes. 
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METROrOLlTAN   BOARD   OP   WORKS   INQUIRY   OOMMISSION : 


Sixteenth  Day. 

6  July  1888. 

Mr,  F.  Mards. 


8892.  What  were  you  doing  before — ^^ere  not  you 
in  business  at  all  ? — I  was  manager  at  that  time  to 
the  firm  of  Hards,  Vaughan,  and  Jenkinson,  my 
relative  being  the  senior  partner  of  the  firm,  but  I 
was  not  in  business  on  my  own  account,  and  as  &r  as 
I  can  remember  Mr.  Bradly  called  my  attention  to  it, 
but  I  am  not  sure.  I  know  T  saw  the  advertisement, 
and  I  believe  I  attended  the  auction.  I  am  not 
clear  about  it,  but  the  property  was  purchased 
afterwards  privately. 

8893.  You  knew  it  was  property  scheduled? — 
Certainly,  and  the  property  was  purchased  at,  I 
think,  about  460/.  That  is  as  far  as  my  memory  will 
serve  me.  I  think  I  puixsbased  at  460/.,  and  sold  it 
to  the  Board  at  700/.  As  far  as  my  memory  serves 
me,  Mr.  Bradly  said  that  it  had  been  offered  to  the 
Board  and  refused,  or  that  they  had  no  power  to 
purchase.  We  then  purchased  it  together  in  the 
name  of  my  relative  John  Henry  Thomson,  who 
was  at  that  time  an  articled  pupil  in  the  office,  and 
is  now  my  senior  clerk.  The  nominal  surveyor  was 
the  then  estates  clerk,  Mr.  Charles  Clark,  and  the 
claim  was  carried  through  by  him  as  agent,  T,  of 
course,  directing  it.     It  was  quite  an  ordinary  case. 

8894.  Is  it  an  ordinary  case  to  buy  in  somebody 
else's  name,  and  to  act  as  surveyor  in  somebody 
else's  name  ? — Not  to  act  as  a  surveyor  in  somebody 
else^s  name,  but  at  that  time,  as  was  known  in  the 
of^te,  there  were  monetary  differences — it  is  per- 
fectly known  in  the  district — I  had  lent  two  members 
of  that  firm  a  considerable  sum  of  money,  and  to 
this  day  nearer  600/.  than  500/.  is  owing  to  me. 

8896.  Do  yon  mean  your  own  firm? — The  above 
named  firm — two  of  the  partners. 

8896.  What  had  that  to  do  with  buying  in  some- 
body else's  name  ? — This :  I  was  on  bad  terms  vnth 
them,  and  but  for  that  they  would  have  conducted 
this  claim.  It  was  conducted  in  the  name  of 
Mr.  Clark,  and  it  was  an  ordinary  6  per  cent,  lease- 
hold property.  There  was  nothing  whatever  in  it 
except  that  it  had  been  neglected.  A  builder  was 
sent  down  from  Greenwich,  and  he  reported  that  if 
a  certiUn  sum  of  money — I  think  70/.  or  80/. — were 
laid  out  upon  it,  it  would  be  put  in  thorough  repair, 
and  tlie  rentals  would  then  have  been  put  up. 

8897.  Who  reported  that  ?— The  builder ;  that  70/. 
or  80/.  would  put  the  property  in  proper  repair. 
There  were  six  cottages,  if  I  remember  rightly,  of 
three  floors. 

8898.  Who  made  out  the  claim  that  was  sent  in  ? — 
Mr.  Clark  made  the  claim  out,  the  firms  estates  clerk, 
my  superintendence. 

8899.  You  claimed,  I  think,  1,300/.?  — I  think 
about  1,100/.  If  you  had  the  papers  here  it  would 
refresh  my  memory.  I  have  no  copy  of  the  claim  to 
refer  to,  but  I  fancy  it  was  about  1,100/. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  There  is  the  claim  and  the 
contract  {handing  in  same).  Your  Lordship  will  find 
it  in  the  evidence. 

8900.  {Chairman.)  Of  course,  on  the  abstract  of 
title  whidi  was  sent  in,  it  appeared  that  Mr.  Thomson 
was  the  owner  of  the  land  ? — Certainly. 

8901.  I  do  not  understand  why  you  should  not  have 
appeared  as  the  owner  ? — I  have  never  appeared  as 
owner.  I  have  bought  and  sold  a  good  many 
properties,  and,  except  in  two,  I  have  never  had  ray 
name  to  a  deed. 

8902.  Why  ? — It  is  not  the  practice — and  that  you 
will  find — for  agents  to  have  their  own  names  in  any 
dealings  with  properties. 

8903.  Not  if  they  are  buying  a  property  for  them- 
selves ? — No,  it  is  not — not  if  it  is  speculative 
property.  I  do  not  know  any  agents  who  do  it,  and 
I  know  a  good  many. 

8904.  They  must  have  a  dummy  ? — If  your  Lord- 
ship pleases  to  put  it  so,  but  a  nominee. 

8905.  A  nominee  who  has  no  interest  in  it  at  all, 
that  is  what  I  call  a  dummy  ? — More  often  than  not. 
Of  course  some  times  there  is  an  interes',  and  it  is  ^ 
joint  matter. 


8906.  Who  negotiated  the  matter  as  to  what  sum 
you  should  get? — The  negotiation  would  be  in  the 
ordinary  way  by  correspondence  with  the  Board. 
The  letters,  I  have  no  doubt — at  least  I  believe — 
were  drafted  by  me  and  written  by  Mr.  Clark. 

8907.  That  is  what  I  meant  ? — Yes,  but  the  corre- 
spondence would  show  that.  I  have  no  letter  or 
document  to  refer  to. 

8908.  Now,  about  the  other  scheme— Hughes' 
Fields.  There  you  purchased  at  a  sale  by  auction  ? — 
I  did  so ;  I  have  the  contract  here. 

8909.  And  did  you  arrange  with  Mr.  Bradly  that 
he  should  have  a  share  in  it? — No,  there  was  no 
arrangement.  Of  course  he  knew  he  would  have  a 
share,  but  there  was  no  arrangement  as  to  what  I 
should  give  him. 

8910.  Why  did  he  know  he  would  have  a  share  ? — 
When  the  property  was  put  up  to  auction  1  called  his 
attention  to  it,  and  I  said  I  shall  go  in  for  this  property. 
I  knew  the  property  thoroughly  well,  because  eight 
or  ten  years  before,  the  firm  of  which  I  was  manager 
managed  thi&  particular  property  for  a  good  many 
years  for  the  then  Vicar  of  Deptford,  and  I  knew 
every  inch  of  it,  and  what  the  property  was  capable 
of.  It  was  property  that  was  neglected.  Both  the 
Rev.  Gregg,  for  whom  we  acted,  and  the  Rev.  Vaughan 
only  had  it  for  life,  and  would  not  lay  out  money  on 
it ;  but  if  money  had  been  expended  on  it  it  was  an 
improvable  property,  and  therefore,  so  far^  as  that 
property  was  concerned,  I  did  not  care  a  brass  farthing 
whether  the  Board  took  it  or  not. 

8911.  Why  should  Mr.  Bradly  have  anything  out 
of  it  ? — There  is  no  doubt  he  expected  it,  and  that 
it  was  a  joint  matter,  and  I  told  him  he  should  have 
a  share  in  it,  but  no  specific  share. 

8912.  You  said  it  was  a  joint  matter? — ^Yes,  I  say 
it  was  a  joint  matter,  certainly. 

8913.  Why  was  it  a  joint  matter? — Because  I  told 
him  I  should  buy  it,  and  I  suggested  to  him  wo  should 
go  in  together.  Undoubtedly  it  was  a  joint  matter, 
but  I  never  told  him  he  should  have  a  half,  or  a  fifth, 
or  a  sixth. 

8914.  He  did  not  find  any  money  ? — He  did  not. 

8915.  What  did  he  do  in  order  to  have  an  interest 
in  it  ? — I  cannot  say  that  he  did  anything  so  far  as  the 
purchase  was  concerned,  but  undoubtedly  he  expect^ 
a  share  of  the  profit. 

8916.  He  expected  to  share  in  the  profit ;  but  why 
you  expected  he  should  share  in  the  profit  is  what  I 
want  to  understand  ? — In  a  case  some  three  years 
before  this  against  the  Chatham  and  Dover  Company, 
where  I  did  not  put  any  money  in,  he  had  served  me 
exactly  in  the  same  way,  and  I  thought  it  was  only 
fair  I  should  reciprocate  that.  Not  only  so,  but  I  was 
indebted  to  him  personally  and  privately,  and  am 
still. 

8917.  You  knew  this  was  land  which  the  Board 
was  going  to  take  ? — Certainly.  Well,  it  was  not 
known,  but  the  chances  were  three  or  four  to  one  that 
it  would  be  taken.  It  was  on  the  outskirts  of  the 
scheme,  and  in  the  best  position,  because  they  could 
not  get  outlets  without  it,  and  undoubtedly  the 
chances  were  gi*eatly  in  favour  of  its  being  taken. 

8918.  And  Mr.  Bradly  knew  pretty  well  what  the 
chances  were  ? — No,  I  do  not  see  that  he  could  know. 
He  certainly  knew  nothing  of  the  property  compared 
to  my  knowledge  of  it. 

8919.  But  the  Board's  action  with  regard  to  the 
property  he  knew  more  of  than  you  did  ? — He  could 
not  tell  whether  the  scheme  would  be  confirmed. 
The  sale  was  on  the  28th  November  1884,  and  here 
is  the  contract  if  yonr  Lordship  would  like  to  see  it. 
I  think  it  would  be  six  or  eight  months  afterwards 
that  the  scheme  would  be  confirmed — or  whatever  the 
legal  term  is  for  it  when  they  pass  the  thing — but  of 
course  it  was  perfectly  well  known  this  was  on  the 
tapis.  I  attended  at  the  auction,  ana  the  auctioneer 
referred  to  that  matter  in  the  rostrum,  and  he  said 
*'  This  is  a  speculative  thing."  He  also  referred  in 
his  particulars  to  speculators,  and  he  said  ^'Jf  the 
^*  Board  takes  it,  you  will  do  very  well  with  it.     If 
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**  they  do  not,  yoy  have  a  first  rate  opportunity  for 
"  improvement  and  profit,**  which  was  the  fact. 

8920.  Did  you  send  in  a  claim  in  which  you  claimed 
4,300/.,  as  set  forth  in  the  detailed  report.  You 
estimated  it  at  4,300/.  ? — I  did  certainly.  I  conducted 
the  claim  here  personally  because  I  was  then  in 
business. 

8921.  But  the  claim  was  put  forward  nominally  by 
somebody  else,  was  not  it? — No,  I  conducted  the 
claim  in  the  usual  way. 

8922.  Your  report  on  its  value  was  put  forward  as 
that  of  an  independent  valuer,  and  not  as  the  report 
of  the  person  really  the  principal  in  the  transaction  ? 
— It  was  put  forward  in  the  usual  way. 

8923.  We  shall  see  whether  it  is  the  usual  way  in  a 
moment  The  claim  is  presented  as  the  claim  of 
Frederick  William  Francis  ? — Quite  so. 

8924.  He  had  nothing  to  do  with  it  at  all  ? — ^Nothing 
whatever — simply  my  nominee. 

8925.  "  Claimant's  solicitor,  George  Lockyer,  Esq. ; 
claimant's  surveyor,  Frank  Hards  "  ? — Yes. 

8926.  Then  you  wrote  this  letter  to  Mr.  Goddard 
on  the  26th  January  1886.  ^*  I  return,  as  a  draft, 
"  the  contract,  with  particulars  of  tenancies.  I  note 
*<  that  one  surveyor's  fee  on  Mr.  Ryde's  scale  was 
"  allowed.  The  claimant," — that  is  Francis, — "  ob- 
"  tain  rid  a  report  and  valuation  also  from  Mr.  Tabberer, 
"  the  district  surveyor,  and  if  the  Board  decline  to 
"  pay  his  fee,  claimant  must  do  so.  I,  however, 
"  prepared  a  large  sized  plan  of  the  property  to 
^'  accompany  report  and  valuation,  and  for  laying 
**  down  same,  and  making  two  copies  in  cloth,  I 
"  should,  I  think,  receive  six  or  seven  guineas  extra. 
**  Will  the  Board  not  allow  this  charge?'  YouJ  were 
representing  there  that  you  were  an  independent 
surveyor  acting  for  the  claimant,  and  that  the  Board 
ought  to  pay  your  charge  as  a  surveyor  ? — Certainly. 
The  Board  did  not  know  that  I  was  interested  in  the 
property,  and  therefore  the  claim  was  sent  in  in  the 
ordinary  way  as  if  I  was  acting  for  any  stranger,  and 
I  should  make  the  claim  to  the  charges  on  that  basis. 
This  is  the  plan  that  I  prepared  and  the  tracings.  1 
think  you  will  find  they  were  requested  by  the  Board. 
It  was  a  very  large  area  of  ground — the  largest  by  a 
very  great  deal  of  the  whole  scheme — and  they  only 
paid  for  the  ground. 

8927.  Then  on  the  5th  January  1886  there  is  this 
letter,  signed  by  Frank  Hards,  "I  have  seen  my 
"  client  on  your  offer  of  2,850/.  with  which  he 
"  seems  much  dissatisfied  "  ? — Yes. 

892$.  Who  was  the  "  client "  you  had  seen — ^your- 
self ? — Certainly  it  was  myself.  I  do  not  see  anything 
very  extraordinary  in  that,  really.  That  is  perfectly 
the  case.     I  wrote  that  letter. 

8929.  I  know  you  did,  but  you  are  pretending 
there  that  you  are  acting  for  a  client,  when  it  is  really 
your  own  transaction? — There  was  no  intention  of 
pretence.     Undoubtedly  it  was  my  own  transaction. 

8930.  Let  me  read  you  the  next  paragraph. 
"  Without  consulting  me  my  client  obtained  a  valua- 
"  tion  from  our  district  surveyor,  Mr.  Tabberer." 
Did  Mr.  Francis  obtain  the  valuation  without  con- 
sulting you  ? — Mr.  Francis  did  not. 

8931.  Then  what  do  you  mean  by  this  sentence, 
"  v/ithout  consulting  me  my  client  obtained  a  valuation 
"  from  our  district  surveyor,  Mr.  Tabberer  "  ? — That 
is  not  strictly  accurate.  The  case  was  this : — Either 
Mr.  Bradly  suggested  or  I  suggested  to  him  that 
it  would  be  better  to  have  a  second  valuation,  and 
Mr.  Tabberer,  the  district  surveyor  for  Greenwich,  a 
perfectly  well  known  man  in  c  >mpensation  cases,  was 
called  in,  and  made  a  valuation,  which  I  think  was 
sent  into  the  Board. 

8932.  '*  And  that  gentleman  "  (that  is  Mr.  Tabberer) 
*<  fully  supports  my  views,  as  also  my  client's,  which 
*'  ai-e  pronounced  as  to  the  value  of  the  property  "  ? 
— ^Yes. 

8933.  Vour  client  had  no  views,  I  suppose,  at  all 
out  it  ? — No,  my  client  was  myself  undonbtedlv. 
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8934.  You  represented  yourself  there  as  cwo 
persons?  —  It  is  hardly  accurate,  but  that  is  the 
meaning  of  it.     I  was  of  course  representing  myself. 

8935.  Then  you  offered  to  take  3,000/.  as  the 
lowest  sum.  Then  on  the  27  th  November  1885  you 
sent  in  this  document,  headed  **  Frederick  William 
**  Francis  and  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  to 
"  George  Lockyer,  Esq." ;  that  was  the  solicitor 
acting  for  you  ? — Certainly. 

8936.  But  nominally  the  solicitor  for  Mr.  Francis  ? 
— That  is  so. 

8937.  "  Dear  Sir.     According  to  yom*  client's  in- 
"  structions  I  have  carefully  inspected  the  freehold 
**  property  in  Butcher  Row,  Deptford,  with  a  view  to 
^^  advise  as  to  the  sum  he  mav  fairly  claim  as  com- 
"  pensation."     Then  you  go  mto  particulars  of  the 
property.     "  For  upwards  of  20  years  1  have  been 
"  intimately  acquainted   with  all    property   in    this 
*'  neighbourhood,  and  some  six  or  seven  years  since 
"  this    particular    glebe     property    was    under    my 
**  management  for  a  former  owner,  the  then  vicar 
"  of    St.    Nicholas,    but    it  appears    to  have   been 
^^  somewhat  neglected  of  late,  due,   I   daresay,   in 
"  great  measure  to  the  knowledge  that  as   a  chief 
"  frontage  property  it  must  be  acquired  to  admit  of 
"  the  new  inlet  roads  proposed  on  the  Hughes'  Fields 
"  scheme."     Then  jou  go  on  to  say  what  may  be 
done  with  a  moderate  expenditure.     "  Having  regard 
^'  to  all  the  circumstances,  I  think  Sd,  a  foot  super 
"  would  be  a  reasonable  ground  reut  value  for  this 
**  specially  circumstanced  property,  and  I  may  add 
*^  that   for    a  back    site    of    land    in    East   Street, 
"  Greenwich,  I  have  just  had   a  higher  rental  per 
**  foot  offered   by   the   Salvation   Army   authorities, 
"  and  the  value  of  old  building  materials   is  also  to 
*'  be   taken  into  considei*ation.      I  am   therefore  of 
**  opinion   that  4,300/.  would    be  a  proper  sum  to 
**  claim  for  your  client's  interest  as  freeholder  in  the 
"  property."     Was  not  that  written  by  you  and  sent 
in  as  a  representation  that  you  acted  as  an  indepen- 
dent valuer,    putting    that    valuation    upon    it    to 
Mr.  Francis? — It  was  a  valuation  sent  in  quite  as 
an  independent  valuation — ^you  are  quite  right — to 
the  solicitor,  who  knew  nothing  of  Mr.  Francis  being 
my  nominee. 

8938.  Exactly,  but  sent  in  to  the  solicitor  to  be 
sent  on  to  the  Board  of  Works  ? — Not  necessarily. 

8939.  Do  you  mean  to  represent  that  when  you 
sent  the  report  to  Mr.  Lockyer  ^vho  was  acting 
nominally  for  Mr.  Francis  but  really  for  you,  it  was 
not  intended  for  use  with  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works  ? — The  document  might  or  might  not  go  on 
to  the  Board  of  Works ;  the  claim  would  go  in.  I 
think  it  is  headed  '*  Report  on  the  claim." 

8940.  No,  it  is  not  ? — Whether  it  did  or  did  not  go 
into  the  Board  it  would  not  matter.  I  should  certainly 
word  it  in  that  way. 

8941.  Now  did  you  know  that  Mr.  Bradly  whs 
the  next  to  Mr.  Goddard  in  the  department  that  dealt 
with  these  claims  ? — I  did. 

8942.  Had  you  any  other  transactions  with  Mr. 
Bradly  ? — Do  you  mean  as  far  as  the  Boai'd  of  Works 
is  concerned  ? 

8943.  First,  at  all  ?--Mr.  Bradly  and  I  have  had 
other  speculations  together,  as  I  tell  you.  We  had 
one  in  the  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover,  where  I  did 
not  put  any  money  in,  and  he  gave  me  one-third  of 
the  profits. 

8944.  No  other  with  any  of  the  land  of  the  Board  ? 
— No  other  with  any  of  the  land  of  the  Board. 

8945.  Have  you  yourself  in  any  other  cases  sold  t  j 
the  Board  in  the  same  way  ? — No,  I  have  not.  I 
have  not  sold  to  the  Board  in  any  other  way. 

8946.  Have  you  been  interested  with  some  one  who 
has  ? — Yes,  certainly. 

8947.  What  cases  were  they  ? — The  matter  is  not 
completed  yet;  I  have  a  two-thirds  interest  with 
Mr.  Clark  in  some  property  at  Shadwell,  and  I  shall 
have  an  interest  in  some  property  at  East  Greenwich, 
the  claim  for  which  is  now  before  the  Board.  I  am 
interested  there  with  the  trustee  of  a  lady  at  Lee. 

Oo  4 


Sixteenth  Day. 

6  July  1888. 
Mr.  F.  Hards. 
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Mr,  F^ards, 


8948.  Take  first  the  one  with  Mr.  Clark ;  who  is 
Mr.  Clark  ? — The  gentleman  1  have  referred  to  before 
who  I  said  was  the  estates  clerk  at  the  time  I  was 
managing  the  business  of  Hards,  Vaughan,  and 
JenkinsoD. 

8949.  You  were  interested  with  him  ? — Yes. 

8950.  Is  that  land  that  was  bought  after  it  had  been 
scheduled  by  the  Board  ? — Whether  it  was  scheduled 
or  not  I  really  do  not  know.  It  was  after  the  adver- 
tisements appeared  in  the  newspapers,  because  I  saw 
it  in  the  "  Metropolitan  "  I  know,  and  I  think  either 
the  *'  Telegraph  "  or  the  "  Standard  " — one  of  the 
daily  papers. 

8951.  What  was  advertised  ? — That  the  property 
was  to  be  taken  for  one  of  those  artisan  schemes  as 
they  always  advertise. 

8952.  Did  you  have  any  communication  witli  any- 
one in  the  oflBce  about  it  ? — Not  at  all. 

8953.  Did  you  talk  with  Mr.  Bradly  about  it  ?— 
Not  at  all.  In  fact  he  did  not  know  I  had  bought 
it  until  very  long  afterwards,  because  he  had  nothing 
to  do  with  it  Mr.  Clark  put  in  one-third  of  the 
money  and  I  put  in  the  other  two-thirds  of  the  cash 
put  in.  Of  course  the  bulk  was  mortgage,  but  Mr. 
Bradly  knew  nothing  whatever  of  this  in  any  way 
until  long  after  it  was  purchased — absolutely  nothing. 

8954.  Did  he  know  at  the  time  your  claim  was 
sent  in  ? — I  do  not  know  that.  I  think  it  is  veiy 
likely  he  may.  I  said  nothing  to  him.  I  think, 
probably  seeing  the  name  of  "  Clark,"  he  would  very 
likely  connect  me  with  it. 

8955.  "  Clark  "  is  uot  such  an  uncommon  name  ? — 
Mr,  Bradly  was  articled  to  the  firm  of  which  I  was 
manager.  He  was  an  articled  pupil  in  the  office  years 
ago. 

8956.  I  do  not  know  why  he  should  jump  to  the 
conclusion  that  because  somebody  named  Clark  was 
buying  land  in  Shadwell  that  meant  you  ? — Of  course 
that  is  true,  he  might  not. 

8957.  What  makes  you  think  he  did  know  that 
you  had  bought  the  land  ? — He  would  naturally  s(*e 
who  the  claimant  was  if  it  came  before  him,  but  I  dc 
not  know  that  it  did.  Mr.  Goddard  settled  the  claims, 
and  I  have  never  written  a  letter  to  Mr.  Bradly  in 
my  life  on  any  matter,  but  he  would  seo  that  tae 
claimant  was  Charles  Clark  of  such  and  such  an 
address,  and  he  would  naturally  assume,  I  should 
think,  that  that  was  the  same  Charles  Clark. 

8958.  You  did  not  have  any  communication  about 
it  ? — Certainly  uot.  It  was  a  piece  of  land,  and 
there  was  a  board  upon  it,  '*  To  be  let  or  sold  "  ;  and 
I  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  negotiations  myself. 

8959.  Had  you  any  pecuniary  transactions  open 
with  him  at  the  time? — None.  The  only  other 
transactions  I  have  with  Mr.  Bradly  are  as  to  two 
Bmall  properties  which  I  have  no  interest  whatever 
at  all  in,  and  which  I  simply  manage  for  him  in  the 
ordinary  way  as  his  agent.  They  have  nothing  what- 
ever to  de  with  the  Board,  entirely  outside. 

8960.  Now  as  to  the  East  Greenwich  site.  How 
did  you  lef^rn  that  that  was  scheduled  ? — That  has 
been  talked  of  for  years — everybody  knew  it ;  it  was 
a  matter  of  local  knowledge.  There  was  not  anyone 
in  Greenwich  but  knew  the  tunnel  was  coming. 
When  the  diversion  of  the  road  was  talked  of  in  con- 
nexion with  this  tunnel  some  years  ago,  the  senior 
pifcrtner  in  our  firm  was  on  the  committee  for  carrying 
it  out.     Everybody  knew  it  down  there. 

8961.  Was  that  claim  sent  in  in  your  own  name  ? — 
No,  in  the  name  of  a  nominee,  Mr.  Holding. 

8962.  Had  Mr.  Holding  any  interest  in  it  ? — None 
whatever. 

8963.  Why  did  you  send  in  Mr.  Holding's  name  ? — 
For  the  reason  I  have  told  you  that  I  have  never  any 
dealings  with  any  land  or  any  property  in  my  own 
name,  never. 

8964.  It  may  be  intelligible  to  you,  but  I  do  not 
see  why  it  should  be  done  in  Mr.  Clark's  name  any 
more  than  yours  ? — I  can  only  tell  you  that  is  the 
practice  with  agents,  and  1  come  across  a  grejit 
many*^ 


8965.  Ifl  Mr.  Clark  an  agent  ?— Yes. 

8966.  Then  he  does  not  adopt  the  practice,  so  that 
it  is  not  universal  ? — Mr.  Clark  is  not  in  business. 

8967.  I  suppose  if  it  is  the  usual  custom  you  have 
some  idea  of  why  such  a  custom  is  resorted  to.  Do 
you  pay  these  nominees  any thmg  ? — Certainly. 

8968.  What  did  you  give  Mr.  Thomson  ? — In  the 
matter  of  Battersea  either  three  or  five  guineas. 

8969.  What  did  you  give  Mr.  Francis  ?— I  think 
it  was  15  or  20  guineas;  but  he  will  tell  you. 

8970.  You  give  them  these  sums  of  money,  but 
people  do  not  part  with  money  without  some  good 
reason.  There  must  be  some  reason  why  your  name 
is  not  to  appear? — They  would  naturally  have  to 
attend  the  appointments  as  purchasers  to  settle. 

8971.  That  is  a  reason  why  they  would  want 
money  for  doing  it,  but  what  I  am  asking  you  is  the 
reason  why  you  should  employ  them,  and  thus  need 
to  give  them  money.  What  is  the  reason  for  not 
putting  your  own  name  ? — As  I  tell  you  it  is  never 
done.     I  do  not  know  any  agents  who  do  it. 

8972.  Have  you  any  idea  of  the  reason  why  it  is 
not  done  ? — It  is,  no  doubt,  thought  injudicious  for 
an  agent  to  have  his  own  name  to  property  he  is 
dealing  in  as  a  speculation.  Supposing  neither  of 
these  propeities  had  been  taken  by  the  Board,  and 
they  had  been  sold  to  anybody  that  I  knew,  no  matter 
how  small  the  profit  might  have  been,  they  might 
have  thought  *'  if  I  had  known  he  was  the  vendor  I 
should  not  have  purchased  it." 

8973.  When  they  come  to  you  to  consult  you  about 
buying  I  should  think  it  is  extremely  likely  ? — When 
you  have  a  property  for  sale,  so  far  as  the  agent  is 
concerned,  he  sells  wherever  there  is  the  opportunity, 
whether  to  a  friend  or  a  stranger. 

8974.  And  sells  as  if  it  was  a  stranger's  property, 
property  that  really  belongs  to  himself,  and  advises  the 
people  as  if  it  was  about  an  independent  property  ? — 
An  auctioneer  does  not  advise  the  buyer,  he  advises 
the  seller. 

8975.  An  agent  may  advise  both  sides  ? —  My 
experience  is  that  the  buyers  are  perfectly  well  able 
to  look  after  themselves. 

8976.  Had  you  any  transactions  with  any  other 
member  or  official  of  the  Board  besides  Mr.  Bradly  ? 
— None  whatever.  I  do  not  know  any  other  official 
of  the  Board  except  Mr.  Goddard,  and  I  may  have 
seen  him  on  claims  a  dozen  or  fifteen  times,  but  all 
the  matters  I  have  had  with  Mr.  Goddard  have  been 
with  correspondence. 

8977.  You  had  no  pecuniary  matters  with  him  ? — 
No,  not  one  halfpenny.  The  only  matters  I  have 
ever  been  engaged  upon  in  connexion  with  the  Board 
are  these.  I  was  expecting  the  sales  of  the  Greenwich 
sites,  and  that  was  the  reason  why  the  Shadwell  claim 
was  not  conducted  by  myself.  I  made  aa  application 
to  the  Board  and  to  our  local  members. 

8978.  UTiat  for  ?— For  the  sale  of  the  sites  in 
Greenwich. 

8979.  To  be  put  in  your  hands? — For  sale,  just  so; 
but  it  was  given  elsewhere.  I  make  no  complaint  of 
that ;  but  having  made  the  application  I  did  not  think 
it  wise  to  appear  in  the  Shadwell  thing  at  all.  These 
are  the  only  matters  I  have  ever  b(»en  concerned  with 
for  the  Board  of  Works.  They  engaged  me  in  a  case 
aa  to  the  Woolwich  ferry.  They  were  going  to 
arbitration  but  did  not  go.  Some  compromise  or 
settlement  took  place,  but  what  it  was  I  do  not  know, 
and  it  did  not  interest  me.  There  were  also  some 
freeholds  in  a  street  I  forget  the  name  of,  close  to  the 
pier  at  Woolwich  on  the  same  scheme,  and  when  the 
Board  last  year  were  going  for  a  diversion  of  this 
roadway  in  connexion  with  their  subway  at  East 
Greenwich  I  went  up  to  the  solicitor's  office  at  the 
Board,  and  there  was  a  meeting  as  to  endeavouring 
to  come  to  terms  with  the  owners  of  the  land  affected 
by  this  diversion.  They  were  then  going  before  a 
committee  of  the  Hou.se  of  Lords,  and  the  Board,  as  I 
understood,  wanted  to  be  in  a  position  to  say  they 
could  take  an  alternative  route,  supposing  they  could 
not  come  to  terms  with  Forbes  and  Abbott  on  the 
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river  bank.  That  fell  throngh.  They  decided  to  go  on 
with  the  original  route ;  I  was  paid  for  the  Woolwich 
ferrj  scheme  26/.  5f .,  and  f<)r  these  two  small  freeholds 
14/.  2s.  6d.  I  was  paid  26/.  5s.  with  r^ard  to  the 
diversion  of  the  roadway  which  also  fell  through, 
and  those  are  the  only  amounts  in  regard  to  any 
compensations  I  have  ever  received  from  the  Board, 
and  nobody  has  ever  had  a  penny-piece. 

8980.  Those  are  the  oniy  things  you  have  ever 
received  from  the  Board  at  all  ? — The  only  amounts 
I  have  ever  received  with  regard  to  compensations. 
I  had  an  amount  of  5/.  lis.  6d.  for  a  little  rating 
appeal  as  to  the  sluice  at  Eotherhithe.  They  were 
disputing  with  the  parish  as  to  the  proper  rental 
value.  The  total  of  those  amounts  is  72/.  4^.,  and 
neither  Mr.  GKwidard,  Mr.  Bradiy,  nor  anybody  else 
has  ever  had  a  fraction  oat  of  it.  In  fact  I  should 
have  been  afraid  to  offer  Mr.  Goddard  anything.  At 
that  time  I  thought  that  he  would  be  very  much 
above  taking  it.  He  never  suggested  anything  of  the 
kind  to  me,  and  of  course  my  instructioDS  came 
through  the  L^al  Department. 

8981.  Have  you  told  us  of  all  the  Board  sites  in 
which  you  durectly  or  indirectly  have  had  an  interest  ? 
— -I  have  told  you  all  that  I  am  directly  or  indirectly 
interested  in.  I  had  nothing  to  do  with  anything 
else. 

8982.  Have  you  ever  lent  your  name  as  a  nominee 
to  any  people  ? — ^Never.     I  have  never  had  occasion. 

8983.  (Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Do  I  understand  that  Mr. 
Bradiy  was  jointly  interested  in  these  two  specula- 
tions from  the  first  ? — ^Tes,  speaking  of  Battersea  and 
Deptford. 

8984.  It  was  understood  from  the  beginning  that 
he  was  ? — Certainly. 

8985.  If  he  was  understood  to  be  interested  in 
both  these  speculations  from  the  beginning  what  was 
his  proportion  of  the  speculation  ? — I  said  nothing  to 
him  or  he  to  me  as  to  what  proportion  he  should  have ; 
but  he  had  half,  which  was  120/.  roundly  as  nearly  as 
I  can  carry  the  figures  in  my  head  as  to  Battersea, 
and  600/.  out  of  the  Deptfeitl  transaction. 

8986.  I  see  the  purchase  at  Battersea  was  for  460/., 
and  you  sold  for  700/.  ? — ^There  or  thereabouts. 

8987.  Therefore  he  received  half  of  that  ?— Y(  s. 

8988.  In  the  other  case  you  gave  1,375/..^ — That 
is  so. 

8989.  And  got  3,000/.  ?— Yes.  Of  course  that  did 
not  show  the  expenses.  The  legal  costs  in  the  Ust 
one  were  70/.  or  80/. 

8990.  I  want  to  know  how  the  proportion  of  Mr. 
Bradiy  was  arrived  at  in  these  transactions  ? — It  was 
arrived  at  in  no  way  at  all.     I  simply  gave  one- third. 

8991.  It  was  understood  to  be  a  joint  speculation  } 
— Clearly. 

8992.  A  joint  speculation  without  any  proportions  ? 
— Without  any  proportions.  Nothing  whatever  was 
said  in  either  case,  neither  he  to  me  nor  I  to  him. 

8993.  What  passed  to  make  it  a  joint  speculation — 
how  was  it  arranged? — When  the  property  was 
announced  to  be  offered  by  auction,  of  course  I  saw 
the  advertisement,  and  it  was  property  I  knew  as 
well  as  I  know  the  house  that  I  live  in. 

8994.  How  was  it  arranged  between  you  and  Mr. 
Bradiy  that  this  was  to  be  a  joint  speculation? — I 
told  Mr.  Bradiy  when  the  property  was  advertised, 
'^  This  is  a  property  that  I  shall  go  in  for,  and  if  you 
''  like  to  go  in  for  it  with  me  well  and  good,"  and  he 
said  **  Very  well." 

8995.  Bui  he  did  not  go  in  for  it.  He  found  no 
money  and  never  was  to  ? — He  found  no  money,  but 
it  was  quite  understood  that  although  I  financed  it 
he  was  interested  in  it,  and  would  take  a  share  of  the 
profit  whether  sold  to  the  Board  or  anybody  else. 
Nothing  was  said  as  to  what  proportion. 

8996.  Nothing  was  said  as  to  what  proportion  of 
the  profit  he  was  to  get  ? — No.  It  did  not  matter  an 
atom  whether  the  Board  took  it  or  not.  It  was  a 
property  that  even  a  middle  man — that  is  a  man  who 
is  a  dealer  in  property — would  have  given  160/,  a  year 
for. 

i     54142. 


8997.  There  were  some  other  transactions  you  have 
with  the  Board.  Why  is  not  Mr.  Bradiy  to  have  a 
share  in  those  ? — He  is  not  interested  in  the  slightest 
degree ;  not  a  halfpenny. 

8998.  Tou  fail  to  explain  what  interest  he  had  in 
the  first.  You  gave  him  an  unascertained  sum  when 
it  was  finished.  You  told  us  tiiere  was  no  bargain 
about  it.  I  want  to  know  if  this  had  not  been  found 
out  whether  he  would  not  have  had  a  share  of  these 
other  transactions  ? — He  was  never  in  any  way 
interested. 

8999.  Nor  was  he  in  the  first  ? — ^When  I  say  never 
interested,  there  was  never  any  discussion  as  to  his 
being  interested,  and  he  could  not  be  interested  in 
one  because  Mr.  Clark  was  interested  in  that  with  me. 
Mr.  Clark  put  in  in  cash  exactly  one-third  of  the 
amount  that  I  put  in,  the  rest  being  provided  by 
mortgage.  When  the  matter  is  settl^  I  shall  take 
two. thirds  of  whatever  the  profit  may  be,  and  he  will 
take  his  one-third. 

9000.  Those  are  matters  that  will  be  equally 
valued  by  Mr.  Bradiy  in  the  ordinary  course  ? — I  do 
not  know  that,  lliese  matters  would  not  have  been 
valued  by  Mr.  Bradiy.  It  was  in  Mr.  Groddard's 
time. 

9001.  {Chairman.)  We  have  heard  that ,  in  all  the 
cases  Mr.  Bradiy  valued  as  well  as  Mr.  Goddard,  he 
was  in  the  same  department,  you  know  that  ? — Certainly 
he  was  in  the  Valuation  Department,  but  Mr.  Goddard 
always  did  the  valuations.  If  an  interview  took  place 
on  any  claim  you  never  saw  anyone  but  Mr.  Goddard 
and  discussed  the  matter. 

9002.  {Mr.  Grenfell)  At  Question  7971  the 
question  is  asked  of  Mr.  Bradiy,  '^  Then  you  had  to 
do  with  the  valuation  and  compensation  department  ?  " 
and  the  answer  is,  "  Yes,  entirely  **  ? — That  was  the 
case,  that  he  was  in  no  other  department;  but  I 
never  in  ray  life  discussed  a  matter  with  Mr.  Bradiy 
at  the  Board,  nor  any  other  surveyor.  Mr.  Goddard 
was  always  the  surveyor  consulted.  Mr.  Bradiy  was 
his  assistant,  and  naturally  he  would  prepare  the 
details,  the  same  as  a  clerk  in  my  ofllce  prepares  the 
details  of  the  particulars,  but  he  does  not  settle  them 
or  the  valuations  I  have  to  make.  I  could  never  get 
through  the  details  of  the  work  myself. 

9003.  {Mr.  Studd.)  Supposing  the  Board  had  not 
taken  either  of  these  properties  in  Europa  Place  or 
Deptford,  wonld  you  have  paid  Mr.  Bradiy  anything 
if  you  had  sold  them  to  anybody  else?  Would 
Mr.  Bradiy  have  shared  in  any  profit  you  had  made  ? 
— -Distinctly. 

9004.  Whether  you  sold  it  to  the  Board  or  not  ? — 
Distinctly;  and  if  there  had  been  a  loss  he  would 
have  had  to  have  taken  his  share  of  the  loss. 

9005.  Was  there  any  scrap  of  paper  or  writing  to 
show  this  ?— None  whatever. 

9006.  Simply  an  understanding  between  you? — 
Simply  an  understanding  between  us. 

9007.  That  you  were  jointly  interested  in  these 
properties  ? — Clearly. 

9008.  How  much  have  you  paid  Mr.  Bradiy 
altogether? — I  have  given  the  two  sums  500/.  and 
124/.,  or  whatever  the  figure  was  exactly. 

9009.  Have  you  paid  by  cheque  ? — ^Yes.  I  am  not 
sure  whether  it  would  be  by  cheque  or  not.  It  may 
or  may  not  have  been ;  that  I  cannot,  tell. 

9010.  Where  do  you  bank? — The  London  and 
County  Bank  at  Greenwich. 

9011.  Can  you  tell  the  dates  of  these  payments  ? — 
I  do  not  know  whether  I  have  anything  to  tell  them 
by,  but  the  payment  would  be  within  a  week,  or  two 
or  three  weeks,  after  the  settlement  with  the  Board. 
I  have  not  got  the  dates  here,  but  that  is  when  it 
would  be,  without  doubt. 

9012.  Do  I  understand  you  to  say  you  had  other 
cash  tiansactions  with  Mr.  Bradiy? — Yes.  I  told 
my  Lord  I  collected  rents  for  him  in  two  cases,  and 
in  an  almost  completed  case  of  some  houses  at  Green- 
widi,  of  which  he  was  solely  owner,  I  was  agent  for 
him  too.  I  bought  them  for  him  and  sold  them  for 
him,  and  had  no  interest  in  it. 
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9013.  (Chairman.)  Who  were  they  sold  to,  the 
Board  ? — ^No ;  they  had  nothing  to  do  with  the 
Board.  He  had  the  houses.  He  bought  in  bulk,  and 
he  sold  them  out  separately  through  me.  I  have 
never  been  connected  with  Mr.  Bradly  in  any 
transactions  connected  with  the  Board  except  those 
I  have  mentioned  to  you. 

9014.  (Mr.  Studd,)  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  you  have 
had  constant  monetary  transactions  with  Mr.  Bradly  ? 
— No;  it  is  not  ^  fact  that  I  have  had  constant 
monetary  transactions  with  him. 

9016.  Do  I  understand  you  to  say  that  the  reason 
why  those  claims  to  the  Board  were  not  sent  in  in 
your  name  is  simply  because  it  is  the  usual  custom  ? — 
I  did  not  say  so. 

9016.  You  say  it  is  the  usual  custom  not  to  send 
them  in  your  own  name  ?— I  said  it  was  not  the 
custom  for  agents  to  buy  property  in  their  own 
name. 

9017.  Will  you  tell  us  what  your  reason  was  for 
not  sending  in  the  claims  in  your  own  name  ? — The 
conveyances  were  not  in  my  name,  so  I  could  not 
send  them  in  my  own  name.  The  conveyances  were 
in  the  names  of  the  nominees. 

9018.  Why  did  you  employ  nominees? — ^For  the 
reifton  I  told  my  Lord. 

9019.  Because  it  was  the  usual  custom  ? — Because 
it  is  the  practice  of  agents  not  to  buy  property  in 
their  own  name. 

9020.  Then  Mr.  Bradly  was  not  correct  when  he 
said  that  the  reason  why  your  name  was  not  used  was 
that  Mr.  Goddard  should  not  think  he  had  an3rthing 
to  do  with  it.  Mr.  Bradly  did  not  tell  the  truth  ? — I 
do  not  say  anything  of  tho  kind.  I  think  it  was  a 
very  good  reason  indeed. 

9021.  But  the  two  reasons  are  not  exactly  the 
same  ? — ^I  think  the  two  reasons  are  the  same,  if  you 
will  allow  me  to  say  so.  Mr.  Goddard  knew  that 
Mr.  Bradly  was  an  articled  pupil  in  the  firm's  office, 
And  knew  we  were  friends,  and  I  think  it  was  a  very 
reasonable  view  to  take  that  Mr.  Bradly  might  be 
prejudiced  in  my  favour. 

9022.  Did  you  discuss  it  with  Mr.  Bradly  ? — ^No, 
I  should  not  think  of  discussing  the  figures  with 
Mr.  Bradly. 

9023.  I  am  talking  of  names  ? — Certainly  not.  My 
experience  is  probably  quite  sufficient  without  Mr. 
Bradly. 

9024.  I  thought  you  were  partners  in  this  matter  ? 
—Certainly. 

9025.  Do  not  partners  discuss  their  business  to- 
gether ? — If  I  had  occasion. 

9026.  You  went  and  sent  in  these  things  in  another 
person's  name  without  any  consultation  with  Mr. 
Bradly  at  all  ? — I  cannot  say.  there  was  no  consulta- 
tion at  all.  I  will  not  go  so  far  as  that ;  but  I  mean 
to  say  I  never  told  Mr.  Bradly  "  Do  you  think  I  ought 
"  to  send  in  a  claim  for  so  and  so ;  what  do  you 
**  think.   Do  you  think  that  would  be  a  fair  amount  ?" 

9027.  I  am  talking  of  names,  not  amounts.  Was 
there  any  discussion  between  you  and  Mr.  Bradly  as 
to  the  reason  you  should  employ  a  nominee  ? — ^No. 

9028.  Because  Mr.  Bradly  was  interested  in  it.  I 
suppose  he  paid  half  the  fees  you  paid  to  them  ? — I 
do  not  see  what  occasion  there  would  be  for  my  dis- 
cussing that  matter  with  Mr.  bradly. 

9029.  You  were  a  partner  with  Mr.  Clark  as  to 
some  transactions.     Did  you  discuss  business  with 


Mr.  Clark  when  you  were  a  partner  with  him  ?— Cer- 
tainly. I  told  my  Lord  that  in  one  matter  Mr.  Clark 
is  interested  one-third  and  I  have  two-thirds. 

9030.  Did  you  act  on  your  own  responsibility  there 
in  the  same  way  as  with  Mr.  Bradly  ? — Mr.  Clark  did 
not  send  in  that  claim  ;  that  was  not  sent  in  by  Mr. 
Clark. 

9031.  If  you  discussed  with  Mr.  Clark  when  he 
was  your  partner,  why  did  not  you  discuss  Mr.  Bradly  ? 
— I  may  be  dense  but  I  do  not  follow  your  question. 
In  the  one  case  I  was  conducting  the  claim  through 
Mr.  Clark.  In  the  other  case  there  was  another 
surveyor. 

9032.  Do  you  know  if  that  is  the  same  Mr.  Clark 
we  have  already  had  mentioned  here  as  being  con- 
nected with  Mr.  Stimson  and  Mr.  Robertson  ? — ^I  will 
undertake  to  say  he  neither  knows  Mr.  Stimson  nor 
Mr.  Robertson.  I  have  never  seen  Mr.  Robertson  in 
my  life,  and  I  have  only  seen  Mr.  Stimson  once  in  the 
auction  mart.  What  aged  man  is  the  ^^  Mr.  Clark  " 
you  refer  to,  because  I  can  settle  that  matter  at 
once? 

9033.  It  is  not  the  same.  At  question  8136  is  also 
read  a  memorandum,  I  think  it  was  on  one  of  the 
minutes  of  the  Board  to  the  effect  that^  ^'  I  am  told 
**  by  Messrs.  Pomfiret  that  this  property  was  sold  by 
«  Mr.  Gandy  to  Mr.  Thomson  for  600/.  E.  J.  T. 
**  February27th."  You  gave  really 460/.  you  have 
told  us  ?— -Which  property  are  you  referring  to  ? 

9034.  The  Europa  Place  property  ?— Yes. 

9035.  Do  you  know  who  told  Messrs.  Pomfiret  that 
you  gave  600/  ?— Who  are  Messrs.  Pomfiret  ? 

9036.  I  do  not  know.  That  is  out  of  the  Board 
minutes ;  perhaps  they  can  tell  us  ? — I  have  not  the 
slightest  knowledge  to  what  it  refers. 

9087.  You  did  not  tell  them  ?— Certainly  not,  for 
I  do  not  know  who  they  are.  I  do  not  know  who 
Messrs.  Pomfret  are  or  what  connexion  they  had  with 
it.    I  never  heard  of  the  name. 

(Chairman.)  Let  me  see  the  document  again. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  It  is  in  the  margin  of  one 
of  the  documents  (handing  the  case  to  his  Lordship). 
It  was  written  by  the  clerk  who  served  the  notice  to 
treat.  This  is  the  original  claim,  and  I  believe,  by 
Mr.  Davies*  instructions  it  was  written  in  pencil  in 
the  margin  of  the  claim.  That  was  information  got 
by  the  man  who  served  the  notice  from  some  one  on 
the  premises. 

9038.  (Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Since  this  sale  in  the 
name  of  Thomson  to  the  Board  in  1885,  has  there 
been  any  transaction  completed  by  the  Board  with 
you  in  which  Mr.  Bradly  has  not.  got  a  share  ? — ^No, 
none.     No  transaction  either  sent  in  or  completed. 

9039.  Of  which  he  has  not  got  a  share  ?— Of  which 
he  has  not  got  a  share.     There  are  no  other  matters. 

9040.  We  know  there  were  some  uncompleted.  I 
ask  you  whether  since  that  there  was  any  complete 
transaction  in  which  he  has  not  got  his  share  ? — No. 
I  have  not  been  concerned  in  any  other  cases. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  think  the  witness  mis- 
understands you. 

9041.  (Chairman.)  You  have  two  others  pending 
now  ? — Yes,  but  not  settled. 

9042.  What  you  are  asked  is  whether  there  was 
any  set  tied  matter  besides  P — ^No.  The  only  two  cases 
which  Mr.  Bradly  and  I  have  ever  been  interested  in 
are  the  two  I  have  quoted  and  none  others  of  any 
kind. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


F. 


Mr.  Frederick  William  Francis  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr. 

W.  Francis. 


9043.  (Chairman.)    You  were  the  nominal  pur- 
chaser of  some  land  at  Deptford  ? — I  believe  so. 

9044.  Do  you  know  anything  about  it  ? — I  know 
nothing  at  all  about  it. 

9045.  Were  you  asked  to  have  your  name  in  ? — 
I  was  asked  by  Mr.  Hards  to  have  my  name  in. 

9046.  That    is    all    you    know?— That    is    all    I 
know. 


9047.  You  got  payment  for  having  it  put  in  ? — ^I 
suppose  it  was  payment ;  he  sent  me  a  cheque  after- 
wards for  10/. 

9048.  Have  you  had  your  name  put  into  any 
other  purchase? — ^Not  that  I  am  aware  of;  no,  I 
have  not. 

9049.  You  would  be  aware  whether  you  got  any 
similar  acknowledgment  ? — ^No,  I  have  not  had  it. 
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9050.  Do  you  know  whether  your  name  was  put 
in  for  8<Mne  gi*ouud-rent  at  Eichmond  Terrace, 
Greenwich  ?— No ;   I  believe  Mr.  Hards  mentioned 


something  about  that  to  me,  and  afterwards  said  he  Sixteenth, Day, 

had  with(b:awn  it.  

6  July  1888.. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  John  Hbket  Thomson  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr. 
F.W.Francis, 


9051.  (Chairman.)  Were  you  in  the  employ  of 
Mr.  Hards  ? — I  was,  and  am. 

9052.  Your  name  was  put  in  as  the  purchaser  of 
some  land  at  Battersea  ? — ^It  was. 

9053.  Had  you  anything  to  do  with  the  transaction 
beyond  your  name  being  put  in  ? — ^None  at  all;  simply 
a  nominee. 

9054.  Did  Mr.  Hards  ask  you  to  be  nominee  ? — 
He  did. 

9055.  You  were  served,  I  suppose,  with  the  notice 
to  treat? — ^I  was. 


9056.  And  sent  in  the  claim  ? — Mr.  Hards  attended 
to  it. 

9057.  You  signed  it  ? — I  signed  it 

9058.  On  the  claim  there  is  written,  "  I  am  told 
*'  by  Messrs.  Pomfret/'  or  *<Poupard"  "that  ttus 
"  property  was  sold  by  his  family  to  Mr.  Thomson 
"  for  600^'*  Did  you  give  any  such  information  ? — 
No,  I  did  not.     I  know  nothing  whatever  of  it. 

9059.  You  do  not  know  who  made  that  suggestion  ? 
-—I  do  not. 


Mr.  J.  H. 
Thowi9on^ 


The  witness  withdrew. 


{Chaimum.)  Now  I  look  at  it  I  think  it  is  ''I  am 
"  told  by  Miss  Poupard  that  this  property  was  sold 
^  by  her  family  to  Mr.  Thomson  for  600/." 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Would  your  Lordabip  like 
to  see  the  person  who  wrote  that  memorandum.  He 
is  the  clerk  who  served  the  notice,  and  I  suppose 


they    pick    up 
information. 


what    they    can    in    the    way    of 


{Mr.  Studd.)  Then  "  Mr.  Gandy  **  becomes  ^  her 
famUy  "  ? 

{Chairman.)  Yes, 


Mr,  Fbedebick  Gordon  sworn  and  examined. 


9060.  {Chairman,)  You  tendered,  I  believe,  in 
1877  for  the  plots  in  the  Northumberland  Avenue, 
on  which  the  Grand  Hotel  now  stands  ? — ^I  have  not 
got  the  exact  date ;  I  only  received  the  summons  last 
night,  but  I  did  tender  for  those  plots.  It  was  about 
that  date  I  know.  I  can  ascertain  for  you  any  facts  or 
figures  if  I  have  further  time,  but  I  can  only  speak 
of  course  from  memory. 

9061.  You  obtained  an  agi*eement  from  the  Board  ? 
— I  did,  with  my  copartners. 

9062.  Who  were  your  copartners? — My  brother, 
Mr.  Alexander  Gordon,  and  Mr.  Davis,  my  brother- 
in-law. 

9063.  Was  any  one  interested  in  that  agreement  ? 
— ^Not  at  that  time.  It  was  afterwards  assigned  to 
the  Grand  Hotel  Company,  or  rather  to  another 
company  at  first,  which  afterwards  beeame  the  Grand 
Hotel  Company,  and  they  are  now  the  owners  of  the 
land.  In  &ct,  they  took  over  the  interest  which  was 
then  obtained. 

9064.  That  it  is  a  limited  company  ? — ^That  is  a 
limited  company  of  which  I  am  now  chairman, 

9065.  But  before  it  was  transferred  to  a  limited 
oompany,  were  you  the  three  sole  persons  interested 
in  itP-^We  were  the  three  sole  persons,  and  the 
company  to  whom  it  was  transferred  obtained  the 
entire  interest,  our  profit  being  taken  by  the  results  of 
the  company. 

9066.  Was  Mr.  Saunders  employed  as  architect  ? — 
He  was,  jointly  with  Messrs.  F.  and  H.  Francis  of 
Palmerston  Btuldings. 

9067.  Can  you  tell  me  when  he  was  first  engaged 
or  told  he  was  to  be  engaged  ? — ^I  should  imagine  that 
it  would  be  about  the  time  of  the  contract.  I  had 
known  Mr.  Saunders  for  some  years  before  as  a  member 
of  the  Corporation.  I  was  in  the  Corporation  of 
London  for  some  six  or  seven  years,  and  I  knew  him 
there,  and  he  had  done  some  small  matters  of  business^ 
for  me. 

9068.  Had  he  built  any  buildings  for  you  before  ? 
-—I  hardly  think  he  had ;  the  transactions  were  more 
in  connexion  with  light  and  air  questions  or  perhaps 
mentioning  prc^rties  in  the  city,  which  never  came 
to  anything. 

9069.  Were  Messrs.  Francis  employed  before  Mr. 
Saunders  or  after  Mr.  Saunders?  —  my  impression 
would  be  certainly  that  they  were  both  employed  about 
the  same  time ;  that  they  had  joint  instructions. 

9070.  Was  not  one  architect  enough  for  such  an 
undertaking  as  the  Grand  Hotel  ?—  It  was  a  very 


large  undertaking  and  I  thought  I  should  like  to  have 
two  heads  in  such  an  important  matter — ^two  ideas. 
Messrs.  Francis  had  executed  some  extensive  works 
for  me  before  that  time. 

9071.  Had  you  had  any  communication  with 
Mr.  Saunders  before  you  made  your  last  tender  ? — I 
have  no  doubt  that  ^e  matter  was  talked  over  with 
him  and  with  Mr.  Francis  at  the  same  time  in 
consultation  as  to  the  value  of  the  land,  and  as  to 
the  amount  I  should  tender;  but  I  had  previously 
heard  that  there  had  been  a  number  of  people  or 
syndicates  of  various  individuals  who  had  tendered 
for  the  particular  plot,  and  that  they  had  failed  to 
find  their  sureties  or  pay  the  deposit.  I  believe  that 
the  amount  that  was  paid  was  an  amount  that  had 
been  previously  ofiered  and  accepted  by  the  Board. 
Of  course  the  rental  was  a  very  large  one  and  required 
very  great  consideration. 

9072.  Was  that  the  first  of  the  sites  you  had  to  do 
with  ? — It  was  the  first  of  the  sites  I  had  to  do  with, 
and  the  first  of  the  sites  that  the  Board  let  in 
Northumberland  Avenue. 

9073.  What  was  the  next  site  that  you  took  ? — ^The 
site  on  which  the  Hotel  M^tropole  is  built.  I  was 
also  chairman  of  the  Hotel  M^tropole. 

9074.  That  was  plots  25  to  29?— I  forget  the 
numbers,  but  the  hotel  was  built  on  the  wole  of 
those  and  a  piece  of  Crown  land  also. 

9075.  In  that  case  who  was  interested  in  the  pur- 
chase ? — I  was  interested  with  two  of  my  partners, 
Mr.  Alfi-ed  Bobert  Holland  and  Mr.  William  HoUand. 
Mr.  William  Holland  is  now  the  managing  partner  at 
the  M^tropole. 

9076.  Was  anyone  else  interested  with  you  ? — No 
one  else,  and  those  contracts  were  handed  over  or 
assigned  to  the  Hotel  M^tropole,  limited,  for  the 
exact  amount  we  agreed  to  give  to  the  Board.    In 

act,  they  obtained  by  an  arrangement  with  me  the 
entire  interest  in  the  contract  wiUi  the  Board. 

9077.  Who  was  the  architect  for  that? — ^Messrs. 
Francis  and  Mr.  Saunders. 

9078.  Did  you,  then,  discuss  the  matter  vrith 
Mr.  Saunders  before  ? — ^Yes.  That  is  of  more  recent 
date,  and  I  recollect  very  well  having  very  many 
interviews  with  Mr.  Saunders  vrith  regard  to  that 
site.  There  had  been  also,  I  believe,  several  offers 
for  that,  and  I  was  informed  they  bad  failed. .  It  was 
rumoured  they  had  failed  to  complete  their  engage- 
ments. In  fact,  printed  particulars  were  issued,  or 
rather  a  sketch  of  a  proposed  building  there^  which 

P  p  2 


Mr. 

F.  Gordon. 
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I'.  Gordon, 


I  saw  on  one  ooeasion  lithographed,  I  suppose,  vrith  a 
view  of  raisiDg  monej. 

9079.  Mr.  Saunders  had  no  interest  in  it  beyond 
his  interest  as  architect  ? — None  whatever ;  unless  he 
took  any  shares  in  the  company.  I  am  not  quite  sure 
whether  he  did  or  not.  It  was  a  very  small  amount 
if  he  did.  He  might  have  taken  some  shares  or 
debentures  in  the  company.  He  is  a  shareholder, 
I  know,  in  the  Grand  Hotel,  or  a  debenture  holder. 

9080.  Had  you  any  interest  in  any  other  land  on 
the  Northumberland  Avenue? — I  should  have  men- 
tioned that  the  Grand  Hotel  Company  took  another 
piece  after  the  original  contract,  of  about  5,000  feet  on 
the  southern  side  of  it.  That  would  be  in  connexion 
with  the  Grand  Hotel.  I  was  in  some  way  interested 
in  advising  ^he  Constitutional  Club  to  take  the  piece 
on  which  that  club  is  built.  As  a  member  of  the 
committee  of  that  club  I  was  asked  to  give  an  opinion, 
but  then  I  merely  acted  simply  as  trustee  in  the  matter ; 
I  had  no  other  interest  in  the  matter.  Mr.  Wynd- 
ham  came  to  me  and  offered  the  site  whic*h  he  had 
agreed  to  take  for  a  theatre,  thinking  that  the  hotel 
might  still  forther  like  to  extend  their  premises ;  but 
we  had  fully  made  up  our  minds  not  to  do  that.  I 
then  mentioned  the  offer  to  the  club,  and  it  was 
aflerwards  handed  over  to  their  solicitor,  and  ulti- 
mately carried  through;  but  I  had  no  pecuniary 
interest  in  it  whatever. 

9081.  Have  you  been  interested  in  any  other  sites 
obtained  from  the  Board,  or  are  those  the  only  ones  ? 


— ^Well,  during  the  time  the  M6tropole  was  built 
there  were  some  small  premises  taken  for  workshops, 
but  only  for  a  limited  period,  and  also  a  piece  of  laiid 
in  the  Avenue,  near  to  the  Christian  Knowledge 
Society,  which  was  also  used  for  workshops  for  the 
M6tropole,  for  which  500/.  was  paid.  I  have  brought 
those  receipts  with  me. 

9082.  Those  are  small  matters. 

(Mr.  Meadows  IVhite,)  I  think  your  Lordship  has 
had  them  before. 

9083.  {Chairman.)  There  were  no  others  except 
those  on  the  Northumberland  Avenue  ? — None  what- 
ever. The  Grand  Hotel,  the  Hotel  M^tropole,  and 
acting  as  trustee  for  the  Constitutional  Club. 

9084.  Was  the  Holbom  Restaurant  on  a  Board 
site  ? — No ;  that  is  on  Crown  land,  and  the  First 
Avenue  is  on  private  property. 

9085.  Nothing  to  do  with  the  Board? — Nothing 
whatever  to  do  with  the  Board  of  Works. 

9086.  Who  did  you  employ  as  architect  for  the 
Holbom  Restaurant? — Messrs.  Archer  and  Green 
and  Messrs.  F.  and  H.  Francis. 

(Mr.  Studd.)  I  have  a  few  questions  to  ask  Mr. 
Gordon. 

( Chairman.)  Then  we  must  ask  him  to  come  nejct 
Tuesday. 

( The  Witness.)  I  can  bring  any  information  your 
Lordship  would  like  to  have. 

(Chairman.)  Perhaps  you  will  bring  any 
randa  you  have  about  the  dates. 


memo- 


The   witness  withdrew. 
Adjourned  to  Tuesday  next  at  11  o'clock. 


SEVENTEENTH  DAY. 


Tnesday,  10th  July  1888. 


PBB8BNT : 


Lord  HERscHBLt. 


I 


Mr.  Grekfell. 
Lord  HERSCHELL  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  Bosanquet,  Q.C. 


Mr.  Frederick  Gordon  recalled,  further  examined. 


Seventeenth  (The    fVitness.)    Will  yon  allow  me  to  make    a 

l^»y«  statement.      Since  I  was  here  last  Friday,   I   have 

10  J«a^8g8     ^*^  *°  opportunity  of  reading  the  evidence,  as  regards 

^        "^  the  Northumberland  Avenue  sites,  as  reported  in  the 

3f^^  *'  Financial  News,"  and  I  find  there  a  reference  to  my 

F.  Gordon,     correspondence  as  to  the  purchase  of  the  freehold  of 

the  Grand  Hotel.     I  am  bound  to  say,  that  I  inferred 

as  the  result  of  that  correspondence,  that  the  Board 
would  not  sell  any  more  of  their  ground  rents,  except 
thooe  which  they  were  compelled  to  do  under  any 
option  in  the  original  contract,  and  I  was,  therefore, 
very  much  astonished  to  find  that,  after  I  had  offered 
26  years  purchase  for  the  Grand  Hotel,  admitting  also 
that  we  were  the  first  people  who  took  any  site  on 
that  spot,  and  ran  the  first  risk,  that  two  years  after- 
wards, a  ground-rent  lower  down  was  sold  where 
there  had  been  no  option  of  purchase  for  25  years' 
purchase.  I  can  only  say  that  it  rather  filled  me  with 
astonishment  to  read  that  fact.  I  was  not  aware  of  it 
until  I  read  the  evidence. 

9087-8.  (Chairman.)  You  refer  to  the  Colonial 
Institute  site  ? — I  do.  I  think  it  right  to  make  that 
statement. 

9089.  (Mr.  fFinch.^  As  to  the  Grand  Hotel,  you 
purchased  the  freehola  of  that  ? — ^No,  not  the  Grand. 

9090.  Did  you  purchase  the  freehold  of  the  Hotel 
Metropole  ? — I  did. 


9091.  Then  you  sold  it  again  ? — I  sold  it  again. 

9092.  What  profit  did  you  make  out  of  that  ?— Two 
years'  purchase. 

9098.  How  much  did  it  come  to  ? — There  was  an 
option  in  that  contract  for  the  purchase  of  the  free- 
hold. We  bought  at  26  years'  purchase,  and  sold  at 
28. 

9094.  Cannot  you  give  me  in  thousands  of  pounds 
the  profit  it  came  to  ? — It  would  be  12,000/. 

9095.  You  state  that  the  only  persons  interested  in 
that,  were  your  brother  Alexander,  and  Mr.  Davis 
your  brother-in-law  ? — No,  Mr.  Atfred  Holland  and 
Mr.  W.  T.  Holland. 

9096.  And  vourself  ?— And  myself. 
(Chairman.)  The  other  names  were  with  reference 

to  the  Grand  Hotel  ? 

9097.  (Mr.  Winch.)  How  was  the  12,000/,  divided 
— who  had  it  ? — It  was  part  of  the  assets  of  the 
company — the  Hotel  Metropole,  Limited. 

9098.  You  did  not  get  it  ?— Not  at  all. 

9099.  Not  any  of  it  ? — Not  a  sixpence. 

9100.  Did  the  whole  12,000/.  go  to  the  company  ? 
— The  whole  12,000/.  appears  in  the  balance  sheet  of 
the  company. 

9101.  Did  no  one  connected  with  the  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  receive 
any  part  of  that  12,000/.  ?— Not  any  part  of  it. 
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9102.  In  no  way?— In  no  way.  I  may  mention  in 
further  reply  to  that  question  as  to  the  contract 
entered  into  by  myself,  Mr.  Alfred  Holland,  and 
Mr.  W.  T.  Efolland,  that  the  whole  benefit  of  that 
contract  went  to  the  Hotel  Motropole,  Limited.  We 
had  an  interest  in  that  company,  by  which  we  derived 
a  certain  portion  of  the  profit 

9103.  The  profit  of  12,000/.  going  to  the  whole 
body  of  the  shareholders,  inasmuch  as  you  were  one 
and  had  an  interest,  you  had  a  certain  proportion  of 
that  1 2,000/.  ? — ^Yes,  and  further  than  that,  we  took 
an  interest  in  the  hotel  in  consideration  of  the  super- 
intendence. 

9104.  You  have  built  four  hotels  altogether,  have 
you  not,  the  Grand,  the  Metropole,  the  Holborn 
Restaurant  ? — Well,  that  is  hardly  an  hotel,  but  still 
I  built  it. 

9105.  And  the  First  Avenue  ?— Yes,  and  I  did  al^ 
build  the  Royal  Forest  Hotel  at  Chingford.  It  is  not 
now  mine. 

9106.  Mr.  Saunders  was  architect  only  in  respect 
of  two,  the  Metropole  and  the  Grand? — He  was  joint 
architect  of  the  Grand  and  the  Metropole,  and  sole 
architect  of  the  Royal  Forest  Hotel  at  Chingford  in 
Epping  Forest. 

9107.  What  property  was  that^  was  that  Corporation 
property  ? — It  was. 

9108.  The  Holborn  Restaurant  and  the  First 
Avenue  had  nothing  to  do  either  with  the  Corporation 
or  the  Board  of  Works  ? — Not  in  the  least. 

9109.  How  was  it  that  Mr.  Saunders  came  to  be 
employed  upon  the  Grand ;  did  he  suggest  it  to  you, 
or  did  anyone  suggest  to  you  that  Mr.  Saunders  should 
be  employed  ? — No,  I  think  it  arose  simply  from  my 
own  desire  to  employ  him,  as  I  stated  on  Friday  last. 
I  had  made  the  acquaintance  of  Mr.  Saunders  during 
the  time  I  was  in  the  Corporation  of  London.  I  was 
in  the  Corporation  about  seven  years. 

9110.  You  knew  he  was  a  member  of  the  Metro- 
politan Board  of  Works? — Yes,  he  represented  the 
City. 

9111.  Did  you  know  that  he  would  have  a  voice  in 
the  passing  of  any  plans  with  respect  to  the  hotel 
built  on  the  site  of  the  Grand  ? — I  cannot  say  that  I 
considered  that.  I  knew  this,  that  he  would  under- 
stand the  routine  of  the  Board  with  reference  to 
buildings  and  frontages,  and  so  on. 

9112.  I  want  to  go  further  than  that;  did  you 
know  that  he  would  have  a  voice  actually  in  passing 
the  plans,  in  approving  the  plans? — I  should  have 
thought  that  very  unlikely. 

9113.  You  thought  if  you  appointed  him  architect, 
he  would  abstain  from  anything  of  the  sort  ? — I  should 
imagine  so. 

9114.  Did  you  imagine  so  ? — I  did  imagine  so, 
certainly,  as  a  public  man. 

9115.  Did  you  know  that  he  did  not  from  time  to 
time  ? — I  really  cannot  say. 

9116.  You  did  not  trouble  yourself  to  inquire?— 
I  did  not  trouble  myself  to  inquire. 

9117.  The  same  observation  applies  to  the 
Metropole  ? — Yes. 

9118.  Does  not  it  strike  you  as  strange,  that  you 
did  not  emply  him  as  architect  in  respect  of  sites  with 
which  neither  the  Corporation  nor  the  Board  of 
Works  have  anything  to  do  ? — I  employed  him  as  I 
have  mentioned  with  reference  to  the  Royal  Forest 
Hotel. 

9119.  Did  he  give  you  satisfaction  ? — Yes. 

9120.  How  was  it  you  did  not  employ  him  with 
regard  to  the  other  two  ? — He  was  partially  employed, 
but  not  in  erecting  the  building ;  he  was  employed 
with  reference  to  the  question  of  light  and  air  at  the 
i^rst  Avenue,  and  also  at  the  Holborn. 

9121.  He  was  consulted,  was  he  ?— Only  in  a  small 
degree. 

9122.  What  would  be  the  amount  of  his  fees  with 
regard  to  the  Grand  ?  How  much  would  he  get. 
Do  you  know  how  much,  in  round  figures,  it  cost  ? — 
It  appears  from  the  figures  which  I  have  asked  the 


Secretary  to  take  out,  that  7, 128/.  I7s.  6d.  was  paid  to     Seventeenth 
Francis  and  Saunders.  Pay. 

9123.  He  would  get  half  of  that  ?— Yes.  

9124.  I  will  take  your  figure,  7,128/.  Mr.  Saunders    ^^  J«lyJ888 
would  get  half  that  ? — I  presume  he  did.    The  cheques  j^^ 
were  made  payable  to  Messrs.  F.  and  H.  Francis  and      p.  0<trdon. 
J.  Saunders,  or  their  order.                                                    ■ 

9125.  Speaking  personally,  what  do  you  know 
Mr.  Saunders  did  with  regaid  to  those  plans ;  he  did 
not  prepare  them  ? — That  I  really  cannot  say. 

9126.  (Chairman.)  We  shall  call  Mr.  Francia?— 
I  really  cannot  inform  you. 

9127.  (Mr.  Winch,)  Then  I  leave  that  branch  at 
once.  I  understand  you  that  Mr.  Saunders  did  advise 
you  as  to  the  price  you  were  to  oflfer  for  the  ground- 
rent  with  regard  to  the  Grand  and  the  Metropole  ? — 
I  believe  he  stated  what  had  been  offered  before. 

9128.  He  told  you  what  price  to  tender? — ^Thore 
had  been  several  offers. 

9129.  Never  mind  that.  He  told  you  what  price 
to  tender  ? — ^Well,  I  do  not  know  that  he  did.  He 
might  have  mentioned  it  in  this  way,  that  he  thought 
less  than  a  given  sum  would  not  be  taken:  I  think 
that  is  very  probable. 

9130.  That  is  a  sufficient  hint  for  anyone  tendering, 
is  it  not.  '*  It  is  no  use  tendering  for  less  than  a 
"  1,000/. "  ;  you  would  know  if  you  sent  in  a  tender 
for  a  1,000/.  you  would  get  it  ? — I  instructed  Mr, 
Francis  to  tender  under  the  amount  he  mentioned — 
I  tendered  8,000/. 

9131.  What  did  he  suggest  you  should  tender?— 
I  really  forget  at  this  moment.  I  tendered  8,000/., 
and  9.000/.  was  ultimately  accepted. 

9132.  With  regard  to  the  plans  of  these  two  hotels, 
was  there  any  delay  in  passing  them  at  the  Board  ?— 
There  was  very  considerable  delay  in  passing  the 
plans  of  the  Grand  Hotel,  so  much  so,  that  we  made 
a  claim  on  the  Board  for  2,800/.  We  were  delayed 
certainly  for  a  period  of  four  months,  and  in 
Mr.  Yulliamy's  opinion,  because  I  saw  Mr.  Yulliamy 
myself  on  that  point,  he  certainly  expressed  an  opinion 
that  we  liad  a  thoroughly  just  claim  against  the 
Board. 

9133.  Was  Mr.  Saunders  acting  as  architect  from 
the  very  first  with  regard  to  the  Grand  ? — Yes,  I 
believe  so. 

9134.  Do  not  you  know? — He  must  have  been — 
Oh !  yes,  he  must  have  been,  because  I  recollect  his 
coming  to  see  me  at  Brighton  with  Mr.  Francis  and 
my  two  partners,  Mr.  Davis  and  Mr.  Alexander 
Gordon. 

9135.  When  you  fir.^t  had  the  idea  of  building  the 
Grand,  you  went  to  Mr.  Francis  in  the  first  instance, 
did  not  you? — I  went  to  both  together  almost.  I 
might  have  spoken  very  probably  to  Mr.  Saunders 
first  as  regards  the  land,  and  then  they  would  both 
have  been  brought  into  contact  almost  immediately. 

9136.  You  say  it  was  four  months  before  the  plans 
were  got  through  for  the  Grand  ? — ^Yes,  I  think  it 
was  more  than  that. 

9137.  What  were  the  difficulties  thrown  in  your 
way  ?  —  The  difficulty  with  regard  to  the  Grand 
Hotel  was  not  altogether  the  Board's  action.  Under 
the  special  Act  of  Parliament  obtained  for  Northum- 
berl^d  Avenue,  they  were,  I  believe,  obliged  to  submit 
those  plans  to  the  Royal  Institute  of  British  Architects, 
and  I  was  informed  that  the  Royal  Institute  had  kept 
them  a  considerable  time — ^that  it  was  not  altogether 
the  fault  of  the  Board.  However,  be  that  as  it  may, 
there  was  a  delay. 

9138.  The  great  portion  of  that  delay,  then,  rested 
with  the  Institute  of  Architects  ? — Yes,  it  was  alleged 
so ;  I  do  not  know. 

9139.  Did  not  you  trouble  yourself  to  find  out? — I 
was  so  informed  by  the  Board  of  Works. 

9140.  Had  you  reason  to  believe  that  it  was 
correct  ? — I  was  not  brought  in  personal  contact  with 
the  Royal  Institute. 

9141.  So  far  as  the  delay  with  the  Board  itself  was 
concerned,  there  was  no  unreasonable  delay  on  their 
part  ?— That  I  reaUj  cannot  say— there  was  a  delay. 
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SftTcateea^         9142.  You  told  me  it  was  tbe  Institute  of  Archi- 

Dftj.  tects  ? — They  stated  so — ^they  gave  that  as  an  excuse 

-- —         for  not  acceding  to  our  claims.    It  showed  there  was 

10  Jaly  1888.    ^^^^^^  reason  in    our   claim,  because  I  see  by  the 

3£y.^  evidence^  that  our  claim  was  only  refused  by  a  minority 

F.GofiUm.      of  one. 

— — .  9148.  Had  Mr.   Saunders   been  engaged  on  the 

Metropole  before  the  difficulty  with  the  Institute  of 
British  Architects  arose  ? — Oh,  no  j  the  Metropole 
occurred  some  time  after  the  Grand. 

9144.  Was  there  any  difficulty  with  the  Institute 
of  Architects  with  regard  to  the  Metropole  ? — No,  I 
think  not, 

9145.  Did  those  plans  go  through  quickly  ? — We  1, 
yesy  I  heard  of  no  undue  delay. 

9146.  With  regard  to  the  Metropole,  when  the 
Institute  of  British  Architects  did  not  interfere,  the 
thmg  went  through  with  reasonable  dispatch  ? — ^Yes, 
I  believe  so. 

9147.  And  with  r^ard  to  the  Grand,  but  for  the 
interference  of  the  Institute  of  Architects  that  also 
would  have  gone  through  with  reasonable  dispatch  ? — 
That  I  cannot  say. 

(Chairman.)  1  do  not  know  whether  it  was  in  that 
case,  but  I  notice  in  some  cases  there  was  very 
considerable  delay  arising  from  the  objections  taken 
by  the  Institute  of  British  Architects.  Certainly  in 
the  case  of  the  Colonial  Institute,  and  I  think  of  some 
other  building  too. 

9148.  (Mr.  much.)  Had  you  anything  to  do 
with  Mr.  Fowler,  at  all  ?— No. 

9149.  You  did  not  employ  him  in  any  way?— I 
never  saw  him — I  did  not  know  him. 

9160.  Are  these  the  fees  on  the  Metropole  only  ?— 
No,  that  is  the  Grand. 

9161.  The  7,128/.  was  on  the  Grand  alone  ?— 
Yes. 

9162.  The  7,128/.  was  divided  between  Francis  and 
Saunders.  Will  you  give  me  the  cost  of  the  Metro- 
pole.  This  is  an  extract  from  the  books  just  as  the 
payments  were  made  (handing  same), 

9163.  With  regard  to  the  Metropole,  the  payments 
were  2,867/.  My  memory  does  not  quite  serve  me 
at  present,  but,  with  regard  to  one  of  these  hotels, 
Mr.  Saunders'  name  does  not  appear  on  the  plan, 
which  is  that  ? — I  really  do  not  loiow.  I  had  very 
little  to  do  with  it.  As  regards  the  Grand,  his  name 
appeared. 

9154.  Why  was  it  his  name  did  not  appear  ? — I  am 
not  aware  that  it  did  not  appear. 

9166.  Well,  it  did  not  appear  ? — ^I  am  not  aware 
of  that.  I  should  have  expected  it  to  appear,  because 
the  drawing  that  was  sent  in  to  the  Royal  Academy 
of  the  Grand,  had  Mr.  Saunders*  and  Mr.  Francis' 
name  underneath. 

9166.  (Mr.  GrenfeU.)  Was  the  2,867/.  for  the 
Metropole,  half  to  Saunders  and  half  to  Francis  ? — 
No,  I  was  about  to  explain.  There  was  a  con- 
siderable difference  in  the  way  in  which  the  Grand 
was  erected,  and  the  way  in  which  the  Metropole  was 
erected*  We  built  the  Metropole  Hotel  practically  our- 
selves, that  is  to  say,  we  employed  a  very  competent 
derk  of  the  works  and  draughtsman,  and  we  purchased 
the  whole  of  the  material  and  erected  the  building.  We 
considered  that  under  those  circumstances  the  archi- 
tects were  certainly  not  entitled  to  the  same  amount 
of  fees  as  they  would  be  taking  the  entire  matter 
themselves,  and  superintending  an  ordinary  con- 
tractor. Therefore,  we  only  paid  what  appears  to 
be  a  very  much  smaller  sum  in  that  case  than  we  did 
in  the  case  of  the  Grand,  because  the  Metropole  of 
the  two,  is  the  more  expensive  building  ;  it  is  much 
larger. 

9167.  I  asked  whether  the  2,867/.  was  entirely  for 
Mr.  Saunders,  or  Mr.  Saunders  and  Mr.  Francis  ?-^ 
Saunders  and  Francis,  with  the  exception  that  there 
was  52L  lOs,  paid  to  Saunders  for  the  assessment,  in 
going  before  the  Assessment  Commissioners  with 
regard  to  the  assessment  for  rating,  and  also  a  separate 
fee  of  160  guineas,  for  various  interviews  and  infor* 


mation  as  regards  the   site  generally    prior  to  the 
commencement  of  the  works. 

9158.  (Mr.  Winch,)  1  see  they  had  2,867/.  10*. 
between  them,  excepting  60  guineas,  and  then^  for 
fear  anything  should  be  forgotten,  you  gave 
Mr.  Saunders  another  160  guineas  ? — No,  I  cannot 
say  that. 

9169.  What  was  the  157/.  10*.  for?— I  had  a 
great  number  of  interviews  with  him  with  reference 
to  the  site,  and  what  could  be  put  upon  it ;  how  it 
could  be  adi^ted  for  our  purpose. 

9160.  Would  not  that  be  part  of  his  charges  as 
architect — 5  per  cent.  ? 

(Chairman.)  No ;  he  did  not  get  6  per  cent. 

(Mr.  Winch.)  He  got  2^  per  cent.,  and  Francis  got 
2^  per  cent. 

(Chairman.)  It  was  between  them. 
.  9161.  (Mr.  Winch.)  1 J ;  1,600/.  in  round  figures 
ne  has  got  already.  Were  not  those  interviews  in 
respect  to  this  very  hotel  ? — ^They  took  place  prior 
to  the  acting  work  of  the  architect,  before  Francis 
came  on  the  scene. 

9162.  Did  he  send  you  an  account  for  this  150 
guineas  ? — ^No ;  it  was  an  amount  I  mentioned. 

9163.  You  gave  it  him  extra,  without  any  applica- 
tion on  his  part? — ^It  was  an  arrangement  at  the 
beginning. 

9164.  That  he  was  to  have  150  guineas  ? — For  all 
the  special  work  which  he  had  done.    > 

9166.  Was  there  anything  besides  the  special  work 
that  he  did  to  your  knowledge  ? — There  is  the  62/. 
for  the  Assessment  Committee. 

9166.  What  other  special  work  did  he  do,  except 
seeing  you,  for  which  he  charged  160  guineas,  in  con- 
nexion with  those  plans  ? — He  gave  me  the  measure- 
ments of  the  site.  There  was  really  a  great  deal  of 
work  done  for  that  money. 

9167.  It  was  very  handsome  pay  for  a  professional 
man. 

(Mr.  Gren/elL)  I  think  you  were  not  listening 
when  Mr.  Gordon  explained  that  there  was  not  a 
per-centage  of  the  whole  outlay  in  consequence  of 
their  having  employed  a  clerk  of  the  works  to  do  a 
great  deal  of  work  for  themselves  ? — We  had  our  own 
draughtsnmn  there. 

9168.  (Mr.  Winch^  Mr.  Saunders,  you  told  us,  is 
a  shareholder  of  the  Grand  ? — ^Yes.  I  have  had  iJiat 
taken  out  this  morning  (handing  a  paper  to  his 
Lordship), 

9169.  Did  he  acquire  those  shares  by  purchase  ?— - 
Yes. 

9170.  They  were  not  transferred  to  him  ? — ^No. 

9171.  He  bought  them  in  the  rogular  way?— 
Yes. 

9172.  How  many  shares  did  he  buy  ?— The 
secretary  says,  "In  answer  to  your  inquiry,  "Mr. 
"  J.  Saunders  took  no  shares  or  debentures  in  the 
**  Hotel  Metropole,  but  in  the  Grand  Hotel  as 
*^  follows:  Debentures  1,000/.;  ordinary  shares  since 
^  scdd,  660/. ;  6  per  cent,  preference  shares  still  held, 
**  360/.'* 

9173.  Then  he  acquired  those  in  the  regular  way 
of  purchase  by  application  ? — Oh  !  yes. 

9174.  They  were  not  transferred  to  him  ? — ^Na 

9175.  The  shares  were  not  offered  to  the  public  for 
public  tender,  but  I  suppose  privately  ? — No,  privately, 
principally  among  my  own  friends,  and  those  of  my 
partners. 

9176.  Have  you  done  business  with  any  member 
of  the  Board  since  building  the  Grand  Hotel  and  the 
Metropole?  —  I  am  not  aware  of  it  other  than 
Mr.  Saunders. 

9177.  I  do  not  mean  to  an  unlimited  extent,  but  to 
some  considerable  extent  ? — ^No. 

9178.  Nothing  at  aU  ? — No ;  and  I  think,  perhaps, 
it  is  only  fair  to  state  that  though  these  transactions 
have  been  very  large,  certainly,  in  my  case,  I  have 
never  been  asked  for  anything  by  any  employ^  of  the 
Boards  nor  have  I  ever  paid  anything.  Will  you 
allow  me  to  eiq>lain  the  question  about  the  1 50  guineas  ? 
As  far  as  my  memory  serves  me,  Mr.  Saunders  rather 


Digitized  by 


Google 


HimUTJM  OF  BVIDBVCB. 


903 


pressed  me  to  take  the  Metropole  site^  and  then  arose 
a  lot  of  interyiews  and  conversations  as  to  what  oonld 
be  done  with  it,  and  whether  it  wonld  be  worth  my 
while.    That  explains  the  150  guineas. 

9179.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  think  you  have 
really  answered  the  only  question  I  was  about  to  put 
to  you.  In  connection  with  these  sites,  you  had  no 
dealing  with  any  other  member  or  official  of  the 
Board  ? — T  am  not  aware  of  it  at  all — of  any  dealing. 

9180.  And  with  regard  to  the  site  of  the  Metropole, 
you  were  made  aware  that  there  had  been  other  offers 
which  had  not  been  carried  through  ? — Yes,  I  under- 
stood so.  As  the  question  has  been  asked,  about 
the  resale  at  a  profit,  I  may  perhaps  be  aUowed  to 
explain  that  we  did  not  purchase,  and  then  offer 
it  in  the  public  market  with  a  view  to  make  a  profit, 
but  it  was  by  an  arrangement  with  the  Crown.  We 
were  enabled  by  that  re-sale  to  the  Crown  to  acquire 
a  very  valuable  addition  to  the  Metropole  land,  which 
consisted  of  Crown  land  between  the  Ecclesiastical 
Commissioners  building  and  the  land  which  belonged 
to  the  Board.  Therefore,  on  the  transfer  from  the 
Board,  we  sold  to  the  Crown,  and  gave  them  what 
they  required,  we  getting  in  return  also  an  equivalent 
for  ourselves. 

9181.  {Ckairman.)  You  had  in  the  first  instance 
an  option  of  purchasing  at  26  years  purchase  ? — We 
had. 


9182.  {Mr,  Meadows  White.)  I  forget  what  the 
date  of  your  application  to  purchase  the  ground  rent 
of  the  Grand  was.  It  was  in  1885, 1  ihink? — ^It  was 
almost  as  soon  as  we  were  entitled  to  the  lease. 

9188.  Can  you  give  me  the  date  ?— The  date  of  the 
application — the  first  receipt  I  have  here  is  the  25th 
of  May  1882.  That  is  when  the  agreement  was 
entered  into.  I  think  it  was  about  two  years  after- 
wards. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White,)  They  had  the  power  given 
them  by  Act  of  Parliament  to  keep  their  ground 
rents. 

9184.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Was  Mr.  Saunders  the 
first  pei'son  who  introduced  the  site  of  the  Metropole 
to  you  ? — I  believe  he  was.  Of  course  it  was  known 
to  everyone  in  London,  I  think,  that  that  important 
site  was  to  let,  but  I  think  he  might  have  said  to  me, 
"  Why  do  not  you  take  that  site  ?  " 

9185.  He  was  the  first  person  connected  with  the 
Board  who  introduced  it  to  you  ? — Certainly.  I  had 
no  communication  with  any  other  member  of  the 
Board  about  it. 

{Chairman.)  Unless  there  is  any  question  you 
would  desire  to  ask  Mr.  Winch,  it  does  not  appear 
to  me  to  be  necessary  to  call  the  others,  Mr.  Gordon 
or  Mr.  Davis. 

(Mr,  Winch.)  No,  I  have  nothing  to  ask  them. 


my. 

10  July  1888. 

Hir. 
F.  Gordon. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Fredebiok  John  Fbakois  sworn  and  examined. 


9186.  {Chairman.)  You  were  architect  jointly 
with  Mr.  Saunders  for  both  the  Grand  Hotel  and  the 
Hotel  Metropole  ? — I  was. 

9187.  Taking  first  the  Grand  Hotel,  were  you  and 
Mr.  Saunders  employed  as  architects  about  the  same 
time,  or  which  was  employed  first  ? — About  the  same 
time. 

9188.  Who  prepared  the  plans  of  the  Grand?— 
They  were  chiefly  prepared  in  our  office. 

9189.  That  is  by  yourself  and  your  assistants? — 
Just  so. 

9190.  Did  Mr.  Saunders  take  any  part  in  the  pre- 
paration of  them  ? — ^Yes,  he  did  ;  he  certainly  did 
some  things  in  connection  with  the  plans. 

9191.  Who  superintended  the  buildings? — Wo 
were  jointly  responsible  for  the  erection  of  the  build- 
ing. 

9192.  I  know  you  were  jointly  responnble,  but  an 
architect,  as  I  understand,  goes  to  visit  the  building 
from  time  to  time  ?  First  of  all,  was  there  a  clerk  to 
the  works  put  there  ? — ^Yes. 

9193.  By  whom  was  he  put  there  ? — ^By  the  hotel 
proprietors. 

9194.  Not  by  you  or  Mr.  Saunders  ? — ^No. 

9195.  Who  supervised  him  ?  Who  went  to  see  that 
the  building  was  being  properly  carried  out  ? — ^Both 
my  brother  and  myself. 

9196.  Did  Mr.  Saunders  go  at  all  ? — I  dare  say  he 
did.     I  do  not  know,  but  I  dare  say  he  did. 

9197.  There  was  no  arrangement  that  you  should 
supervise  part,  and  he  part  ? — No. 

9198.  You  supervised  it  as  much  as  you  would  if 
there  had  been  no  other  architect  ? — Most  decidedly. 

9199.  Were  the  plans  of  the  Grand  sent  in  in  Xht 
joint  names,  or  your  name  ? — ^They  were  sent  in  in 
our  joint  names. 

9200.  As  to  the  Metropole — were  you  appointed 
architect  there  about  the  same  time  ? — ^Yes,  I  think, 
as  a  matter  of  fact,  Mr.  Saunders  was  the  first  man 
spoken  to  in  connection  with  the  Metropole. 

9201.  Who  prepared  the  designs  of  the  Metropole  ? 
— As  to  the  elevations  <rf  the  Metropole  I  believe  Mr. 
Gordon  asked  both  ourselves  and  Mr.  Saunders  to  pre- 
pare each  an  elevation.  When  the  elevations  were 
made,  ours  was  preferred,  and  ours  was  carried  out 

9202.  As  to  the  internal  arrahgements,  whose 
design  was  that  ?— The  internal  arrangements  were 


chiefly  done  in  our  office,  but  many  of  the  details 
were  done  by  Mr.  Gordon  himself. 

9203.  Was  any  plan  prepared  beyond  that  elevation 
which  was  not  adopted  in  Mr.  Saunders's  office  for  the 
interior  construction  ? — He  assisted  us  in  the  prepara- 
tion  of  the  plans. 

9204.  Coming  to  your  office  for  the  purpose?— 
Yes  ;  and  we  would  send  him  drawings  for  him  to 
make  tracings  for  us. 

9205.  In  supervising  the  building,  did  you  take 
charge  of  that  in  the  same  way  as  the  Grand  Hotel — 
you  and  your  brother  ? — Yes ;  we  were  only  employed 
there  to  give  it  a  partial  supervision. 

9206.  I  understand  that  is  why  a  smaller  fee  was 
paid  ? — It  is  so. 

9207.  Do  you  know  whether  in  that  case  both 
names  appear  on  the  plan  ? — Yes,  I  fully  believe  they 
did  when  they  were  sent  in  to  the  Metropolitan 
Board. 

9208.  Had  you  an  arrangement  with  Mr.  Saunders 
that  you  were  to  divide  the  Commission  in  the  case 
of  the  Grand  Hotel  ?— Oh !  Yes. 

9209.  You  seem  to  have  done  the  lion's  share  of 
the  work  ? — ^Well,  I  think  we  did. 

9210.  {Mr.  Winch.)  About  the  Grand,  to  put  it 
generally ;  did  you  set,  in  respect  to  the  Grand,  any 
material  assistance  m>m  Mr.  Saunders? — ^Well,  that 
is  rather  an  invidious  question. 

9211.  You  could  have  done  just  as  well  without 
him.  Is  there  anything  that  he  did  in  connection 
with  the  plans,  or  the  superintendence?  Is  thejo 
anything  he  did?  he  did  something,  you  told  my 
Lord,  with  regard  to  the  plans  of  the  Grand  ? — I  do 
not  think  he  did  anything,  but  what  we  could  have 
done  ourselves  just  as  well. 

9212.  Can  you  tell  me  what  he  did  do  with  regard 
to  the  plans  of  the  Grand,  not  the  Metropole,  but  the 
Grand.  What  did  he  do?— Well,  I  really  do  not 
know.    I  do  not  think  he  did  very  much. 

9213.  Beyond  having  a  look  at  them  ?— He  assisted 
us.    I  must  say  that. 

9214.  He  drew  a  line  or  two ;  that  is  about  it,  is  it 
not  ? — ^I  think  that  is  putting  it  rather  too  strongly. 

9215.  Well,  three  lines  ? 
{Chairman.)  I  think  that  is  sufficient. 

9216.  {Mr.  Winch.)  As  to  the  Grand  ;  did 
Mr.  Gordon  come  to  you  first  about  it? — I  think 
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he  did  come  to  ub  first ;  but  I  think  he  had  spoken 
to  Mr.  Saiinders  also.  He  came  to  ns  because  the 
Implication  to  the  Metropolitan  Board  for  the  land 
was  made  by  us  at  Mr.  Grordon's  request.  We  made 
the  application  to  take  the  ground  by  his  desire. 

921*".  When  did  you  first  know  that  Mr.  Saunders 
was  to  be  joint  architect  with  you  ? — We  knew  that 
when  we  made  the  application  for  the  land. 

9218.  The  agreement  then  was,  that  if  you  applied 
for  the  land,  and  got  itj  Mr.  Saunders  was  to  be  joint 
architect  ? — Just  so. 

9219.  Was  that  the  same  with  tbe  Metropole? — 
Well,  I  suppose  it  would  be  so. 

9220.  If  you  applied  for  the  land,  and  got  it,  then 
Mr.  Saunders  was  to  be  joint  architect  ? — Yes. 

9221.  Has  Mr.  Saunders  been  joint  architect  with 
you  in  anything  else  ? — No,  nothing  else  except  the 
Grand,  and  the  Metropole. 

9222.  He  has  not  received  any  of  your  fees  in 
respect  of  any  other  matter  ? — No,  he  has  not. 

9228.  Only  those  two  ? — Only  those  two. 

9224.  Has  any  other  member  of  the  Board  been 
joint  architect  with  you  ? — No. 

9225.  Nobody  ?— No. 

9226.  At  any  time?— No. 

9227.  Do  you  say  that  when  the  plans  of  the 
Metropole  were  sent  in,  Mr.  Saunders'  name  was  on 
them  too  ? — I  believe  it  was. 

9228.  When  the  plans  were  produced  here,  subject 
to  my  Lord's  correction,  certainly  that  name  was  not 
there. 

{Chairman.)  I  am  not  quite  sure — is  that  so  ? 
(Mr.  Winch.)  That  is  what  the  question  suggests. 
{Witness.)  Are  those  the  plans  that  were  submitted 
to  the  Metropolitan  Board  ? 

9229.  {Mr.  Winch.)  Yes,  at  least  those  were  the 
plans  that  were  produced  here.  It  is  in  answer  to 
Question  341 :  "  The  plans  do  not  appear  to  bear 
"  anybody's  name,  but  here  is  one  submitted  in  1883 
"  for  a  modification  of  the  design  which  bears  the 
**  name  of  the  two  Messrs.  Francis  only.  The  other 
"  plans  have  no  names." 

( Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Is  that  the  Hotel  Metropole  }  ' 

{Mr.  Winch.)  Yes. 

{Witness.)  I  think  I  can  explain  why  Saunders* 
name  did  not  appear  on  the  altered  elevation,  because 
that  was  done  exclusively  by  us  to  meet  certain 
objections. 

9230.  There  two  elevations  submitted  to  Mr.  Gordon, 
and  yours  was  preferred  ? — Yes,  and  after  that  when 
ours  was  preferred,  there  were  certain  suggestions 
made  by  the  Architects'  Institute.  We  T^ere  requested 
to  do  what  we  could  to  meet  tliose  objections,  and 
those  elevations  were  made  entirely  by  us. 

9231.  With  regard  to  the  Grand,  we  he«»r  there  was 
delay  in  consequence  of  the  Architects'  Institute  ? — 
Yes. 

9232.  Was  that  the  principal  cause  of  delay ;  was 
there  any  unreasonable  delay  with  the  Board  of 
Works  in  passing  those  plans  through  ? — Wo  con- 
sidered they  were  dilatory. 

9233.  Was  some  of  the  delay  owing  to  the  action 
of  the  Institute  of  Architects  ? — Certainly. 

9234.  With  regard  to  the  Metropole  they  were  not 
so  dilatory  ? — ^No. 

9235.  Had  you  had  other  experience  of  passing 
plans  through  the  Board  of  Works? — A  good  deal. 

9236.  How  did  you  find  you  got  them  through 
pretty  quickly? — Well,  I  cannot  say  very  much  in 
that  direction. 


9237.  Had  you  had  any  this  last  year  which  you 
have  submitted  ? — No,  not  this  last  year. 

9238.  You   have   not  had  an   opportunity  yet  of 

trying  the  quick  dispatch  that  now  goes  on  there  ? 

No. 

9239.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Can  you  give  me 
the  instances  of  which  you  are  sp<Miking  when  there 
was  dilatoriness  .^ — ^Yes,  I  can  give  one  very  con- 
spicuous instance,  and  that  was  at  the  Trafalgar 
Buildings,  opposite  the  Grand  Hotel,  where  the 
National  Liberal  Club  was  for  five  years.  We  had 
a  good  deal  of  vexatious  delay  from  the  officials  of 
the  Board. 

9240.  Can  you  give  me  any  detail  of  that,  or  any 
dates  ? — ^No,  I  have  not  got  them  by  me  now. 

9241 .  Was  that  in  the  Northumberland  Avenue  ? 

The  building  I  refer  to  is  in  the  Northumberland 
Avenue,  opposite  the  Grand  Hotel. 

9242.  Had  that  elevation  to  be  submitted  to  the 
Royal  Institute? — Oh,  no,  it  was  connectea  with  the 
foundations,  and  with  questions  of  construction  in 
which  we  differed  with  the  representatives  of  the 
Board  of  Works. 

9243.  Something  connected  with  the  foundations 
and  the  question  of  construction  ? — That  is  it. 

9244.  Was  that  with  regard  to  the  Building  Act  or 
the  district  surveyor  ? — Yes,  no  doubt. 

9245.  That  was  the  district  surveyor — a  difference 
of  opinion  between  you  and  the  district  surveyor  ? — 
No,  the  district  surveyor  waa  entirely  with  us. 

9246.  Who  gave  way  in  the  matter  in  the  end  of 
the  dispute  ? — Well,  it  was  a  compromise  at  last ;  we 
had  to  do  with  Mr.  Hobb,  who  was  with  the  assistant 
architect,  and  eventually,  by  a  little  concession  both 
ways,  we  managed  to  smooth  over  the  difficulty. 

9247.  The  difficulty  was  surmounted  by  a  com- 
promise, both  parties  giving  way  to  a  certain  extent? 
— Yes  ;  but  it  took  a  very  long  time  to  do  it. 

9248.  You  were  holding  out  on  one  side,  and  Mr, 
Hebb,  an  officer  of  the  board,  on  the  other  ? — Yes. 

9249.  And  ultimately  there  was  a  compromise  ? — 
Just  so. 

9250.  {Mr.  Winch.)  As  to  the  Trafalgar  BuUd- 
ings,who  was  the  owner  of  those  ? — ^Mr.  McShee. 

9251.  You  were  the  architect? — Yes. 

9252.  No  member  of  the  Board  was  employed  as 
joint  architect  in  that  ? — No. 

9253.  Or  interested  in  any  way  ? — ^No,  not  in  any 
way. 

9254.  How  long  did  it  take  you  from  beginning  to 
end  to  get  the  plans  through  there  ? — Not  a  very  long 
time. 

9255.  What  was  the  delay  you  speak  about  with 
regard  to  Trafalgar  Buildings  ? — That  was  after  we 
had  commenced  the  building,  in  connexion  with  the 
foundations  and  questions  of  construction. 

9256.  That  was  a  matter  that  the  Board  of  Works 
had  to  decide  ? — ^Yes. 

9257.  How  long  was  the  delay  ? — It  was  a  delay  of 
three  or  four  mondis. 

9258.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Had  you  ever  any 
dealings  with  any  other  member  of  the  Board  ? — ^No, 
never. 

9259.  Nor  with  any  official  of  the  Board  except  in 
the  way  you  have  mentioned? — Our  dealings  were 
for  the  most  part  with  Mr.  Vulliamy  himself.  Every 
interview  connected  with  the  plans  of  the  Grand  and 
the  Metropole  was  with  Mr.  Vulliamy  only. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  G.  Brick. 


Mr.  Georgk  Brick  sworn,  and  examined. 


9260.  {Chairman.)  Are  you  a  builder  ? — ^Yes. 

9261.  In  January  1884  were  you  instnicted  by 
Mr.  Booth  to  clear  premises.  No.  33,  Lisson  Street  ? 
—Yes. 

9262.  With  a  view  of  a  hall  being  put  there  ? — 
Yes. 


9263.  I  believe  No.  33  was  accordingly  pulled 
down  ? — Yes. 

9264.  After  it  had  been  pulled  down,  was  there 
an  old  fissure  manifest  in  the  party  walls  between 
Nos.  33  and  85  ?— There  was. 

9265.  35  \yas  next  door  ? — 35  was  next  door. 
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9266.  Seeing  that  the  walls  were  in  a  dangerous 
state,  the  authorities  were  communicated  with,  I 
believe  ? — Yes. 

9267.  You  wrote  on  the  20th  of  March  1884  to  the 
Metropolitan  Board  ? — Yes. 

9268.  On  tlie  29th  of  March  1884,  was  a  notice 
served  signed  by  Mr.  Vulliamy  ? — It  was  nailed  on 
the  door.  No.  33,  the  house  I  took  down,  had  been 
unoccupied  for  many  years.  The  adjoining  one  was 
occupied. 

9269.  Was  any  notice  served  on  35  ns  well  ? — Yes, 
it  was  left  with  die  tenant. 

9270.  There  was  a  certificate,  signed  by  Mr. 
Peebles,  I  see,  tliat,  in  his  opinion,  the  structure 
was  in  a  dangerous  state,  and  it  was  necessary  that 
the  owner  or  occupier  should  be  required  to  take 
down  the  defective  portions  of  the  south  party  wall. 
Then,  on  the  29th  of  March,  there  was  a  notice  by 
the  superintending  architect  to  take  them  down. 
After  that  notice  had  been  served,  did  you  see  Mr. 
Brown  ? — I  did.     He  called  on  the  1st  of  April. 

9271.  Was  he  the  owner  of  35?— Of  35  and  37. 

9272.  What  passed  when  he  called  on  you  ? — He 
complained  that  he  had  received  a  notice  concerning 
the  dangerous  wall,  and  asked  me  how  it  came  about ; 
he  wished  I  would  mind  my  own  business,  and  that 
kind  of  thing.  He  said :  "  All  right ;  wc  will  see 
"  about  this  in  a  day  or  two.  I  will  bring  somebody 
"  who  will  see  into  the  matter." 

9273.  Mr.  Brown  was  a  member  of  the  Metropo- 
litan Board  ? — He  was  a  member  of  the  Metropolitan 
Board. 

9274.  A  few  days  afterwards,  did  Mr.  Brown  come 
with  an  officer  from  the  board  ? — Yes,  on  the  3rd  of 
April. 

9275.  Do  you  know  what  his  name  was  ? — Mr. 
Thomas  of  the  Dangerous  Structure  Department. 

9276.  What  did  he  say  i — We  went  over  the  build- 
ing from  top  to  bottom,  and  he  was  satisfied  the  fissure 
was  an  old  one,  and  expressed  hiniself  so.  He  put 
his  umbrella  into  it.  I  put  my  two-fcot  rule  through 
the  wall  to  show  that  it  was  quite  open.  "  Oh,"  he 
gaid,  ''it  is  an  old  thing,  that  is  very  clear  ;  but  I 
"  daresay  it  will  hung  together  for  a  long  time  yet." 
He  could  not  see  that  it  should  have  been  condemned. 
He  said  so. 

9277.  Was  anything  done  by  Mr.  Brown  to  No.  35? 
— T  should  say  that  I  proceeded  according  to  the 
notice  served  to  shore  up.  I  did  so  to  the  satisfaction 
— ^which  was  expressed — of  Mr.  Peebles,  the  district 
surveyor.  I  fixed,  I  think,  four  shores,  including 
one  to  the  back  of  Brown's  house  which  are  shown 
on  the  photograph.  Mr.  Peebles  said  I  had  done 
my  share,  and  I  should  not  do  any  more.  He 
was  rather  wrath  that  Mr.  Brown  had  done  nothing. 
I  told  him  that  Mr.  Thomas  had  been  brought  to 
the  site;  and  he  seemed  rather  vexed  about  that. 
However,  he  said  if  it  were  not  taken  down  he 
would  have  it  taken  down,  or  seen  to.  He  came 
from  time  to  time,  and  made  the  same  complaint ;  but 
nothing  had  been  done  by  Mr.  Brown. 

9278.  Did  the  Board  do  any  shoring  ?  — 
Ultimately. 

9279.  When  was  that?— It  was  on  the  19th  of 
April  that  Mr.  Peebie's  assistant,  came  and  took  the 
dimensions  of  the  shoring.  It  was  after  that  that 
the  shore  was  fixed. 

9280.  Then  you  proceeded  to  pull  down  33  ?— That 
was  subsequently.  I  shored  it  up  ;  that  was  the  first 
thing. 

9281.  \ou  have  told  us  you  shored  it  up.  You 
had  shored  it  up  before  this  shoring  was  done  by  the 
Board? — Oh  yes,  that  is  to  say,  I  shored  Brown's 
house  up.  I  put  a  stretcher  between  No.  35  and  31, 
33  WPS  between.  The  front  of  33  was  leaning  into 
the  street,  about  a  foot  or  more,  and  I  took  a  few  feet 
of  the  front  down  to  prevent  it  falling. 

9282.  After  that  was  anything,  as  far  as  you  know, 
done  by  Mr.  Brown  in  pursuance  of  the  notice  served 
on  him  ? — Nothing  at  all.     In  fact,  he  said  he  would 

i     54142. 


not  do  anything ;  he  complained  of  my  interference     SeveDteeotb 
with  his  property.  I>»y. 

9283.  I  believe  there  were  negotiations  after  that  m  T"r"iQfifl 
for  the  sale  of  Mr.  Brown's  properly  to  Mr.  Booth  ?  ^"•'^ss^- 
— Some  time  after  that.  Mt,  O.  Brick. 

9284.  Do  you  remember  during  those  negotiations — 

anything  beiufl^  said  by  Mr.  Brown  about  the  condition 

of  his  house  f— Oh  yes,  he  admitted  that  it  was  in  a 
dangerous  state;  he  could  not  help  admitting  that. 
I  pointed  out  from  time  to  time — in  fact  I  informed 
him — ^he  frequently  visited  the  place,  and  I  informed 
him  of  Mr.  Peebie's  visits  from  time  to  time,  and  how 
he  complained  that  nothing  had  been  done  by  him. 
He  said,  he  knew  what  he  was  about.  Mr.  Peebles 
frequently  complained  that  Mr.  Brown  had  done 
nothing.  Mr.  Brown  said  he  would  do  nothing ;  he 
knew  what  to  do. 

9285.  Did  he  say  anything  about  being  ultimately 
obliged  to  do  something  ? — I  think  the  next  thing 
that  occurred  was  the  sanitary  arrangement.  I  may 
say  that  the  cause  of  th3  structure  becoming  dangerous 
was  owing  to  the  feet  that  Mr.  Brown  had  no  drainage 
except  into  the  Metropolitan  Railway  tunnel.  He 
was  not  connected  in  any  way  with  a  sewer.  I  had 
complained  from  time  to  time  of  the  filth  oozing  frc*m 
his  property  into  ours,  so  much  so,  that  the  men 
threatened  to  strike  if  I  did  not  get  it  stopped. 

9286.  I  think  that  is  rather  wider  than  it  is  neces- 
sary for  us  to  go  into  this  case,  to  inquire  about  the 
drainage.  We  want  to  confine  it  to  the  question  of 
the  notice  given  by  the  Board  ? — The  ground  was  so 
saturated,  that  it  undermined  the  foundation.  That 
was  the  cause  really  of  the  '  house  becoming 
dangerous. 

9287.  Down  to  September  1885,  had  nothing  been 
done  by  Mr.  Brown  in  pui*suance  of  the  notice? — 
Nothing  at  all. 

9288.  I  believe  you  then  called  attention  to  the 
matter  in  a  letter  to  the  newspapers  ? — I  did.  I  think 
that  was  the  first  intimation. Mr.  Brown  gave  of  doing 
it  {handing  paper  to  his  Lordship), 

9289.  Your  first  letter  appears  to  have  been  on  the 
22nd  of  August  ?—  Yes ;  that  is  so. 

9290.  On  the  22nd  of  September,  Mr.  Brown  writes 
that  he  intends  to  do  the  repairs  to  the  party  walls 
"  which  divide  our  premises  as  above,  a^eeably  to 
"  the  order  from  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ; 
"  and  shall  commence  to-morrow,  the  23rd  inst." 
Was  anything  done  in  pursuance  of  that  ?  Did  he 
begin  on  the  next  day  to  do  it  ? — I  believe  he  did 
immediately  after.  He  took  down  about  3  feet  6  inches 
of  the  party  wall.  There  was  about  16  feet  of  it 
condemned,  that  is  to  say,  the  dangerous  part  has  not 
been  attended  to  even  yet. 

9291.  After  that  I  believe  the  matter  was,  in 
consequence  of  the  letters  in  the  "  Times,"  brought 
before  the  Committee  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  ? — 
It  was. 

9292.  Was  any  charge  made  against  you  in  respect 
of  this  matter  by  the  Board  ? — There  was. 

.Q293.  What  was  that  for? — Shoring  Mr.  Brown's 
house.  There  were  five  shores  required.  I  fixed 
four.  Mr.  Brown  fixed  none.  The  Board  fixed  the 
fifth  to  the  front  of  his  house,  not  the  party  wall. 

9294.  You  paid  the  expense  of  the  four  you  fixed  ? 
— I  did,  certainly. 

9295.  So  that  the  only  one  that  the  Board  fixed 
was  the  one  to  the  front  of  Mr.  Brown's  house  ? — 
To  prevent  the  front  of  No.  35,  Mr.  Brown's  house, 
felling  into  the  street. 

9296.  And  half  of  that  charge  was  made  against 
jou  ? — Yes,  and  why  I  have  never  been  able  to  guess. 
Of  course,  your  Lordship  will  see  there  was  no  charge 
made  until  the  letters  had  appeared  in  the  "  Times  " 
and  the  "  Times"  comments  upon  them.  It  was  about 
18  months  after,  I  believe.  I  hope  I  make  it  clear  that 
I  did  everything  I  was  requested  to  do  by  the  notice,  and 
the  surveyor,  Mr.  Peebles,  expressed  himself  satisfied 
with  what  I  had  done;  in  fact,  he  told  me  not  to  fix 
any  more,  he  would  make  Brown  do  it. 

Qq 
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9297.  On  the  6th  of  November  1885,  apparently 
thdy  make  a  claim  upon  you  of  1/.  5«.  for  survey  ; 
2/.  1*.  Zd.  for  shoring;  and  6*.  6d.  general  ex- 
penses ?— Yes.  I  should  like  to  say  that  all  I  did 
was  done  while  that  shore  fixed  by  the  Board  still 
remained ;  but  when  Mr.  Brown  came  to  do  anything 
at  all,  that  is  to  take  down  the  front  of  his  house,  he 
had  to  remove  the  shore  which  was  fixed  by  the 
Board ;  and  he  took  the  timber  away  so  that  he  had 
the  benefit  of  the  timber;  he  had  the  benefit  of 
everything. 

9298.  The  charge  for  shoring  was  "  24 :  5^  cube 
"  shoring  fixed,  3*.  9rf.,  4/.  11*.  8cf."  That  was  the 
front  of  the  house  ?— Ye?.  I  should  say  that  the 
front  of  Mr.  Brown's  house  bung  considerably  into 
the  street.  But  for  that  shoring  it  would  have  fallen 
into  Lissoa  Street. 

9299.  {Chairman.)  I  should  like  to  look  at  the 
original  of  this  acconnt. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  In  the  case  of  a  party  wall, 
the  expenses  would  be  divided,  and  a  duplicate  of  the 
charges. 

{Chairman.)  The  account  of  Messrs.  Greenwood 
for  doing  the  work  is  bound  up  in  my  bundle  with 
No,  33,  although  the  work  appears  to  have  been  done 
to  No.  35.     I  want  to  see  the  original  account. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  Al.  2s.  iSd. 

{Chairman.)  Yes. 

(Mr.  Freeman.)  Your  Lordship  will  find  the  same 
account  for  No.  35,  the  last  page  but  two. 

{Chairman.)  I  want  the  account  sent  in  dated 
18th  April  1884?— I  should  like  to  say  it  was  in 
consequence  of  a  letter  I  sent  to  the  Board  that  the 
surveyor  came  at  all.  He  would  not  come  in  con- 
nexion with  No.  33,  because  they  knew  we  were 
going  to  demolish  that ;  he  would  not  come  on  account 
of  that.  No.  35,  Mr.  Brown's  house,  would  have 
fallen,  and  I  objected  to  touch  ours  until  that  was 
inspected.  I  wrote  to  the  Board,  and  in  consequence 
of  that  they  came.  When  they  found  he  was  a 
member  of  the  Board,  they  turned  the  charge  round 
to  us. 

9300.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  This  is  the  original 
account,  except  the  red  ink.  {Handing  an  account  to 
his  Lordship.) 

{Chairman.)  There  is  nothing  on  this  to  show 
what  I  wanted  to  see,  that  is,  when  the  red  ink  was 
written,  namely,  '''one  half  of  this  account  charged  to 
the  owner." 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Being  a  party  wall,  that 
would  be  the  proper  course. 

{Chairman.)  The  evidence  is  that  the  shoring  was 
done  only  in  front  of  the  house. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  It  was  against  the  party 
wall  in  front  of  the  house,  that  is,  the  shoring  to 
support  the  party  wall. 

{Chairman.)  A  great  deal  more  shoring  liad  been 
done  by  the  other  owner  of  the  adjoining  party  wall  ; 
he  had  shored  right  across  from  31  to  35. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  He  was  pulling  down  the 
house  inside,  and,  of  course,  there  was  to  be  some 
shoring  done  against  the  party  wall  when  he  was 
pulling  down  his  own  house. 

{The  Witness.)  And  wo  did  it  ;  and  we  also  shored 
the  back  of  Mr.  Brown's  house,  and  Mr.  Brown  did 
nothing. 

9301.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  There  has  been  some 
doubt  expressed  which  has  been  solved  in  this  sense, 
that  party  walls  are  within  the  Dangerous  Structures 
Act. 

(  The  Witness.)  It  was  the  front  of  the  house. 

9302.  {Chairman.)  It  does  not  seem  to  me  to  be  a 
shoring  of  the  party  wall  at  all. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Your  Lordship  will  Iwve 
witnesses  to  prove  exactly  where  it  was  done. 

{Chairman.)  We  have  a  photi^raph  of  it. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  It  is  against  the  front  of 
the  party  wall. 

{The  Witness.)  No,  it  is  not.  It  is  against  the 
front,  not  the  party  wall. 


9303.  {Chairtnan.)  The  witness  is  perfectly  right, 
it  no  doubt  goes  from  the  edge  of  the  house. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  It  is  a  matter  for  an  expert 
builder  to  say.  What  was  recommended  was  that 
until  the  weak  parts  of  the  party  wall  were  put  in 
order,  there  should  be  a  shoring  put  against  the 
party  wall. 

{Chairman.)  The  curious  thing  to  my  mind  is  that 
it  is  treated  aa  if  it  were  an  affair  of  33,  rather  than 
of  35. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  suggest  it  is  because  the 
owner  of  33  was  pulling  down,  and  that  gave  rise  to 
the  disclosure  of  the  crack  in  the  party  wall  when  he 
pulled  it  down.  Of  course  as  long  as  the  house 
remained  up,  that  would  not  appear.  When  it  appears 
to  be  a  party  wall,  and  damage  is  repaired  in  a  party 
wall,  the  expenses  are  charged  to  the  two  adjoining 
houses.  It  is  treated  as  the  affair  of  both  houses,  and 
your  Lordship  will  see  that  that  is  so  when  you  have 
the  fai*ts. 

(  The  Witness.)  That  is  not  exactly  so. 

9304.  {Chairman.)  Of  course  we  shall  hear  more 
evidence  about  it.  What  strikes  one  is  this.  After 
the  notice  is  given,  the  shoring  is  done  by  the  Metro- 
politan Board  of  Works  against  the  front  of  number 
35 ;  but  nothing  more  is  done  until  letters  are  written 
to  the  newspapers  by  the  person  owning  the  next 
house,  and  then  the  Board  suddenly  wakes  up. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Your  Lordship  will  see  the 
district  surveyor's  report.  You  had  better  have  all 
the  papers,  and  see  the  official  documents.  The 
shoring  is  not  ^against  the  front  of  the  house  number 
35  so  much,  but  the  intention  is  to  support  the  party 
wall  by  the  shore  pressing  against  it  from  without. 

{The  Witness.)  There  is  one  statement  the  counsel 
makes  which  I  think  I  ought  to  refer  to.  I  under- 
stood counsel  to  say  that  after  we  had  taken  down 
our  house,  the  defect  in  Mr.  Brown's  property  wat; 
discovered.  It  was  before  we  took  any  port  of  the 
house  down.  The  wall  was  not  plastered,  but  covered 
with  a  boarding.  We  removed  the  boarding,  and 
then  we  saw  the  cause.  The  effe^ct  had  been  seen 
long  ago.  I  should  say  that  years  before  this,  the 
front  of  Mr.  Brown's  house  had  l^een  condemned  as 
dangerous  by  an  eminent  surveyor.  He  was  ordered 
to  take  it  down,  and  he  would  not,  and  he  did  not. 
That  was  the  fact.  When  I  came  on  the  spot,  I  saw 
the  cause.  I  said,  "  Here  is  the  party  wall  split  in 
"  two."  Tiie  house  that  I  took  down  had  been  un- 
occupied for  years.  Mr.  BrowTi  had  seven  families  in 
his  place  next  door,  as  I  pointed  out  paying  very 
high  rents — sweaters  I  believe  they  call  them.  One 
of  the  houses  as  I  pointed  out,  has  no  window  in  it. 
That  was  let  to  a  widow  at  4*,  a  week. 

930  ).  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  All  these  matters  of 
hearsay  are  going  down  on  the  notes  ? — ^It  is  a  matter 
of  fact.  It  is  a  house  without  a  window.  It  cannot 
have  a  window-  It  never  had  a  window,  and  it  was 
let  to  a  widow  at  4*.  a  week. 

9306.  Did  you  build  up  a  now  wall  against  this 
pai-ty  wall  ? — Yes. 

9307.  On  your  own  ground  ? — On  our  own  ground. 

9308.  When  was  that  done  ? — We  only  went  so 
far.  We  never  completed  We  did  not  use  the 
party  wall.  We  should  have  gone  twice  the  height 
that  we  have  at  present,  only  when  I  saw  the  course 
they  were  taking,  I  stopped  building  and  simply 
got  a  temporary  covering.  There  is  part  of  the 
fissure  exposed  now  above  the  wall  which  we  built  bv 
the  side ;  we  hid  a  good  portion  of  it. 

9309.  Your  building  did  not  go  as  high  as  the  old 
building  ? — Not  so  high  as  the  old  one. 

9310.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  You  and  Mr.  Brown,  as  1 
understand,  both  got  the  samo  notice  to  take  down 
the  defective  part  of  the  party- wall  ? — Yes. 

931  J.  And  neither  of  you  did  it  ? — No,  I  could  not 
do  it ;  his  house  was  occupied.     I  shored  it  up.     We. 
were  to  take  down  or  shore  up,  and  I  shored  up. 

9312.  Is  it  to  take  down  or  shore  up.  I  thought 
it  was  to  take  it  down,  and  shore  it  up  immediate^'  ? 
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— I  pointod  that  out  to  Mr.  Brown.     I  would  not  take 
it  down  while  the  house  was  occupied: 

9313.  You  are  entitled  to  do  that  in  London,  are 
are  npt.  You  may  take  it  down  an  soon  as  you  hare 
given  a  notice.  I  daresay  Mr.  Meadows  White  can 
clear  up  the  question  as  to  the  machinery  ? 

9314.  (3/r.  Meadows  White.)  I  think  this  is  an 
instance  where  the  machinery  is  more  complicated 
than  perhaps  in  any  other  case,  but  I  think  you  will 
find  it  b  very  clearly  eimlained. 

{Mr,  Bosanquet.)  The  defective  and  dangerous 
party-wall  of  that  house  did  remain  ?  —  It  did 
remain* 

9815.  For  more  than  a  year  ? — The  great  portion 
of  it  remains  till  to  day. 

9316.  It  remained  for  more  than  a  year  untouched 
down  to  September,  1885? — ^Yes. 

9317.  With  the  people  living  in  No.  35  ?— In 
No.  35,  not  the  whole  of  the  time,  but  up  to  about  the 
following  July,  I  think.* 

9318.  That  is  more  than  a  year  that  it  remained 
occupied  ?— I  think  our  liability  for  taking  it  down 
was  settled  by  an  action  that  was  brought  by  Mr. 
Brown ;  hence  his  letter,  in  which  he  says,  **  I  am 
"  going  to  take  it  down  according  to  the  order  of  the 
**  Board." 

9319.  (Chairman.)  Thiit  afterwards  gave  rise  to 
litigation  befr^veen  you  ?  I  do  not  think  we  can  go 
into  that  here. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  In  which  the  Crown  ob- 
tained the  verdict  ? 

(Chairman.)  One  got  something  and  the  other 
something  else,  and  each  party  paid  its  own  costs. 
It  was  not  a  triumph  for  either. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  1  am  only  concerned  to 
show  the  Board's  procedure  in  this  case. 

(Chairman.)  When  were  these  accounts  seized? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Not  until  the  conclusion 
of  the  matter  ;  that  is  always  the  practice. 

(Chairman.)  When  was  the  conclusion  of  the 
matter  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  When  certain  negotiations 
for  side  by  Mr.  Brown  to  the  Salvation  Army  of 
No  35  had  come  to  an  end.  Mr.  Brown  did  the 
work,  and  the  work  then  being  completed,  and  the 
certificate  being  then  given  that  the  work  was  done, 
the  accounts  were  sent  in  in  the  usual  way,  half  to 
each  owner. 

( The  Witness.)  The  account  was  for  shoiing. 

9320.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Mr.  Brown  paid  his 
share.  There  was  a  summons  against  the  Salvation 
Array  for  their  expenses,  and  they  had  to  pay  and  to 
pay  the  costs  of  the  summons. 

(The  Witness.)  It  was  paid  under  protest. 

9321.  (Mr,  Bosanquet.)  Do  you  say  that  the  ordi- 
nary course,  when  the  Board  has  done  the  shoring  on 
the  default  of  the  own^,  is  not  to  charge  for  it  at 
once. 

(Mr.  Meadofos  White.)  No,  not  until  the  work  is 
done.  The  Board  is  responsible  for  the  survey  of  the 
work  as  it  is  done,  and  the  reports  have  to  be  made 
to  them.  Sometimes  there  is  a  special  survey,  and 
under  the  Act  of  Parliament  the  Board  has  to  settle 
the  cJiarges,  and  ultimately  the  charges  are  sent  in  at 
the  conclusion  of  the  matter. 

(Chairman.)  Were  they  charged  in  an  account 
against  each  [Murty  in  the  books  of  the  Board  at  the 
time  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Yes,  I  suppose  they  would 
be  in  the  books. 

(Mr.  Bosanquet.)  The  whole  of  the  account  had 
been  incurred  in  a  year-and-a-half. 

(Mr.  Meadows  Wlnte.)  The  conclusion  of  the 
matter  is,  that  a  certificate  in  all  these  cases  is  given 
of  the  work  done. 

(Chairman.)  But  then  on  the  18th  April  4/.  2s.  M. 
is  paid  by  the  Board.     At  that  time  was  the  21.  \s.  Sd. 


debited  to  each  of  these  matters  in  the  books ;  if  so, 
I  should  like  to  see  the  books. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  understand  there  is  no 
debit  made  to  either  party  until  the  whole  work  is 
done.  Your  Lordship  will  see  in  the  file  before  you 
that  that  4/.  2s.  M.  was  passed  by  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee with  certain  other  accounts.  The  special 
survey  of  Mr.  Peebles  is  1/.  5«.,  which  was  sent  to 
Mr.  V  ulliamy  and  passed  by  him  on  the  3rd  November 
1 885.     That  is  half  the  charge. 

(Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Does  any  item  represent  the 
attendance  there  of  Mr.  Thomas  with  Mr.  Brown. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  <lo  not  know ;  it  is  Mr. 
Peeblqjs  survey. 

(Mr.  Bosafiquet.)  Mr.  Thomas'  survey  is  the  one 
we  are  upon. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  There  is  nothing  whatever 
in  the  accounts. 

(Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Mr.  Thomas  cam«  down  from 
the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  Dangerous  Struc- 
tures Department  and  makes  a  survey.  I  want  to 
know  whether  his  attendance  appears  in  the  accounts, 
and  is  charged. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)-  He  does  not  make  a  survey ; 
he  merely  goes  down  to  see  into  the  matter.  The 
charges  are  half  the  charges,  1/.  5^.,  sent  in  by 
Mr.  Peeble  in  the  ordinary  way,  and  passed  by  Mr. 
VuUiamy.  **  Amount  due  in  respect  of  surveyor's 
"  fees  ;  total  amount  due  from  o^Tier  of  33,  3/.  7s. ; 
'<  total  amount  due  from  owner  of  35,  3/.  7s. ;  amount 
"  due  in  respect  of  surveyor's  fees,  1/.  2^.  6d.;  general 
**  expenses,  3*.  3d. ;  half  the  amount,  21.  Is.  Sd.'* 

(Chainnan.)  In  Mr.  Vulliamy*8  report  I  gather 
that  in  the  book  kept  by  the  Board  a  portion  of  one 
case  was  entered,  and  I  gathered  from  that  that  none 
was  entered  of  the  other.  I  want  to  know  whether 
the  portion  of  the  case  that  was  entered  was  the  case 
of  No.  33? 

(Mr.  3feadows  White.)  It  is  a  register  of  the  pro- 
ceedings ;  not  an  account  book  or  ledger. 

(Chairman.)  I  should  like  to  know  what  was  the 
portion  that  was  entered  in  the  book,  whether  it  was 
m  respect  of  33,  and  whether  it  means  that  nothing 
was  entered  in  respect  of  35  ? 

(The  Witness.)  That  is  so. 

9222.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  You  will  see  what 
the  book  is.  It  is  a  history  of  the  case  up  to  the 
service  of  the  notice.  I  shall  call  Mr.  Thomas,  who 
is  thoroughly  acquainted  not  only  with  this  case  but 
with  the  practice  of  the  office,  and  he  will  be  able  to 
give  your  Lordship  full  information.  Your  Lordship 
will  see  a  detailed  report  made  in  answer  to  the 
request  of  the  Committee  from  the  architect's  depart* 
ment.  That  was  made  by  Mr.  Thomas,  the  gentleman 
I  shall  call  before  you,  and  he  will  be  able  to  give  you 
the  full  detail  of  it.  The  date  when  the  matter  was 
finally  concluded,  your  Lordship  will  see  by  the 
accounts  to  which  I  have  referred.  The  last  one  is 
October  27th,  1884,  "visiting  the  structure  and 
^'  reporting  to  the  Board  the  completion  of  the  works 
'*  I/.  5^.,  the  above  fees  are  recommended  on  the 
**  order  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works, 
^*  8rd  November  1885."  The  last  item  in  the  account 
being  October  22nd. 

(Chairman.)  What  I  am  referring  to  is  this.  The 
charge  made  was  that  in  the  books,  although  as 
regards  33  the  surveyors  reports  and  so  on  were 
noted  up,  the  similar  entries  as  to  35  are  entirely 
blank.  The  answer  given  to  that  in  the  report  of  the 
Board  is  that  the  books  of  the  Board  had  never  been 
searched,  that  it  is  based  on  the  fact  that  some  young 
man  called  at  the  office  and  made  some  inquiry 
relative  to  the  dangerous  structures  proceedings, 
^^  and  as  the  original  papers  were  in  the  hands  of  the 
'^  official  referee  one  of  my  assistants,"  that  is,  I 
suppose,  Mr.  Vulliamy's,  "  endeavoured  to  obtain  the 
^  required  information  by  referring  to  the  register 
"  that  is  kept  by  order  of  the  Board,  but  he  found 


Sdvci^teeDtb 
l>hy. 

10  JtO^  1888. 
Mr.  G.  Briek 


*  This  would  be  the  July  of  1884^  when  the  Tetti7  conapelled  teiunti  to  cleur  out,  although  it  wm  aot  till  September  1886  tiuit  any  repairs  to 
wall  were  done.  ^^ 
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Mr.  G.  Briek. 


"  only  a  poi*tion  of  one  case  was  entei'ed."  I  want  to 
know  if  the  one  case  as  to  which  part  was  entered 
was  No.  33,  and  whether  there  was  nothing  entered 
as  to  35. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White)  The  book  shall  be  sent  for. 
The  first  proceedings  were  in  respect  of  35,  and, 
therefore,  the  machinery  of  the  Act  was  set  in  motion 
first  with  regard  to  35.  Then  it  appeared  to  be  a 
party  wall,  and  then  the  proceedings  were  taken 
against  the  other  owners  (a  hook  is  handed  to  hi^ 
Lordship), 

(Chairtnan.)  Of  course  it  is  all  now  entered  np 
regularly  as  to  both  of  them.  What  I  want  to  know 
is  whether  No.  33,  29,823,  was  entered  up  Y^^hout 
any  corresponding  entries  as  to  29>756. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  85  was  entered  as  far  as 
the  service  of  the  notice,  and  then  the  junior  clerk  has 
charge  of  making  the  entries,  making  the  register 
from  the  documents,  and  you  will  see  the  page  and  the 
serial  number  were  left  blank  in  the  first  instance, 
and  33  happened  to  be  partly  entered  first,  but  when 
the  completed  entries  were  made  and  they  go  back  to 
the  page  which  has  the  serial  number  on  it,  it  is  all 
in  order. 

(Chairman,)  Of  course,  they  are  all  in  order  now. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  They  were  entered  before 
the  serial  number  was  put  there. 

(Chairman,)  Here  is  what  your  official  reports. 
He  says  that  on  refeiTing  to  the  register  he  found 
only  a  portion  of  one  case  was  entered,  from  which  I 
gather  that  no  portion  of  another  case  was  entered. 
I  want  to  know  whether  the  case,  no  portion  of  which 
was  entered,  was  No.  35. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  That  may  be  so. 

(The  Witness.)  That  was  so. 

9323.  (Mr.  Meadows  White)  It  was  put  into  the 
order  book  to  have  the  entries  completed  afterwards. 
The  clerk  wlio  has  to  do  that  anticipates  the  work  as 
far  as  possible,  and  when  the  work  is  completed  the 
entries  are  completed  ;  there  is  the  serial  number 
number  entered,  and  the  page  in  the  book,  with  the 
serial  number  upon  it.  There  were  considerable  dis- 
putes and  liti^tion  in  respect  to  these  houses,  and 
the  papers  wire  not  always  at  the  office  for  the 
entering  clerk  to  enter  them,  but  he  did  leave  spaces 
for  the  entry  and  afterwards  made  the  entries. 

(The  Witness)  That  is  exactly  what  I  said  ; 
18  months  after,  I  saw  the  spaces,  but  no  entry — 
vacant  spaces. 

9324.  (Mr.  Meadows  White)  If  you  look  through 
any  book  you  will  find  plenty  of  blank  pages  and 
others  partly  entered,  and  entries  in  progress.  It  is 
not  peculiar  to  this  case.  There  is  the  space  left  for 
entries ;  there  are  about  3,000  of  these  cases  in  the 
year. 

(The  Witness.)  Will  your  Lordship  allow  me  to 
filate  this.  When  Mr.  Brown  came  first  he  told  me 
he  would  bring  someone  to  set  aside  the  order  made 
by  Mr.  Peebles.  lie  brought  Mr.  Thomaa,  and  intro- 
duced him  to  me  as  his  friend.  My  contention  is 
that  Mr.  Thomas  had  no  right  there  at  all,  he  was 
simply  going  over  the  head  of  the  district  surveyor, 
who  had  done  his  duty  in  the  matter  so  far.  It  was 
to  the  dangerous  structure  department  that  I  went, 
accompanied  by  my  solicitor,  to  see  those  entries. 

9325.  (Mr.  Studd)  Can  you  tell  me  when  the  date 
was  that  you  went  and  saw  this  book  at  the  Board  ? — 
It  would  be  the  day  before  the  case  came  on  before 
Mr.  Justice  Hawkins. 

9326.  Can  you  give  the  month  ? — I  think  it  was 
June  1885. 

9327.  When  was  the  shoring  done  by  the  Board  ? 
—In  April  1884. 

9328.  Was  there  any  entry  in  that  book  of  the 
shoring  that  had  been  done  by  the  Board  against  35  ? 
—Not  against  35. 

9329.  Was  there  any  entry  of  the  shoring  against 
33  ?— There  was. 

9330.  The  whole  of  the  space  devoted  to  35  was 
blank  ?— Was  blank. 


9331.  Can  you  tell  me  how  much  was  filled  up 
against  33  ? — Two  or  three  pai*agraphs. 

9332.  May  the  witness  look  at  the  register.  [It  is 
handed  to  the  witness.}  Is  that  the  lKK)k  tha4  you 
saw  ? — It  was  a  book  similar  to  this. 

9333.  You  think,  very  likely,  that  is  the  same 
book  ? — Yes,  I  think  so. 

9334.  I  suppose  that  is  the  only  book  that  could 
have  been  shown  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White)  That  is  the  register. 

(Mr.  Studd)  Can  you  tell  me  how  that  has  been 
altered  since  }^ou  saw  it  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White)  It  has  not  Ijeen  altered. 

(Mr.  Studd)  I  mean  added  to — what  is  the  diflfer- 
ence  between  that  book  as  it  stands  now  and  that 
book  as  it  was  when  you  saw  it  ?  —  There  were 
one  or  two  items  with  regard  to  Mr.  Peeble's  visit. 

9335.  Against  which  ? — Against  33. 

9336.  Look  at  the  part  referring  to  35.  You  say 
you  saw  the  heading  devoted  to  35,  with  blanks  in 
it  ? — Yes,  he  showed  us  ihat. 

9337.  Perhaps  Mr.  Thomas  would  show  you  again 
where  he  found  that  ? — It  was  not  Mr.  Thomas,  it 
was  a  clerk  whom  I  saw. 

9338.  It  would  save  time  if  anyone  could  help  you 
to  find  the  place  where  the  entries  against  35 
appear? 

(Mr,  Meadows  White.)  It  is  29,756. 

9338a.  (Mr,  Studd,)  Were  any  of  those  entries  in 
the  book  when  you  saw  it  ? — There  were  entries  in  the 
book  with  regard  to  No.  33.  Tnat  is  what  I  went  to 
see.  He  said  I  can  show  you  what  we  have  got  with 
regard  to  33,  and  we  asked  to  see  something  with 
regard  to  85,  but  he  said,  "  We  have  not  a  line 
"  respecting  35." 

9339.  Just  look  at  35  now ;  is  there  anything  there 
with  respect  to  the  shoring  that  was  done  in 
April  ? 

(Mr,  Meadows  White.)  He  said  there  was  nothing 
about  the  shoring  in  33. 

(Mr.  Studd)  1  do  not  think  he  did. 

(The  Witfiess.)  There  was  nothing,  of  course 
against  35,  but  there  was  against  33. 

9340.  I  mean  in  the  book ;  now  is  there  any  entry 
respecting  shoring? — If  this  applies  to  35,  29,756, 
these  entries  were  not  in. 

9341.  Can  you  find  the  shoring  now?  Perhaps  we 
had  better  get  it  from  one  of  the  Board's  witnesses 
when  they  come? — ^There  is  nothing  here  showing 
it. 

9342.  Have  you  got  the  notices  that  the  Board 
served  upon  you  ? 

(Chairman.)  We  have  copies  of  them  all  here. 

9342a.  (Mr,  Studd)  Even  if  you  did  not  comply 
with  that  notice  with  regard  to  palling  down  the 
walls,  as  Mr. Bosanquet suggested  to  you,  at  allevents 
you  satisfied  the  district  surveyor? — I  did,  and  he 
expressed  his  satisfaction  more  than  once. 

9343.  The  district  surveyor  is  the  person  appointed 
to  see  that  you  carry  out  the  orders  of  the  Board  ? — 
Certainly,  and  the  orders  he  caused  to  be  made. 

9344.  You  are  a  practical  builder  ? — Yes. 

9345.  In  your  opinion,  would  it  have  been  necessary 
to  support  the  party- wall  after  your  shoring  had  been 
done  to  it,  to  put  up  that  shoring  in  front  ?— No, 
certainly  not;  not  to  support  the  party-wall. 

9346.  You  say  that  a  surveyor  had  been  over  this 
property  some  time  before,  and  condemned  it  ? — In 
1883,  1  believe. 

9347.  Who  was  that  ?— Mr.  Robins,  I  think. 

9348.  Did  you  hear  that  there  was  an  inquiry  by 
the  Board,  or  the  Works  Committee  of  the  Board, 
into  the  conduct  of  Mr.  Brown  in  this  matter  ? — I 
did. 

9349.  Were  you  given  any  opportunity  of  giving 
evidence  before  that  inquiry  ? — Not  at  all.  I  did  not 
know  when  it  was  going  to  be  gone  into,  I  had  no 
Intimation  whatever. 

9350.  Do  you  remember  that  there  was  another 
inquiry  held  by  the  Board  ? — Yes. 
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9351.  After  something  had  been  found  out  with 
regard  to  Mr.  Boberteon  ? — Yes. 

9352.  Did  jou  attend  at  that  inquiry  ? — I  did. 

9353.  Did  jou  desire  to  make  a  statement  as  to  this 
matter? — I  did. 

9354.  Did  the  Board  refuse  to  hear  you  ? — Yes.  I 
proceeded  to  do  so,  and  was  stopped. 

9355.  I  do  not  know  whether  you  have  said  it,  but 
there  was  some  structure  put  up  on  the  premises  of 
35, 1  fancy  ?-— That  would  be  37. 

9356.  'Some  structure  was  erected  there  ? — Yes. 

9357.  You  would  know  as  a  builder;  could  that 
structure  be  erected  without  any  notice  to  the  district 
surveyer  or  anyone  ? — No,  it  is  against  the  rules  to 
do  so ;  there  is  a  fee  to  be  paid.  I  have  a  case  here 
where  we  erected  two  or  three  similar  ones  on  our 
side,  and  tliey  were  underground.  We  had  to  give 
notice,  and  I  hare  the  receipt  here  for  the  Eurveyor's 
fee,  five  guineas.  Mr.  Brown's  structure  is  shown 
here  in  pink. 

9358.  You  received  bome  time  in  September,  I 
forget  exactly  the  date,  a  letter  from  Mr.  Brown  ;  or 
Mr.  Booth  did  ?— Yes. 

9359.  (Chairman.)  The  22nd  of  September  ? 
(Mr.  Studd.)  In  that  letter  references  is  made  to 

carrying  out  the  order  of  the  Board  ? — Yes. 

9360.  Do  you  know  what  order  that  would  refer 
to  ? — Taking  down  the  party- wall. 

9361.  But  the  Board  had  shored  up  the  party-wall. 
Do  you  know  whether  this  was  a  fresh  order  made 
afterwards  ? — ^The  Board  had  shoi-ed  the  front  of  his 
house,  and  in  doing  the  work  it  was  necessary  for 
him  to  fake  down  the  shore  that  they  fixed,  that 
is,  when  they  were  dealing  with  the  front  of  his 
house. 

9362.  This  order  referred  to  in  September  is  the 
original  order  which  had  been  made  in  March  1884  ? 
—Yes. 

9363.  Is  Mr.  Brown  still  a  member  of  the  Board, 
do  you  know  ? — ^I  think  he  is. 

9364.  (Mr.  Meadows  IVhite.)  You  are  a  builder  of 
experience,  I  suppose  ? — Yes. 

9365.  This  was  a  party- wall,  was  it  not  ? — A  party- 
wall. 

9366.  You  represented  the  building  owner? — 
Yes. 

9367.  Under  the  Party  Structures,  Part  3,  of  the 
Building  Act  you  have  the  right,  have  you  not,  of 
giving  three  months'  notice  to  pull  down  and  repair 
any  party  structure  that  is  so  far  defective  or  out 
of  repair  as  to  make  it  necessary  or  desirable  to  pull 
down  the  same  ? — Yes. 

9368.  Why  did  not  you  exercise  your  power? — 
Because  it  did  not  interfere  with  what  I  was  doing. 
My  instructions  were  to  erect  the  building  according 
to  the  plan,  and  I  proceeded  to  do  it. 

9369.  It  this  was  a  defective  party-wall,  you  had 
full  power  under  the  Building  Act  to  pull  down  the 
party-wall? — Mr.  Brown  forestalled  us;  he  brought 
an  action  against  Mr.  Booth. 

9370.  I  ask  you  whether  you  are  not  aware  that 
you  have  power  under  the  Building  Act  to  pull  down 
this  party-wall  if  defective  ? —  Yes,  I  believe  that 
is  so. 

9371.  And  charge  half  the  expense  against  the 
adjoining  owner  ? — I  think  that  is  so. 

9372.  Why  did  not  you  do  so ;  was  it  because  you 
wished  to  avoid  the  three  months'  notice? — I  saw 
the  house  wao  crowded  with  people. 

9373.  You  have  said  you  did  not  pull  it  down 
because  the  house  was  occupied ;  might  you  not  have 
exercised  the  powers  conferred  upon  building  owners 
by  Part  3  of  the  Building  Act,  and  pulled  down  this 
party  structure  ? — Yes ;  that  would  not  be  a  matter 
for  me. 

9374.  It  seems  to  me  to  get  rid  of  a  great  part  of 
your  grievance.  You  gave  the  notice,  did  you  not, 
on  the  20th  of  March  1884  ?— Yes. 

9375.  "  That  a  house  adjoining  this  property,  No.  35, 
''  is  in  a  dangerous  condition,  owing  to  the  ft'ont  wall 
^*  not  having  been  properly  trust  into  gable  or  party- 


^*  wall — "  ? — Owing  to  it  not  being  properly  bonded,  I 
think  it  is.  I  shoiUd  say  the  front  ol  Mr.  Brown's 
house  was  tied  to  the  party-wall  originally  by  timber, 
which  rotted ;  that  was  one  cause  of  the  front  going 
Irom  it. 

9376.  You  deal  with  it  as  a  defect  of  the  front  of 
the  house.  Having  given  this  notice,  the  Board  at 
once,  under  their  powers,  and  in  accordance  with 
their  duty,  require  a  survey  to  be  made  by  the 
district  surveyor  under  section  69? — I  understood  you 
to  ask  me  why  we  did  not  do  the  ordinary  thing.  It 
was  because  Mr.  Brown  did  an  extraordinary  thing ; 
he  brought  what  he  called  a  bigger  man  over  my 
head,  and  I  did  not  know  who  he  might  be  ;  what  he 
might  have  behind  him. 

9377.  Who  was  the  bigger  man  ?~Mr:,  Thoma*?. 
He  said,  **  I  will  bring  a  man  who  will  smash  you 
**  and  Peebles,"  and  he  did  so. 

9378.  Wiien  you  were  pulling  down  your  house, 
and  had  a  party- wall  to  deal  with,  I  ask  you  why  you 
did  not  proceed  in  the  ordinary  course,  which  you 
had  a  right  to  take  ? — Because  Mr.  Brown  asked  me 
if  I  knew  who  he  was. 

9379.  When  was  that? — When  he  came  first,  on 
the  1st  of  April — a  very  significant  date. 

9380.  I  am  speaking  of  the  20th  of  March  ?— He 
came,  and  he  said,  "Do  you  know  I  am  a  member  of 
"  the  Board."  I  had  heard  that  from  a  tenant,  and  I 
told  Mr.  Peebles. 

938 1 .  I  am  not  speaking  of  what  Brown  said  or 
did  ;  I  am  speaking  of  the  procedure  of  the  Board  ? 
— Yes,  that  is  what  I  am  speaking  of. 

9382.  It  was  the  20th  of  March,  not  the  1st  of 
April. 

(Mr,  Bosanquet.)  The  witness  has  given  us  the 
1st  of  April  as  the  first  day  that  Brown  called. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  It  may  be,  but  this  notice 
was  the  20th  March. 

(Mr.  Bosanquet.)  I  thought  you  were  putting  to 
the  witness  what  he  had  not  said. 

(Mr.  Meadows  PFhite.)  I  am  not  concerned  with 
jvhat  Mr.  Brown  said  or  did. 

(Chairman.)  That  really  is  the  only  thing  that  we 
are  concerned  with. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  thought  you  were  con- 
cerned with  the  procedure  in  this  case. 

(C/iairman.)  No  doubt  as  affecting  that. 

( The  Witness.)  I  should  like  to  give  a  more  clear 
answer  to  Mr.  White's  first  question.  I  am  asked 
why  I  did  not  do  the  ordinary  thing.  I  have  a  note 
here  on  the  1st  April :  "  Mr.  Brown,  of  Hammer- 
"  smith,  called  twice  to-day  in  reference  to  the  notice 
*^  to  pull  down  old  house."  *  He  said  "  I  am  a  member 
^<  of  the  Board,  and  I  will  bring  a  big  man  that  will 
*'  smash  the  little  man,"  and,  therefore,  I  did  not 
resort  to  the  ordinary  coui-se. 

9383.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  do  not  care  what 
Mr.  Brown  said  or  did  ;  attend  to  the  question. 
You  sent  this  letter  to  the  Board  on  the  20th  March 
1884  ? — Yes,  and  at  that  time  I  had  not  done  any- 
thing towards  pulling  down. 

9384.  Are  you  not  aware  that  on  the  very  next  day 
the  Board,  in  pursuance  of  their  duty  under  the  Act, 
gave  notice  to  the  district  surveyor  to  survey ;  they 
required  Mr.  Alexander  Peebles  to  survey,  and  that 
Mr.  Peebles  did  survey  ? — Mr.  Peebles  came  on  the 
^7th  of  March  ;  he  did  serve  a  notice. 

9385.  The  Boai-d  required  Mr.  Peebles  to  do  so 
on  the  21  St  March  1884  ? — I  know  he  came  on  the 
27  th. 

9386.  Mr.  Peebles  having  reported  that  it  was  a 
party-wall,  did  you  receive  notice  of  the  proceedings 
in  respect  of  33  ? — It  was  an  empty  house  ;  the 
notice  was  naile%l  on  the  door.  I  took  it  from  the 
door  the  same  day. 

9387.  Do  you  not  know  that,  it  being  reported  to- 
the  Board  that  that  was  a  party  structure,  proceedings 
were  taken,  and  went  on  against  both  houses? — I 
know  I  sent  that  note  on  tho  20th  of  March,  and 
in  answer  to  that,  Mr.  Peebles  came  on  the    27th 

Qq3 
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of  Miurch,  and  on  the  Ist  of  April  Mr.  Brown  eame 
twice. 

(Mr.  Bosanqttet.)  He  has  already  told  us  that  on 
the  29th  of  March  notice  was  served  on  33  and  35. 

9388.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Had  you  anything 
to  do  with  the  negociations  for  the  sale  of  35  to  your 
employers  ? — Yes,  I  had. 

9389.  You  knew  that? — Yes  ;  that  was  subsequent 
to  this  date. 

9890.  Do  you  know  how  long  these  negotiations 
lasted  ? — ^A  few  months  I  should  think,  but  they  did 
not  commence  till  considerably  after  this.  The  corres- 
pondence, I  think,  in  September.  (See  shorthand 
notes  in  Brown  v.  Booth), 

9391.  Are  you  aware  that  the  district  surveyor  was 
directed  by  the  Board  to  survey,  and  that  he  reported 
that  the  wall  might  stand  safely  for  a  certain  period, 
pending  those  negotiations  ? — After  I  had  shored  it 
up. 

9392.  When  did  you  shore  it  up? — Immediately 
after  the  notice  was  served. 

9393.  Had  you  shored  it  up  on  the  1 1th  of  April? 
—Certainly. 

9394.  Had  you  shored  it  up  on  the  15th  of  April  ? 
— Certainly. 

9395.  I  ask  you  that,  because  1  have  a  report  from 
Mr.  Peebles  addressed  to  Mr.  Vulliamy  dated  the 
15th  April,  *^  This  shoring  had  not  been  commenced 
"  yesterday,  Monday.  A  good  raking  shore  is  required 
"  against  the  fronts  opposite  end  of  party-wall  next 
**  street  '*  ? — That  is  not  our  shores. 

9396.  With  regard  to  the  shoring  from  the  inside, 
when  you  are  pulling  down  a  house,  is  not  the  shoring 
up  of  a  party-wall  constantly  done  by  those  who  are 
building  ? — I  think  I  have  stated  that  there  were  five 
shores  necessary.  I  fixed  four,  three  between  the 
buildings,  one  at  the  back  ;  and  when  I  informed 
Mr.  Peebles  that  Mr.  Thomas  had  been  brought,  he 
was  wrath,  and  he  said,  **  Do  not  do  any  more,  I  will 
"  make  him  do  his  share."  That  is  why  I  did  not 
fix  any  more. 

9897.  Are  you  aware  that  this  report  was  made  by 
Alexander  Peeble,  surveyor,  on  the  29th  A]m\ :  **  1 
**  beg  to  report  that  on  the  29th  day  of  April,  1884, 
*'  I  visited  the  structure  known  as  33,  Lisson  Grove, 
**  in  the  parish  of  St.  Marylebone,  upon  the  owner, 
**  of  which  a  notice  that  the  said  structure  was  in  a 
**  dangerous  state,  and  requiring  certain  works  to  be 
"  done  thereto,  was  served  on  the  day  of 
'^  188  ,  and  found  that  the  fissured  and  defective 
^*  portions  had  not  been  taken  down  or  rendered 
"  secure,  except  the  shore  erected  by  your  Board." 
Does  that  correctly  state  the  matter  on  the  29th  of 
April  ? — Yes. 

9398.  Nothing  has  been  done  ? — It  was  on  the 
19th  of  April  that  his  assistant  came  and  took  dimen- 
sions for  the  shore ;  that  was  the  shore  which  I  was 
told  not  to  fix,  with  which  I  had  nothing  to  do. 
That  was  the  shore  fixed  to  the  front  of  Mr.  Brown's 
house. 

9399.  I  asked  you  whether  that  correctly  Repre- 
sented the  state  of  things  on  the  29th  of  April,  that 
is  nearly  a  month  after  the  notice.  "  The  fi8sure<i 
'*  and  defective  portions  had  not  been  taken  down  or 
"  rendered  secure  except  the  shore  erected  by  your 
<«  Board"?— Yes. 

9400.  (Mr.  Bosanquet.)  It  represented  all  that  had 
been  done  since  the  witness  had  done  what  he  calls 
his  work  ? 

(The  Witness.)  Certainly. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White)  I  do  not  see  that. 

(Chairman.)  I  think  it  is  so. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  On  the  31st  of  July  we 
have  this  report  firom  Mr.  Peebles. 

(Mr.  Bosanquet.)  This  witness  may  be  wrong,  but 
he  says  he  put  up  his  foreshores  befora  the  18th 
April ;  and  then  the  shoring  done  by  the  Board, 
referred  to  in  that  report,  was  done  about  the  19th  of 
April  5  he  may  be  right  or  wrong. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White)  The  question  is  whether 
th€«e  internal  shores  were  satisfactory  to  the  district 


surveyor.     I  am  only  reading  what  came  before  the 
Board. 

(Mr.  Bosanquet)  You  apparently  excluded  what 
he  said  he  did  before  that. 

9401.  (Mr.  Meadows  White)  I  did  not  intend  to 
do  that.  (  To  the  witness)  What  was  it  you  did  ? — 
We  fixed  three  shores  as  shown  on  the  photograph, 
and  one  in  the  rear  of  Mr.  Brown's  house ;  that  W4mld 
be  four  shores.  Mr.  Peebles  saw  those  from  time  to 
time. 

9402.  (Mr>  Bosanquet)  That  is  before  the  Board 
did  anything? — That  is  before  the  Board  did  any- 
thing; in  fact  I  had  a  conversation  on  the  19th  of 
April  with  the  surveyor  when  he  took  dimensions ; 
we  had  any  amount  of  timber,  and  could  have  easily 
done  the  work  if  it  had  been  my  business. 

9403.  (Mr.  Meadows  White)  You  were  pulling 
down  the  house  and  put  up  certain  shoring.  The 
question  is  what  was  necessary  for  the  purpose  of 
keeping  this  structure  safe,  which  the  district  sur- 
veyor was  surveying  t — At  that  time  we  were  not 
pulling  down  the  house. 

/H04.  I  have  read  the  report  upon  it  which  referred 
to  the  work  to  be  done  by  the  owner  of  33.  On  the 
31st  of  July  1884  Mr.  Peebles,  the  surveyor,  reports : 
"  On  the  31st  day  of  July  1884  I  visited  the 
'<  structure  known  as  No.  33,  Lisson  Street,  in  the 
*'  parish  of  St.  Marylebone,  upon  the  owner  of  which 
*'  a  notice  that  the  said  structure  was  in  a  dangerous 
'*  state,  and  requiring  certain  works  «to  be  done 
*•  thereto,  was  served  on  the  31st  day  of  Mardi  1884, 
^'  and  found  the  wall  still  shored  up,  not  pulled 
^^  down,  immediately  the  agreement  of  sale  and  pur- 
''  chase  has  been  completed,  and,  in  my  opinion,  tjie 
**  matter  may  be  allowed  to  stand  over  for .  two 
''  months."  Is  not  that  the  agreement  for  purchase 
and  sale  between  Mr.  Brown,  the  owner  of  35,  and 
your  clients,  the  owners  of  33? — There  was  no 
agreement  at  any  time ;  there  was  a  negotiation. 

9405.  The  negotiation  was  pending  ?  —  Yes.  I 
should  say  this,  that  in  a  conversation  with  Mr.  Peebles, 
he  knew  we  were  going  to  build  an  independent  wall, 
and,  therefore,  he  never  intended  to  interfere  with  us 
further. 

9406.  There  is  a  report  on  the  8tli  of  September 
1884  that  the  dangerous  work  had  not  been  removed 
or  repaired  ? — You  may  follow  it  up  to  the  present 
date. 

9407.  On  tlie  30th  April  1885,  does  this  represent 
the  truth,  ^  That  a  new  external  wall  had  been  built 
"  against  this  wall  upon  the  site  of  No.  33,  concealing 
"  a  portion  of  the  party -wall  referred  to ;  consequently 
"  I  am  unable  to  say  of  my  own  knowledge  whether 
"  the  defective  work  has  been  removed  or  not.  How- 
<^  ever,  with  this  new  wall  up<Hi  one  side,  and  the 
'^  shore  against  the  front  wall,  there  is  now  no  present 
"  danger."  You  had  never  tak^i  out  the  defective 
work,  but  you  had  built  up  the  wall  ? — We  had  built 
an  independent  wall  and  shored  the  old  one  up. 

9408.  You  said  Mr.  Thomas  visited  the  premises ; 
what  date  was  that? — ^The  3rd  of  April,  two  days 
afler  Mr.  Brown  had  promised  his  visit. 

9409.  By  whom  was  the  work  ultimately  done? 
Either  you  or  Mr.  Brown  had  to  do  it.  You  both 
had  notice.  By  whom  was  the  work  ultimi^ly  done? 
— It  has  not  been  done  yet,  and  we  left  oflf  building 
the  independent  wall. 

9410.  I  have  it  here  that  the  work  was  executed 
by  Mr.  Brown,  the  owner  of  35,  Lisson  Street  ? — 
xes,  I  read  that  report,  and  was  very  much  astonished 
to  see  it. 

9411.  Did  you  touch  the  defective  work ;  did  you 
cut  out  any  part  of  it  ? — No,  we  did  not  touch  any 
defective  work. 

9412.  This  is  the  report  of  Alexander  Peebles  on 
which  the  certificate  was  given,  *'  I  beg  to  report  that 
<^  on  the  2l3t  day  of  October  1885,  I  visited  the 
"  structure  known  as  No.  33,  Lisson  Street,  in  the 
"  pari^  of  St.  Marylebone,  upon  the  owner  of  which 
''  a  notice  that  the  said  structure  was  in  a  dangerous 
'^  state,  and    requiring  certain  works    to    be    dotie 
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*'  thereto,  was  served  on  the  Slst  dny  of  March 
"  1884,  and  found  that  the  defective  work  had  been 
**  cut  out  and  repaired  **  ? — I  say  it  lias  never  been 
done. 

9413.  You  have  not  done  it  ? — No. 

9414.  (Chairman.)  Do  you  say  it  is  not  cut  out 
now? — It  is  not  cut  out  now.  It  has  never  been 
done. 

9415.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  This  is  the  district 
surveyor's  report? — There  was  nothing  done  until 
that  letter  of  Mr.  Brown's ;  the  top  of  his  own  houso, 
which  he  was  bound  to  take,  was  falling — it  hung 
over  several  inches. 

9416.  Do  you  say  that  the  defective  work  had  not 
been  cut  out  ? — I  distinctly  say  that  now,  it  has  not 
been  done  yet ;  that  is  why  I  left  off  pulling  down 
when  I  saw  what  was  going  on,  that  they  thought  we 
were  going  to  hide  it. 

9417.  (Mr.  Bosanquet.)  You  say  some  of  it  has 
been  cut,  but  not  all? — ^About  three  feet  six  of 
the  upper  portion  of  the  wall,  which  hung  over 
towards  oui  side  has  been  taken  down  and  rebuilt. 

9418.  (Mr.  Meadows  f^hite.)  This  is  the  report 
of  the  district  surveyor,  is  it  not? — I  do  not  care 
whose  report  it  is,  it  has  never  been  done  yet,  the 
old  bond  timber,  which  I  should  think  is  200  years 
old,  and  is  rotting,  is  there  now,  in  fact,  it  is  shown  in 
the  photo. 

9419.  The  district  surveyor  is  the  person  who  is 
responsible  for  the  survey  of  the  works  ? — Yes,  but 
other  people  have  been  brought  in.  I  do  not  know 
what  arrangements  have  been  come  to. 

9420.  Do  you  mean  to  say  the  district  surveyor  has 
been  bribed  ? — I  mean  to  say  that  the  work  has  not 
been  done  yet. 

9421.  That  is  the  gentleman  you  say  was  with 
Mr.  Brown  (pointing  to  Mr.  ThomofS  ? — That  is  the 
gentlemen. 

9422.  Will  you  look  at  this  photograph  (handing 
the  same  to  witness.)  Is  not  that  the  shore  ? — Yes, 
but  there  is  another  one  that  shows  it  from  another 
point. 

9423.  (Chairman.)  Is  that  the  one  (handing 
another  photograph  to  the  witness)  ? — Yes,  that  is  the 
one ;  that  is  the  same  shore  as  this. 

9424.  If  this  is  accurate,  it  looks  as  if  it  were 
inside  the  party  wall. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  suppose  it  was  placed  by 
Mr.   Greenwood  under  the  direction   of  the  district 


surveyor? — It  is  the  same  photo,  only  taken  from 
a  different  position. 

9425.  (Chairman.)  What  is  the  width  of  the  party 
wall? — It  is  a  nine-inch  wall  at  top,  and  thicker 
lower  down. 

9426.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  There  is  often  a 
broken  jagged  line  left  ? — I  think  in  the  report  they 
admit  that  the  front  of  the  house  was  overhanging  a 
foot.     I  think  you  will  find  that. 

9427.  Will  you  answer  the  question.  I  do  not  know 
why  you  have  this  animus  in  the  matter;  had  you 
anything  to  do  with  the  negotiations  for  the  purchase 
and  sale  ? — Well,  I  had  to  do  with  Mr.  Brown  fre- 
quently visiting ;  he  came  twice  on  the  first  day. 

9428.  What  was  the  intention  in  buying  the  house? 
•  -It  was  his  wish  we  should  do  so. 

9429.  What  was  the  intention  of  your  clients  in 
buying;  do  you  know  that;  was  it  to  pull  it  down 
or  to  keep  as  it  was,  or  what? — They  would  not  keep 
it  as  it  was ;  they  would  not  be  allowed  to  keep  as  it 
was. 

9430.  Was  it  intended  to  pull  it  down  and  build 
up  new  barracks,  or  something  of  the  sort  ? — We  did 
not  need  it  for  barracks  ;  we  have  a  large  space  there 
now  about  100  feet  square. 

9431.  Or  for  an  entrance? — We  did  not  need  it, 
and  we  never  had  it,  although  he  was  very  anxious 
for  us  to  have  it. 

9432.  These  charges  would  be  served  upon  whoever 
represented  the  Salvation  Army,  I  suppose  ? — Yes. 

9i33.  Not  upon  you? — ^Not  upon  me. 

9434.  (Mr.  Studd.)  Do  you  know  that  37,  which 
also  belonged  to  Mr.  Brown,  was  occupied — a  portion 
of  it — by  the  Land  League,  or  a  Land  League  club, 
or  some  such  name  ? — Yes. 

9435.  Did  Mr.  Brown  ever  say  anything  to  yon 
with  regard  to  getting  rid  of  the  Land  I^eague  as 
tenants  ? — Oh,  yes.     I  made  some  inquiry. 

( Chairman.)  This  seems  a  long  way  off. 

(Mr.  Studd.)  Shall  I  telJ  your  Lordship  what  it 
was,  it  was  this.  Mr.  Birch  told  Mr.  Brown  that  if 
they  purchased  37 

(Chairman.)  Yes,  I  know.  I  saw  that,  but  that  is 
a  long  way  off. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Will  your  Lordship  ask 
Mr.  Peebles,  the  district  surveyor,  who  is  not  an 
oificial  of  the  Board,  but  an  independent  official,  if 
yonr  Lordship  has  any  doubt  about  this  matter  ? 

(Chairtnan.)  We  had  better  hear  what  Mr.  Thomas 
has  to  say. 
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The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  George  James  Thomas  sworn  and  examined. 


9436.  (Chairman^  What  is  your  position  in  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works? — Superintendent  of 
the  Dangerous  Structures  Department  under  the 
superintending  architect. 

9437.  Is  that  a  different  department  from  the 
Building  Acts  Department? — It  is  a  separate  branch 
of  the  same  department. 

9438.  Are  you  at  the  head  of  that  department  ? — 
Yes. 

9439.  How  long  have  you  been  so? — ^Abont  10 
years,  I  think,  now. 

9440.  When  a  letter  was  received,  such  as  was  re- 
ceived from  Mr.  Brick  in  this  case  about  No.  35, 
Lisson  Street,  would  it  come  first  before  you  ? — ^The 
letter  is  brought  to  me  the  first  thing  in  the  morning, 
and  it  is  then  sent  into  the  inner  office  to  be  registered, 
and  the  propei*  assistant  takes  that  letter  and  sends  a 
requisition  to  the  distiict  surveyor. 

9441.  When  were  you  first  spoken  to  about  this 
matter  of  35,  Lisson  Street  ? — ^By  Mr.  Brown,  do  you 
mean  ? 

9442.  Yes;  there  was  nobody  else  spoke  to  you 
about  it  before  ? — No,  I  think  it  was  about  the  28th 
April,  as  nearly  as  I  can  recollect,  the  latter  end  of 
AprO. 


9443.  The  28th  of  March  do  you  mean?— No, 
April. 

9444.  Were  not  vou  there  on  the  3rd  of  April  ? — 
No. 

9445.  Are  you  sure  of  that  ? — Quite  positive. 

9446.  (Chairman  to  Mr.  Brick.)  Have  you  got 
your  diary  ? 

(Mr.  Brick.)  Not  of  1884,  only  an  exti*aet  from  it. 

(  The  Witness.)  1  was  there  about  the  latter  end  of 
April. 

(Mr.  Bosanquet  to  Mr.  Brick.)  Is  this  the  gentle* 
man  who  came  down  with  Mr.  Brown  on  the  3rd  of 
April. 

(Mr.  Brick.)  Yes. 

(Chairman.)  Is  this  extracted  from  your  diary  ? 

(Mr.  Brick.)  It  is. 

(Chairman.)  **Smrveyor  and  Mr.  Brown  came 
^'  to-day  about  old  property."  Then  there  is  in  a 
parenthesis,  ^*  the  surveyor  was  Mr.  Thomas ; "  was 
that  put  in  at  the  time  ? 

(Mr.  Brick.)  That  was  a  copy  I  sent  to  the  editor 
of  the  <'  Times  "  ;  that  in  the  parenthesis  was  not. 

(Chairman.)  It  was  not  written  at  the  time  in  tho 
diary  ? 

(Mr.  Brick.)  Not  written  at  the  time^. 

Qq4 


a 


Mr. 
,/•  Thomas. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


312 


METROPOLITAN   BOARD   OP   WORKS   INQUIRY   COMMISSION 


Seventeenth 
[Day. 

10  Ju]y  1888. 

3/r. 
G. ./.  Thomas. 


(Chairman.)  Are  you  satisfied  that  Mr.  Brown  did 
come  with  a  surveyor  on  the  3rd  of  April. 

(Mr,  Brick.)  Yes. 

(Chairman.)  That  is  entered  in  your  diary  ? 

(Mr.  Brick.)  Oh,  yes.  There  were  two  other 
gentlemen  present. 

(Chairtnan.)  Are  you  sure  that  was  Mr.  Thomas  ? 

(Mr.  Brick.)  Oh,  yes. 

9447.  (Chairman  to  the  witness.)  You  say  you 
never  were  spoken  to  till  towards  the  end  of  April  ? — 
Towards  the  end  of  April. 

9448.  Have  you  any  memorandum,  or  what  enables 
you  to  say  it  was  towards  the  end  of  April  ? — I  have 
looked  up  an  old  tablet  that  I  have,  and  I  notice  that 
on  the  30th  of  April  or  the  1st  of  May,  I  made  an 
appointment  to  meet  Mr.  Brown  at  Burn  Street, 
which  is  a  street  parallel  with  Lisson  Street,  to  go 
over  his  property,  and  I  met  Mr.  Brown  there  on  that 
day. 

9449.  Were  you  more  than  once  at  Lisson  Street 
with  Mr.  Brown  ? — Only  about  that  time.  Several 
months  afterwards  I  was  there  again. 

9450.  What  did  you  go  there  for? — Mr.  Brown 
came  to  the  office  to  see  me  about  this  35,  Lisson 
Street,  and  asked  me  if  I  would  go  there  and  point 
out  what  should  be  done  ?  I  said  I  could  not  do  so  at 
once,  I  must  speak  to  Mr.  Vulliamy.  I  saw  Mr. 
Vulliamy  the  next  morning,  and  Mr.  Brown  either 
called  on  the  Board  day,  and  I  made  an  appointment 
then,  or  at  any  rate,  one  day  during  the  next  week. 

9451.  It  was  no  i>art  of  your  duty  to  go  to  these 
houses  and  inspect  them  ? — Oh,  dear  no  ;  that  is  why 
I  went  to  see  Mr.  Vulliamy  to  ask  whether  I  should 

go. 

9452.  The  only  person  having  a  duty  with  regard 
to  it  was  the  district  surveyor? — The  district  sur- 
veyor. 

9453.  You  were  to  go  and  see  what  should  be 
done? — And  meet  Mr,  Brown,  and  if  I  could  advise 
him  what  should  be  done  to  do  so ;  that  was  the  idea, 
to  tall  him  any  work  that  might  have  to  be  done, 
to  point  out,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  what  should  be 
done. 

9454.  Hfti  your  department  the  duty  of  determin- 
ing whether  what  was  done  was  satisfactory  or  not  ? 
— No,  but  I  could  point  out  the  defective  part  accord- 
ing to  my  opinion,  and  I  would  have  recommended 
Mr.  Brown  to  do  what  was  necessary  if  I  thought  he 
should  do  so. 

9455.  You  did  see  the  premises  ? — I  saw  the  upper 
part  only  of  the  premises;  I  recollect  more  particu- 
larly the  fissure  that  is  spoken  of,  and  that  is  the 
only  part  that  I  actually  looked  at. 

9456.  Did  you  see  Mr.  Brick  on  that  occasion  ? — 
No,  I  never  saw  anyone  excepting  Mr.  Brown  on  the 
premises  at  all. 

9457.  On  or  near  the  premises  ? — On  or  near  the 
premises  on  that  or  any  other  day. 

(To  Mr.  Brick.)  You  suggested  there  were  two 
other  gentlemen  there  ? 

(Mr.  Brick.)  Mr.  Sherwood,  the  architect^  and 
Mr.  Coxhead,  the  builder,  both  were  there. 

9458.  (To  the  witness.)  Do  you  know  Mr.  Sher- 
wood ? — No. 

9459.  Or  Mr.  Coxhead  ? — Nor  Mr.  Coxhead,  and 
I  may  say  that  until  the  trial  of  Brown  and  the  Salva- 
tion Army  I  never  saw  Mr.  Brick  in  my  life. 

9460.  Do  you  know  if  any  other  surveyor  from  the 
Board  of  Works  went  to  the  premises  with  Mr. 
Brown  ? — No,  I  know  of  no  one  else  that  could  have 
gone  there. 

9461.  What  did  you  recommend  Mr.  Brown  to  do? 
— I  told  Mr.  Brown  that  it  was  clear  to  me  that  there 
was  likely  to  be  litigation,  but  I  thought  the  best 
thing  he  could  do  would  be  to  consult  an  independent 
architect,  as  he  would  require  evidence  on  the  trial, 
supposing  it  came  to  trial,  and  he  had  much  better 
consult  some  independent  architect. 

9462.  You  told  us  that  you  went  afterwards,  when 
was  that  ? — T  cannot  recollect  the  date,  but  the  last 
time,  I  think  -it  was  the   second  and  last  time^  was 


when  tlie  matter  was  being  discussed  by  the  Board  ; 
I  went  there  to  see  if  any  work  had  been  done. 

9463.  (Mr.  Bosanguet.)  You  mean  in  1885  ?— In 
1885. 

9464.  The  year  afterwards  ? — Yes. 

9465.  (Chainnan.)  Was  that  part  of  your  duty  ? — 
I  was  requested  to  do  so  because  the  matter  waff 
reported  to  the  Board,  and  the  superintending  architect 
requested  roe  to  go  there  before  the  Board  meeting  to 
see  if  the  work  was  done;  it  was  an  exceptional 
thing. 

9466.  Did  you  find  it  done  ?— Yes. 

9467.  Was  ihat  fissure  cut  out  and  removed?— The 
fissure  was  certainly  not  there  ;  it  had  either  been  cut 
out,  or,  as  it  appeared  to  me,  the  wall  had  been  taken 
down  to  a  certain  point  and  rebuilt,  and  I  presume 
bonded  in  to  the  front  wall. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Will  your  Lordtdiip  lefer 
to  a  letter  of  Mr.  Vulliamy,  of  the  1st  October  1885, 
which  fixes  the  date.     It  is  in  the  case  of  No.  33. 

(Chairman.)  This  is  rather  curious;  on  the  1st 
October  1885  is  a  letter  signed  George  Vulliamy, 
"  Mr.  Thomas  has  this  morning  visited  the  above 
"  premises,  and  finds  that  the  works  remaining  to  be 
"  done  upon  his  inspection  on  the  23rd  September 
"  have  now  been  executed,  and  the  raking  shore  has 
"  been  struck."  On  the  2nd  of  October  1885  I  have 
a  letter  signed  by  Mr.  Vulliamy  directed  to  Mr. 
Brown  :  **  In  reply  to  your  letter  of  the  29th  inst.,  I 
**  beg  to  inform  you  Mr.  Ashbridge,  the  district  sur- 
**  veyor,  has  reported  to  me  that  the  works  to  the 
**  above  wall  are  being  rcade  secure  to  his  satisfaction^ 
'^  but  that  the  work  is  not  quite  complete,  and  that 
'*  as  soon  as  the  whole  was  done  he  would  again 
"  report."  I  suppose  his  report  was  before  the  visit 
of  Mr.  Thomas. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  There  was  some  little 
matter  remaining  to  be  put  in. 

9468.  (Chairman.)  Did  you  see  it  more  than  once, 
more  than  on  the  1st  October  1885? — No,  I  did  not 
see  it  after  that,  I  think  so  ;  I  am  sure. 

9469.  Did  you  see  it  between  that  date  and  this 
day  in  April  1884.  I  rather  gathered  from  something 
you  said  before  that  you  have  been  there  several 
times  ? — I  have  been  there  altogether,  I  think,  three 
times ;  once  was  at  the  end  of  April,  then  I  think  I 
went — it  must  have  been  some  months  afterwards  ,•  I 
cannot  fix  the  date. 

9470.  What  did  you  go  for  then  ? — I  do  not  even 
know  what  I  went  for,  but  I  have  a  recollection  of 
being  in  the  house  No.  35  ;  that  was  the  first  time  I 
had  been  in  it. 

9171.  If  an  order  of  this  sort  is  made  by  the  Board 
and  is  not  obeyed,  what  is  the  asual  course  to  take  ? 
— The  usual  course,  when  the  district  surveyor  reports 
the  work  not  done,  is  for  me  to  mark  the  report  for 
summons ;  that  was  done  in  this  instance.  I  did 
mark  it  with  my  mark  **  sums.,"  and  sent  it  in  to 
the  inner  ofiice. 

9472.  To  whom  does  that  go  ? — That  will  go  to  an 
assistant  in  the  inner  office,  and  it  is  his  duty  to  make 
out  the  summonses,  but  before  the  summons  was  made 
out  Mr.  Brown  called  at  the  office,  and  it  Wi^  then  I 
saw  Mr.  Vulliamy  and  he  requested  me  to  go  and  look 
at  the  premises.  He  asked  me  what  I  thought  of 
them  when  I  came  back,  and  I  told  him  that  there 
was  certainly  a  largish  fissure  at  the  junction  of  the 
party  wall  and  the  front,  but  that  the  raking  shore 
being  there  it  held  it  perfectly  secure,  and  that  it 
appeared  to  me  that  the  Salvation  Army  had  the  in- 
tention of  executing  works,  and  I  had  no  doubt  the 
work  would  be  done.  He  said.  Is  there  any  risk  ?  I 
said,  I  do  not  think  there  is  the  slightest  risk  in  leaving 
it  for  a  time.  Oh,  well,  he  said,  then  let  the  matter 
go  for  a  month  or  two,  and  probably  the  nej(otiations 
will  be  completed,  and  the  work  will,  do  doubt,  be 
executed  by  the  Salvation  Army  when  they  have 
purchased  the  interest. 

9473.  That  was  in  April  1884?— The  latter  end  of 
April  1884. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


MINUTES   OF   EVIDENCE. 


313 


9474.  Then  nothing  was  done  after  that  ? — Nothing 
was  done. 

9475.  Until  after  this  matter  was  discussed  by  the 
Board  ? — Nothing  was  done,  I  believe,  until  after  the 
matter  was  discussed,  before  the  matter  was  discussed, 
but  after  the  correspondence  in  the  **  Times." 

9476.  Did  you  have  no  conversation  with  Mr.  Cox- 
head  at  the  premises  ? — I  do  not  know  Mr.  Coxhead ; 
I  do  not  know  that  I  have  ever  seen  Mr.  Coxhead. 

9477.  With  anyone  there  ? — Not  with  anyone  except 
Mr.  Brown. 

9478.  In  consequence  of  what  you  say  took  place 
between  you  and  Mr.  Vulliamy,  I  understand  you 
stopped  the  issue  of  the  summons  ? — Precisely  so. 

9479.  I  see  on  the  1st  of  October  there  is  this 
letter  which  I  read  just  now,  signed  Greorge  Vulliamy  : 
"  Mr.  Thomas  has  this  morning  visited  the  above 
"  premise?,  and  finds  that  the  works  remaining  to  be 
**  done  upon  his  inspection  on  the  23  rd  of  September" 
— then  you  had  been  there  on  the  23rd  of  September 
previously  ? — I  presume  I  had. 

9480.  "  Have  now  been  executed,  and  the  raking 
shore  has  been  struck."  Then  on  2nd  October  Mr. 
Vulliamy  writes  a  letter  to  Mr.  Brown  saying  that  the 
surveyor  has  reported  the  works  are  being  made 
secure,  but  that  the  work  was  not  quite  complete,  and 
I  find  on  the  1st  October  Mr.  Vulliamy  writes  to  Mr. 
Ashbridge,  the  district  surveyor,  **  Some  time  since  Mr. 
"  Pebbles  certfied  that  this" — that  is,  the  wall  in 
**  question  —  was  in  a  dangerous  state.  I  shall  be 
"  obliged  by  your  informing  me  whether  the  fissured  and 
"  defecti\e portions  of  the  wall  have  been  made  secure 
"  to  your  satisfaction,  as  I  am  informed  by  the  owner 
"  that  the  work  has  been  executed.  As  this  matter 
^*  is  before  the  Board  to-morrow  with  reference  to  the 
**  correspondence  in  the  *  Times,'  I  shall  be  glad  of 
"  your  report  by  12  o'clock  on  that  day."  Then  on 
the  2nd  October  Mr.  Ashbridge  writes  :  "  In  reply  to 
"  your  letter  of  yesterday,  which  I  have  only  just 
"  received  (3.40  p.m.),  I  had  occasion  to  go  to  37, 
**  Lisson  Street,  yesterday,  and  noticing  that  some 
"  works  were  in  progress  next  door,  I  inspected  same, 
"  and  found  that  the  fissured  and  defective  portions  of 
"  tlie  party  wall  between  the  above  houses  were  being 
"  made  secure,  and  to  my  satisfaction,  but  the  work 
"  was  not  quite  completed.  I  will  report  to  you  as 
"  as  soon  as  I  find  that  the  whole  of  the  necessary 
"  work  has  been  completed  to  my  satisfaction."  I  do 
not  quite  understand  that.  After  the  time  when  you 
had  been  and  reported  apparently  that  all  the  work 
was  done,  Mr.  i\shbridge,  the  district  surveyor,  eays 
that  it  is  being  done,  but  is  not  done  ? — It  might  be 
that  certain  other  portions  were  not  finished.  There 
was  no  fissure  there.  I  am  quite  positive  of  that.  I 
did  not  pay  any  particulai-  attention  to  any  other  part 
of  the  wall ;  in  fact,  I  did  not  know  that  any  other  part 
was  included,  except  that  piece,  and  I  am  sure  that 
was  done.  Mr.  Brown  will  be  able  to  tell  your  Lord- 
ship exactly  what  was  done. 

9481.  (Mr.  Bosanquet,)  Do  you  know  whether 
Mr.  Brown  saw  Mr.  Vulliamy,  or  made  any  report  to 
him  on  the  1st  of  October  ? — I  do  not  know. 

9482.  Mr.  Vulliamy  writes:  **  I  am  informed  by 
the  owner  that  the  work  has  been  executed  "  ;  on  the 
day  on  which  you  appear  to  have  reported  to  Mr. 
Vulliamy,  did  you  report  to  Mr.  Vulliamy  as  repre- 
senting the  owner,  Mr.  Brown  ? — No,  certainly  not. 
I  reported  in  pursuance  of  my  directions  to  go  there 
and  see,  in  order  that  I  might  bo  in  a  position  to  state 
to  the  Board  whether  the  work  was  done  or  not,  and 
that  is  why  I  went  there  on  that  particular  day. 

9483.  Have  you  anything  to  guide  you  as  to  whether 
it  was  the  beginning  of  May  or  the  beginning  of  April 
when  you  went  down  there  first? — Only  that  on 
looking  over  an  old  tablet  at  the  time  of  the  trial  of 
Brown  v.  The  Salvation  Army,  I  found  a  small  note 
on  the  Ist  May  or  the  30th  April,  that  I  was  to  meet 
Mr.  Bi-own  at  Bum  Street  at  11  o'clock,  and  I  was 
cross-examined  very  severely  at  the  time  when  it 
was  before  the  official  referee  as  to  the  date  on 
which  I  was  there.    Mr.  Brick's  name  was  mentioned, 
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and  two  other  names  that  I  have  forgotten  now  as 
gentlemen  who  had  seen  me  there,  and  I  said  I  could 
not  help  it.  I  was  quite  positive  in  my  own  mind 
that  1  was  not  there  on  that  day,  and  that  when  I 
did  go  Mr.  Brown  and  myself  were  there  alone,  and 
I  am  as  positive  of  it  now. 

9484.  Did  you  know  Mr.  Brown,  except  as  a  mem- 
ber of  the  Metropolitan  Board  ? — I  have  never  spoken 
to  Mr.  Brown  until  he  came  into  my  room  upon  this 
matter. 

9485.  You  only  did  know  him  as  a  member  ? — I 
did  know  he  was  a  member  of  the  Board,  but  I  did 
not  know  his  name  even  up  to  that  time. 

9486.  Did  you  ever  go  down  to  look  at  what  was 
complained  of  as  a  dangerous  structure  for  anybody 
who  was  not  a  member  of  the  Board  ? — No,  I  do  not 
think  I  ever  have. 

9487.  The  Metropolitan  Board  having  appointed 
the  district  surveyor  to  report  upon  that,  he  was  the 
only  person  who  had  authority  over  it,  was  he  not  ? — 
He  was  the  only  person  who  could  say  as  to  whether 
the  work  was  done  or  not. 

948H.  What  had  you  or  any  other  official  of  the 
Board  to  do  with  it  ? — I  was  only  asked  to  go  there 
by  Mr.  Vulliamy,  in  order  that  Mr.  Vulliamy 

9189.  You  were  asked  to  go  there  by  Mr.  Brown 
first  .^— Yes. 

9490.  I  am  speaking  of  the  time  you  went  there 
for  Mr.  Brown  ? — But  before  I  went  I  saw  Mr. 
Vulliamy,  and  it  was  at  Mr.  Vulliamy *s  request  that  I 
was  to  go  there,  in  order  that  I  might  be  able  to 
report  to  Mr.  Vulliamy  the  exact  position  of  the  case. 

9491.  What  had  Mr.  Vulliamy  to  do  with  the 
matter? — Mr.  Vulliamy  decided  as  to  whether  delay 
should  be  ejiven  or  not,  whether  it  was  a  case  that 
might  be  allowed  to  wait  pending  the  negotiations. 

9492.  Whether  the  parties  should  be  summoned  or 
not  ? — Just  so.  It  was  for  him  to  say  whether  delay 
might  be  given. 

9493.  That  was  the  purpose  of  your  going  down  at 
Mr.  Brown's  request  ? — That  was  the  purpose  of  ray 
visit. 

9'<94.  What  Mr.  Brown  seemed  to  have  asked  you 
to  go  for  was  to  advise  him  as  to  what  was  to  be  done, 
not  whether  any  delay  was  to  be  allowed.  I  under- 
stood you  to  say  that  you  went  there  to  advise  Mr. 
Brown  as  to  what  was  defective  and  what  must  be 
done  ? — That  was  my  idea  of  going.  That  was  what 
Mr.  Brown  wanted  to  know. 

9495.  That  was  a  matter  entirely  for  th(5  district 
surveyor  ? — Just  so. 

9496.  What  did  it  matter  whether  you  thought  a 
part  was  defective  or  not  if  the  district  surveyor  had 
to  settle  it  ? — As  a  matter  of  fact,  nothing. 

9497.  Then  I  do  not  quite  understand  what  right 
you  had  to  interfere  in  the  matter  ? — I  had  no  right. 
I  beg  your  pardon,  I  did  not  interfere,  but  I  was 
asked  to  go  there  by  my  chief,  and  I  went. 

9498.  You  were  asked  by  Mr.  Brown  ? — Yes ;  but 
I  should  not  have  gone.     Mr.  Brown  asking  me 

9499.  When  you  went  there,  whoever  sent  you  or 
asked  yon  to  go,  did  you  say  that  it  would  hang 
together  for  a  long  time? — Most  distinctly,  no.  I 
could  not  say  such  a  thing,  for  the  simple  reason  that 
a  fissui*e  was  open  at  one  pointy  certainly  2  inches, 
and  it  was  the  shore  that  kept  the  piece  from  falling 
out.  It  could  not  hang  together,  because  it  had 
separated  at  that  point  then. 

9500.  {Mr,  Studd,)  Do  you  remember  when  you 
did  go  there  putting  your  umbrella  in  the  fissure  ? — I 
may  have  done  it.     I  do  not  know. 

9501.  You  cannot  recollect  doing  so  ? — No,  not 
particularly  ;  it  was  so  palpable,  it  did  not  want  it. 

9502.  You  gave  us  just  now  a  date,  April  1884; 
you  said  that  you  had  marked  this  case  for  summons  ? 
—Yes. 

9503.  And  that  then,  in  April  1884,  it  was  kept 
over,  because  negotiations  wore  pending  for  the  sale 
to  the  Salvation  Army ;  was  that  so  ? — Yes.  That  is 
what  I  was  informed  by  Mr.  Brown  ;  I  do  not  know 
of  my  own  knowledge. 
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9504.  You  know  nothing  of  your  own  knowledge 
when  these  negotiations  did  commence  ? — No. 

9505.  Were  you  subpoenaed  at  the  trial  of  Brown 
V.  Booth  ?— Yes. 

9506.  Were  you  in  court  ? — I  do  not  think  I  was 
in  court  when  the  trial  was  first  heard.  I  was  in 
court  a  great  deal  of  the  time  when  it  was  before  the 
official  referee. 

9507.  Do  you  remember  during  those  proceedings 
the  question  being  asked  when  these  negotiations 
commenced  ? — No,  I  do  not. 

9508.  Then  you  do  not  remember  that  the  first 
letter  that  could  be  produced  was  dated  in  September  ? 
— No ;  I  do  not  know  anything  about  it. 

9509.  It  appears  on  page  14  of  the  shorthand  notes 
of  the  trial.  You  say  you  are  quite  positive  that  there 
is  no  fissure  there  at  the  present  time  ? — I  should  not 
like  to  say  there  is  not  one  now.  I  certainly  think  I 
can  say  so  positively. 

9510.  Would  you  say  that  the  fissure  that  you  saw 
when  you  were  there  first  is  not  there  now  ? — Most 
decidedly,  yes. 

951 1 .  You  swear  that  ? — Yes. 

9512.  When  is  the  earliest  date  that  you  will  pin 
vourself  *o  that  that  fissure  was  gone  ? — The  date  of 
that  report  which  my  Lord  read  just  now  is,  I  thinks 
the  1st  October. 

9513.  Is  that  the  earliest  date  you  can  pin  yourself 
to  at  which  the  fissure  was  gone  ? — ^Yes, 

9514.  {Chairman.)  Who  is  Mr.  Ashbridge  ? — He 
is  the  successor  of  Mr.  Peebles. 

9515.  Mr.  Peebles  gave  the  certificate  on  the  22nd 
October,  did  he  not  ? — Yes. 

( Mr.  Meadows  JVhite.)  Having  been  concerned  in 
the  case  previously,  he  was  requested  to  report.  Mr. 
Peebles  was  transfen'ed  from  Marylebone  to  Hampstead 
in  July  1885,  and  Mr.  Ashbridge  succeedeci  him. 
Possibly  Mr.  Ashbridge  might  have  been  away  for  the 
vacation. 

9516.  {Mr.  Studd,)  You  have  told  us  that  this  was 
not  your  usual  employment  by  the  Board  ? — No  ;  it 
was  no  part  of  my  duty. 

9517.  Did  Mr.  Brown  give  you  any  thing  for  doing 
this  ?— No. 

9518.  Has  Mr.  Brown  ever  given  you  anything  ? — 
Never  a  halfpenny,  nor  any  other  member  of  the  Board 
in  my  life. 

9519.  Has  your  salary  been  raised  by  the  Board 
since  then  ? — I  am  sure  I  forget.  I  think  it  was 
raised,  and  I  think  about  two  years  ago,  so  that  would 
be  since. 

9520.  Do  you  know  if  Mr.  Brown  moved  that  rise  ? 
— ^I  do  not  think  he  did.  It  would  be  moved  by  the 
Chairman  of  the  Works  Committee. 

9521.  Now  you  told  Mr.  Bosanquet  that  you  had 
never  done  this  sort  of  work  for  anybody  else.  Did 
you  ever  do  that  on  any  other  occasion  for  Mr.  Brown  ? 
—No. 

9522.  Or  any  other  member  ? — No  other  member. 

9523.  Who  makes  out  the  whole  of  the  accounts  for 
the  shoreing  up  as  a  rule  ? — Mr.  Bailey  makes  out 
the  whole  of  the  accounts  for  dangerous  structures. 

9524.  Who  furnishes  him  with  the  materials? — 
They  are  taken  fi-om  the  papers. 

9525.  Do  you  check  the  accounts  ? — ^No. 

9526.  You  have  nothing  to  do  with  them  ? — No  ; 
Mr.  Bailey  is  the  officer,  and  goes  right  through  with 
them. 

9527.  How  does  he  get  the  materials.  Are  the 
papers  sent  in  to  him  ? — The  papers  are  handed  to 
him.  After  the  report  of  completion  is  entered  in  the 
register  the  registrar  takes  the  c£se  out  of  its  blue 
cover  and  hands  it  to  Mr.  Bailey  as  a  complete  case, 
and  then  he  makes  out  the  account  from  the  materials 
in  that  case. 

9528.  Can  you  speak  to  the  items  in  the  accounts  ? 
— In  what  way  do  you  mean  ? 

9529.  If  I  were  to  ask  you  what  a  particular  entry 
in  this  account  related  to  could  you    tell   me? — I 


should  think  I  could  tell  you.     It  is  so  difficult  to  tell 
you  what  I  can  answer  until  I  see  it. 

9530.  I  will  ask  you  a  question  and  see  if  you  can. 
In  this  account  that  was  rendered  to  Mr.  Booth  there 
is  "Surveyor's  fees  paid  by  Board  under  Part  2 
"  of  the  Act  of  1855,  1/.  5*."  Can  you  tell  me  to 
what  survey  that  relates  ? — The  1/.  5*.  refers  to  six  or 
eight  visits. 

9531.  {Chairman,)  Have  you  got  the  details  mak- 
ing up  the  21.  iOa.  ?  ( The  document  was  handed  to 
his  Lordship.)     There  is  1/.  5*.  to  each. 

(  Witness.)  The  first  thing  is  6s.  3d.,  eight  visits. 

9532.  {Chairman.)  There  is  the  original  survey 
6s.  3d.y  and  then,  '*  The  Board's  notice  not  having 
"  been  complied  with  at  the  above  structure,  report- 
"  ing  thereon  12*.  6d. ;  superintending  the  erection 
**  of  shoring,  3^.  9d. ;  to  visiting  the  structure  and 
"  reporting  to  part  completion  of  works,  2s.  6d. — 
"  1/.  5*."  ? — Altogether  eight  visits. 

{Mr.  Meadows  JVhite.)  That  is  the  account 
Mr.  Peebles,  the  district  surveyor,  sent  in,  and  the 
Board  have  a  duty  to  certify  those  amounts.  I  think 
the  question  was  before  the  courts  in  Flight's  case  as 
to  some  of  the  items. 

9533.  {Mr.  Studd.)  As  a  rule,  how  soon  after  the 
shoring  up  has  been  done  are  the  accounts  sent  in  ? 
— It  all  depends  upon  what  work  is  going  on,  and 
how  soon  the  danger  is  removed.  The  account  for 
shoring  is  never  sent  in  until  the  whole  of  the  pro- 
ceedings are  closeci,  and  then  the  surveyor's  account 
for  fees,  and  the  shoring  account  is  presented  to  the 
Board  at  the  same  time. 

9534.  When  are  the  entries  of  the  work  made  in 
the  register  ? — That  all  depends  upon  the  time  the 
registrar  gets  the  papers.  Sometimes  he  may  be  able 
to  get  them  immediately  after  the  service  of  notice. 
Another  time  he  may  be  kept  weeks  without  thetn. 
Another  U  ne  they  may  slip,  they  may  be  put  away 
and  not  entered  at  all,  but  immediately  the  Board 
approves  of  the  amounts  due  to  the  district  surveyor, 
and  whoever  else  is  concerned  in  it,  the  cases  are 
handed  to  the  registrar  and  he  makes  the  entry 
complete. 

9535.  But  in  the  case  of  shoring  up  a  party  wall, 
where  the  charge  has  to  be  divided  between  the  two 
owners  of  adjoining  houses,  surely  the  materials  for 
entering  as  to  one  party  will  be  the  same  as  the 
materials  for  entering  as  to  the  other  party  ? — If  the 
case  were  complete  certainly. 

9536.  If  it  is  complete  as  to  one  party  it  must  be 
complete  as  to  the  other  ? — Certainly. 

9537.  Can  you  suggest  any  reason  why  the  charge 
should  be  entered  as  against  one  party,  and  not  as 
against  the  other  ? — I  say  most  distinctly  and  em- 
phatically there  was  no  charge  entered  in  the 
register. 

9538.  Supposing  it  had  been,  can  you  suggest  any 
reason  why  it  should  have  been  so  ? — If  you  are 
supposing  it  had  been,  I  cannot  suppose  that  such  a 
thing  could  happen. 

9539.  {Chairman.)  I  see  the  letter  of  the  1st  of 
October  to  Mr.  Ashbridge  was  written  by  you? — 
Yes. 

9540.  Signed  George  Thomas  ? — Yes,  it  would  be. 

9541.  You  had  seen  it  that  day,  and  seen  yourself 
that  the  work  was  complete.  You  immediately  wrote 
to  him  to  inquire  if  it  had  been  ? — In  order  to  have 
the  case  closed  officially,  and  that  he  might  be  satis- 
fied. So  that  we  should  have  it  from  Mr.  Peebles 
and  Mr.  Ashbridge  as  well  that  they  were  satisfied 
that  the  work  was  done,  because  the  actual  respon- 
sibility would  rest  with  Mr.  Ashbridge  I  take  it. 

9542.  {Mr.  Freeinan.)  As  I  understand,  the  only 
thing  that  was  condemned  in  this  house  was  the 
portion  of  the  party  wall? — That  is  as  I  under- 
stand it. 

9543.  There  was  no  condemnation  of  the  house  as 
a  house  apart  from  this  wall  ? — Oh,  dear  no. 

9544.  And  did  you  go  to  satisfy  yourself  and  Mr. 
Vulliamy  whether  the  house  was    in   a  dangerous 
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ooDdition  whilst  that  work   was  dot  being  done? — 
The  general  condition  of  the  premises. 

9545.  Had  you  been  informed  first  of  all  that 
negotiations  for  a  sale  were  going  on,  and  next  that 
an  action  was  being  threatened  ? — Yes. 

9546.  And  was  your  attention  directed  to  the  fact 
of  the  great  importance,  if  no  danger  arose,  of  keep- 
ing the  premises  in  statu  quo  until  the  trial  ?— 
Just  so. 

9547.  So  that  it  might  be  evidence  for  the  sur- 
veyors and  the  jury,  if  necessary  ? — That  was  it. 

9548.  All  that  you  did  in  respect  of  this  was 
nerely  reporting  to  Mr.  Vulliamy,  and  he  took  the 
:Bjponsibility  ? — Precisely  so. 

ot)49.  As  regards  this  occasion  when  you  first  went 
there,  this  is  not  the  first  time  that  your  attention  has 
been  directed  to  the  allegation  that  other  parties  were 
pi-esent  ? — It  is  not. 

9550.  Have  you  very  carefully  searched  both  your 
memory  and  any  documents  you  have,  to  see  whether 
your  memory  is  correct  ? — I  have.  I  have  thought 
over  it  I  may  say  for  hours. 

955 1 .  You  are  absolutely  certain  that  nobody  was 
present  ? — Absolutely  and  positive. 

9552.  That  was  about  the  same  time,  was  it  not, 
that  Mr.  Peebles  was  visiting  the  place  ? — Mr.  Peebles 
must  have  been  there  a  day  or  two  before  I  think. 

9553.  And  was  there  a  report  on  the  same  day  that 
it  is  suggested  you  visited  ? — Yes,  about  the  same 
day,  I  think  it  is. 

9554.  So  that  if  anybody  was  there  with  Mr. 
Brown  it  is  quite  possible  it  was  Mr.  Peebles  ? — It 
may  have  been  Mr.  Peebles. 

9555.  Now,  as  regards  the  entries  in  the  register 
that  have  been  referred  to.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  were 
a  great  number  of  the  papers  at  that  time  taken  away 
to  be  before  the  official  referee  in  the  action  ? — ^They 
were.  I  will  not  say  impounded,  but  at  any  rate  they 
were  in  the  possession  of  the  court  from  June  up  to 
the  19th  of  August.  I  think  that  was  the  date ;  but 
at  any  rate  upon  the  original  papers,  I  made  a  note  ; 
the  day  they  were  returned  to  me  by  the  solicitors. 

9556.  You  have  heard  the  suggestions  made  as  to 
the  condition  of  that  register  when  it  was  inspected  ? 
—Yes. 

9557.  That  register  is  not  in  any  way  un  account 
book  or  a  ledger  ? — It  is  simply  a  history  of  the  pro- 
ceedings kept  by  order  of  the  Board. 

9558.  For  what  purpose  ? — For  the  purpose  of  easy 
reference  in  the  office,  and  to  prevent  as  going  to  the 
strong  rooms  for  the  papers. 

9559.  Supposing  the  account  given  to  be  perfectly 
correct  of  what  was  seen  in  that  book,  was  there  any- 
thing unusual  in  regard  to  the  way  those  entries  were 
made  ? — Nothing  whatever. 

9560.  It  is  stated  that  something  had  been  entered 
in  regard  to  one  house,  and  not  with  regard  to  the 
other.  Is  that  constantly  the  case  in  those  books  ? — 
Frequently. 

9561.  It  is  not  considered  of  any  importance  to  get 
the  record  in  full  till  the  whole  transaction  is  com- 
plete ? — Till  the  whole  transaction  is  complete,  and 
the  papers  are  put  away,  and  then  the  register  becomes 
useful  for  reference. 

9562.  Now,  with  regard  to  the  way  in  which  the 
charges  were  apportioned  in  this  case,  was  there  any- 
thing different  from  any  of  the  other  ordinary  cases 
you  have  to  do  with  ? — Nothing  whatever. 

9563.  You  have  told  us  you  have  been  10  years  in 
that  department.  Do  you  have  a  great  number  of 
these  dangerous  structural  cases  in  the  year  ? — Yes, 
the  average  is  about  3,000. 


9564.  Is  that  the  average  of  recent  years? — For 
the  last  six  years  I  think  the  average  is  as  near  3,000 
as  possible. 

9565.  Can  you  tell  me  this :  when  any  special 
circumstance  arises  and  no  danger  is  caused,  has  it 
been  the  custom  of  the  superintending  architect  to 
delay  the  works  sometimes  ? — I  do  not  quite  follow 
that  question. 

9566.  Has  it  been  the  custom  of  the  superintending 
architect,  when  any  special  reason  could  be  shown,  to 
allow  delay  in  carrying  out  these  works  ? — Frequently 
it  happens  so. 

9567.  Supposing  always  there  is  no  danger  to  life  ? 
— Supposing  there  is  no  public  danger,  that  is  to  say, 
risk  to  the  public. 

9568.  Except  this  defective  portion  of  the  party 
wall,  was  there  anything  bed  about  those  houses  ? 
Were  they  dangerous  ? — ^No,  there  was  nothing. 

9569.  (Chairman,)  At  the  time  you  visited  the 
premises  had  any  fresh  wall  been  built  against  the 
party  wall  ? — Yes ;  but  it  was  difficult  for  me  to  see 
it,  because  there  was  a  kind  of  temporary  roof  over  it, 
so  that  I  had  no  actual  knowledge  that  the  wall  was 
built  there,  although  I  had  been  informed  that  the 
wall  was  there.  I  did  not  know  it  of  my  own  know- 
ledge. 

9570.  {Mr.  Freeman.)  With  regard  to  the  last  visit 
you  paid  to  see  that  the  work  had  been  completed, 
Mr.  Ashbridge  was  at  that  time  the  district  surveyor, 
I  believe.? — Yes. 

9571.  He  succeeded  Mr.  Peebles,  who  had  been 
removed  to  Hampstead  ? — Yes. 

9572.  Mr.  Ashbridge  reports  that  the  work  was  not 
absolutely  completed.  At  the  time  you  went  was  that 
work  to  the  party  wall  you  went  to  look  at  com- 
pleted ? — Yes. 

9573.  There  is  one  thing  you  mention  in  particular, 
the  raking  shore  having  been  struck ;  are  you  positive 
that  had  been  done  ? — Quite  positive. 

9574.  I  suppose  the  raking  shore  would  not  be 
taken  away  till  the  building  was  considered  safe  ? — 
No.  I  should  say  part  of  the  wall  must  have  fallen 
into  the  street. 

9575.  And  the  raking  shore  would  not  be  taken 
away  without  the  leave  of  the  district  surveyor? — 
I  do  not  know  that  it  is  absolutely  necessary  to  get 
the  leave  of  the  district  surveyor.  I  think  an  owner 
would  run  a  great  risk  to  remove  the  shore. 

9576.  As  we  are  speaking  of  the  raking  shore,  just 
direct  your  mind  to  it.  Was  that  put  to  support  the 
party  wall  or  support  the  front  of  the  house  ? — It  was 
put  there  to  secure  a  portion  of  the  party  wall. 

9577.  That  portion  of  the  party  wall  which,  but 
for  the  shore,  would,  in  your  opinion,  have  fallen  into 
the  street  ? — Yes. 

9578.  And  to  an  architect,  or  to  anybody,  was  it 
obvious  that  that  was  the  purpose  for  which  it  was 
put  ? — Clearly  so. 

9579.  It  has  been  said  that  this  raking  shore  was 
put  to  suppoi*t  the  front  of  Mr.  Brown's  house.  Is 
that  a  true  statement  ? — No ;  no  part  of  the  front  of  the 
house  was  condemned,  if  I  recollect  rightly.  It  was 
simply  this  portion  of  the  party  wall. 

9580.  With  the  single  exception  of  advising  Mr, 
Vulliamy  that  there  was  no  danger  in  granting  delay, 
did  you  take  any  part  in  these  proceedings,  or  influence 
anybody  ? — No  interest  whatever. 

9581.  Are  you  perfectly  certain  you  never  said  any- 
thing either  to  Mr.  Brick  or  the  architect  or  the 
builder  employed  ? — I  am  quite  positive. 


Serenteenth 
Day. 

iO  July  188». 

Mr. 
G.  J.  Thomas. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Frederick  Gordon  recalled  and  further  examined. 


9582.  (Chairman.)  I  understand  you  want  to  make 
some  correction  ? — In  a  reply  to  counsel's  inquiry  as 
to  the  fees  paid  to  the  architect  for  the  Grand  Hotel 
the  statement  which  I  gave  you  applied  to  the  original 


building,  and  I  wish  to  state  that  there  was  also  a 
further  sum  paid  to  Messrs.  Francis  and  Saunders  in 
respect  of  the  annexe,  which  was  built  some  time  after* 
wards.    That  sum  was  1,400/. 

Rr  2 


Mr. 

F.  Gordon. 
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Seventeenth 
Day. 

10  July  1888. 

Mr. 

F.  Gordon, 


9583.  {Mr.  GrenfelL)  Was  that  the  M<^tropole?— 
No,  the  Grand  Hotel.  There  was  an  annexe  built 
about  two  years  afterwards.     That  would  be  1,400/. 


for  the  two,  and  according  to  my  notion  700/,  to  each, 
9584.  {Chairman,)  That  is   the  only  explanation 
you  wish  to  give  ? — That  is  the  only  explanation. 


The  witness  withdrew. 
Adjourned  for  a  short  time. 


Mr.  George  James  Thomas  recalled  and  further  examined. 


Mr, 
G.  J.  Thoims, 


9585.  {Mr,  Freeman.)  I  want  to  direct  your  attention 
to  one  answer  you  gave,  namely,  that  in  other  cases  you 
did  not  go  to  see  places  on  which  the  district  surveyor 
had  reported  and  to  advise  the  superintending  architect. 
Was  this  the  only  instance,  or  did  you  go  in  other 
cases  ? — No,  I  frequently  go  to  structures  at  the  request 
and  for  the  purpose  of  instructing  or  advising  the 
superintending  architect;  but  I  never  go  for  the 
purpose  of  reporting.  When  I  say  rep9rting,  I 
mean  reporting  in  the  sense  of  the  district  surveyor 
sending  in  an  official  report, 

9586.  The  impression  left  on  my  mind  by  the  answer 
you  gave  was  that  this  was  an  isolated  case  of  your 
going  to  look  at  premises? — ^No.  I  did  not  wish  to 
convey  that  because  one  of  my  duties  is  to  superintend 
the  pulling  down  of  dangerous  structures  when  it  is 
done  by  the  Board  ;  that  is  one  of  my  duties. 

9587.  It  was  not  merely  that  it  happened  to  be  in 
the  case  of  a  member  of  the  Board  you  went,  but  you 
went  in  many  other  cases  ? — Yes. 

9588.  {Mr.  Bosanguet,)  Tliat  is  where  the  Board 
pulls  down  because  the  owner  does  not  ? — Precisely 
so. 

9589.  Here  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  did 
not  pull  it  down  ? — No. 

*  {Mr,  Meadows  White,)  The  answer  seemed  to  be 
more  general  than  it  was  meant  to  be.  Then,  my 
Lord,  we  have  Mr.  Bailey  here,  the  gentleman  who 
superintends  the  distribution  of  the  accounts,  and  I 
think    that    is    important,    because    supposing    any 


favouritism  was  to  be  shown  to  the  members  of  the 
Board  he  would  know  that  this  was  a  party  wall,  and 
would  be  divided  between  the  two  structures.  We 
also  have  Mr.  McLauchlan,  the  registrar,  and  the 
gentleman  in  the  ofSce  who  saw  Mr.  Brick — ^he  is  a 
writer  only — ^when  Mr.  Brick  came  to  look  at  the 
register.     We  have  those  three  gentlemen  here. 

{Chairman.)  I  do  not  quite  see  what  they  can 
prove. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  Mr.  Bailey  would  show 
that  the  accounts  came  before  him  and  were  distri- 
buted between  the  two  adjoining  owners  in  the  ordi- 
nary way  and  at  the  ordinary  time,  and  without  any 
favour  shown  to  any  member  of  the  Board.  The 
allegation  is,  as  I  understand,  that  because  of  Mr. 
Brick's  communication  to  the  "  Times,'*  no  doubt 
written  very  admirably,  all  this  happened  simply 
because  of  the  fear  of  publicity. 

9590.  {Mr.  Studd,)  I  should  like  to  ask  Mr.  Thomas 
one  further  question.  ( To  the  witness.)  You  now 
say  you  went  for  other  persons.  In  the  case  of  other 
persons,  had  you  been  asked  by  those  private  indi- 
viduals as  you  were  by  Mr.  Brown,  or  did  you  go  by 
instructions  from  the  Board  ? — I  go  on  instructions 
from  the  superintending  architect  as  a  rule. 

9591.  You  had  not  been  previously  asked  in  any 
other  case  by  the  private  person  to  whom  the  house 
belonged  ? — T  cannot  recollect  any  particular  case, 
certainly. 

9592.  You  cannot  name  one  ? — No. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  George  Brown  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr.  G.  Brovon. 


9593.  {Chairman^  You  were  the  owner  of  No.  33, 
Lisson  Street  ? — I  was  the  owner  of  two  houses,  33 
and  35,  I  believe, 

9594.  35  and  37,  was  not  it  ?-— I  think  it  is  33  and 
35,  but  I  am  not  clear  upon  the  numbers. 

9595.  {Mr.  Studd.)  It  was  35  and  37?— It  may 
be. 

9596.  {Chairman.)  You  received  a  notice  about  the 
dangerous  condition  of  the  party  wall  between  33  and 
35  ? — I  did  receive  a  notice. 

9597.  What  did  you  do  upon  that  notice  ? — Imme- 
diately upon  that  I  came  on  to  the  site  I  saw  Mr. 
Brick.  He  had  workmen  there  and  I  had  none.  I 
asked  him  to  get  the  work  done  and  I  would  pay  half 
of  it.     That  was  the  first  step  I  took  in  it. 

9598.  Did  you  see  anyone  at  the  Board  of  Works 
in  the  dangerous  structures  department  about  it  ? — 
Not  at  that  time,  some  time  after  I  did.  I  saw  Mr. 
VuUiamy.  We  used  to  meet  twice  every  week  or 
nearly  every  week  on  Mondays  and  Fridays,  when  he 
would  be  in  the  board  room.  I  asked  him  what  he 
required  done,  what  was  necessary  to  be  done.  He 
said,  **  Well,  you  must  obey  the  order."  I  said  I  was 
prepared  to  do  so.  He  said,  "  You  had  better  see  Mr. 
Thomas,"  and  then  I  went  and  saw  Mr.  Thomas  on 
the  subject. 

9599.  Did  you  ask  Mr.  Thomas  to  go  with  you  and 
look  at  the  condition  of  the  premises  ? — I  did. 

9600.  Did  he  go  ?— He  did. 

9601.  When  do  you  say  that  took  place  ? — It  was 
in  the  early  part  of  the  year  1884,  so  far  as  I  can 
remember. 

9602.  You  cannot  fix  any  nearer  date? — No,  I 
could  not  fix  a  nearer  date.  My  memory  will  not 
carry  me  to  dates  so  long  ago,  or  even  nearer,  for  my 
memory  is  getting  very  defective. 


9603.  When  you  were  there  with  him  did  you  see 
Mr.  Brick  ?-^I  do  not  remember  seeing  Mr.  Brick. 
I  think  he  was  not  there  on  that  occasion. 


you   were   there  with  Mr. 
Brick  ? — No  ;  Mr.  Thomas 


9604.  But  once  when 
Thomas  did  you  see  Mr. 
and  I  were  only  there  on  that  one  occasion. 

9605.  Before  you  brought  Mr.  Thomas  there  did 
you  tell  Mr.  Brick  that  you  would  get  somebody  from 
the  Board  who  would  overrule  or  override  or  "  smash 
up  "  the  district  surveyor  ? — I  have  heard  Mr.  Brick's 
statement  on  that,  and  I  say  on  my  oath,  and  on  my 
word  as  a  man,  it  is  grossly  untrue.  I  never  thought 
it,  and  I  never  said  it ;  it  is  the  last  thing  I  should 
have  thought  or  said. 

9606.  Do  you  say  that  on  the  occasion  when  you 
were  there  with  Mr.  Thomas  there  was  nobody  there 
except  yourself  and  Mr.  Thomas  ? — To  the  best  of 
my  belief  and  memory  it  was  so.  I  do  not  remember 
anyone  there. 

9607.  Did  you  go  there  with  any  other  surveyor 
at  any  time? — I  think  Mr.  Woodward  and  I  were 
there  once,  and  I  think  Mr.  Walker  and  I  were  there 
once.  That  was  previous  to  giving  evidence  on  the 
trial.     We  might  have  been  there  more  than  once. 

9608.  That  was  later  on,  I  believe  ?  —  Much 
later  on. 

9609.  But  at  this  time  in  1884  you  were  not  there 
with  any  surveyor  except  Mr.  Thomas  ? — No. 

9610.  Were  you  there  with  Mr.  Peebles  ever? — 
No,  I  did  not  meet  Mr.  Peebles  on  the  ground, 

9611.  But  were  you  there  with  Mr.  Thomas  on 
more  than  one  occasion  ? — No,  only  once. 

9612.  Did  you  speak  to  Mr.  Thomas  about  it  on 
any  subsequent  occasion  ? — I  think  it  probable — 
indeed  certain — because  he  gave  evidence  on  the  trial 
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we  had  in  an  action  I  brought  against  the  Salvation 
Army. 

9613.  That  was  a  long  time  afterwards  ? — ^That  was 
a  long  time  afterv/ards. 

9614.  Between  then  and  the  end  of  that  yeai*  ? — 
I  think  it  probable  I  might,  but  I  have  no  memory  of 
the  ti*ansaetion.     It  is  quite  likely  I  did. 

9615.  Did  you  employ  a  builder  to  do  work  to  the 
wall  afterwards  ? — No,  1  keep  a  staff  of  men  for  that 
purpose  to  repair  my  houses,  and  I  find  employment 
for  them. 

9616.  Do  you  own  a  number  of  houses  ? — Yes  ; 
not  there,  but  T  own  a  number  in  various  parts. 

9617.  What  vestry  do  you  represent  on  the  Metro- 
politan Board  of  Works  ? — Hammersmith.  I  did 
represent  Fulham  and  Hammersmith  at  that  time. 

9618.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  When  you  went  and  saw 
Mr.  Thomas  after  seeing  Mr.  Vulliamy  what  was  it 
you  went  to  Mr.  Thomas  for  ? — I  went  to  him  taking 
the  notice  with  me  to  say  I  had  got  that  notice,  and 
that  I  should  like  to  know  what  he  wanted  done  in 
order  that  I  might  do  it  temporarily,  for  these  premises 
were  expected  to  be  pulled  down. 

9619.  That  is  the  notice  that  the  structure  was 
dangerous,  and  that  the  defective  part  must  be  pulled 
down  ? — Yes,  that  would  be  so. 

9620.  I  think  a  month  was  given  you  as  the  time 
to  do  it.  I  think  the  notice  is  that  it  is  to  be  done 
in  a  month  ? — I  could  not  say  there  was  a  time 
given. 

9621.  Then  you  went  to  Mr.  Thomas,  and  did 
Mr.  Thomas  within  a  few  days  go  down  with  you  to 
the  place  ? — Yes,  within  a  short  time. 

9622.  Was  that  within  a  few  days  of  your  getting 
the  notice  that  the  defective  work  must  be  taken 
down  ? — I  had  had  the  notice  before  that  the  defec- 
tive work  must  be  taken  down,  and  on  that  notice 
1  applied  to  know  what  was  necessary  to  be  done. 

9623.  Who  did  you  apply  to  then  ?— Mr.  Vulliamy 
I  asked  first. 

9624.  Then  Mr,  Vulliamy  said  you  must  obey  the 
notice  ? — ^Yes. 

9625.  And  I  undei*stood  you  to  say  that  at  the  same 
time  he  advised  you  to  see  Mr.  Thomas  ? — That  I 
had  better  see  Mr.  Thomas. 

9626.  At  that  same  interview  ? — ^Yes,  and  he  would 
tell  me  what  was  immediately  required. 

9627.  That  was  soon  after  you  received  the  notice 
of  the  work  required  to  be  done  ? — Very  soon  after. 

9628.  We  have  the  date  of  that,  and  it  was  soon 
after  that  you  were  advised  to  see  Mr.  Thomas.  Did 
you  at  once  or  within  a  day  or  two  go  and  see  Mr. 
Thomas  ? — I  did,  probably  the  same  day, 

9629.  Would  that  be  the  time  he  went  down  with 
you  to  the  work  ? — It  would  be. 

9630.  Before  the  month  ha<l  elapsed  within  which 
you  were  required  to  do  the  work  ? — Yes,  before  that 
time, 

9631.  Then  you  went  down  with  Mr,  Thomas  to 
this  place  ? — No,  I  met  him  there,  I  did  not  go  with 
him. 

9632.  Where  did  yon  meet  him  } — I  do  not  know 
whether  it  was  in  Burne  Sireet  or  on  the  ground. 

9633.  You  met  him  and  then  went  to  the  place  ? — 
Yes. 

9634.  Did  you  then  ask  Mr.  Thomas  to  show  you 
what  was  defective  or  wanted  to  be  done,  or  what  did 
you  ask  him  ? — I  asked  him  to  show  me  what  would 
satisfy  the  Board  temporarily,  because,  as  I  have  said, 
these  premises  were  to  be  pulled  down,  as  I  then 
thought. 

9635.  Did  Mr.  Thomas  then  say  whether  the  place 
would  stand  ? — No,  did  not  say  anything  about  that. 
He  said  the  orders  of  the  Board  must  be  complied 
with.  I  said  I  was  willing  to  do  so,  but  I  wanted  to 
know  to  what  extent  they  would  be  required  to  satisfy 
the  demand. 

9636.  Mr.  Vulliamy  had  told  you  that  before  ? — 
Yes,  Mr.  Vulliamy  told  me  that  before. 

9637.  What  more  did  Mr.  Thomas  tell  you  when 
you  got  down  to  the   place? — He   pointed   out  the 
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defects,  and  he  consulted  the  order  that  I  had  with      Seventeenth 
roe,  and  he  said  this,  that,  and  the  other  must  be  done,  Day. 

whatever  it  was,  I  do  not  remember  quite,  but  it  was  

not  a  very  large  amount  that  was  wanted  to  be  done.      ^^  ^^y  1888. 

9638.  There  you  left  it  ?— Yes,  we  parted  at  the 
door. 

9639.  You  did  not  do  anything  upon  Mr.  Thomas's 
advice  ? — I  did  not  immediately. 

9640.  {Chairman,)  Do  you  remember  whether  the 
house  was  shored  up  at  the  time  you  went  there  with 
Mr.  Thomas  ? — It  was  shored  up. 

9641.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  You  do  not  know  how 
many  shores  there  were,  I  suppose  ? — One.  There 
was  one  in  front ;  and  there  was  a  strut  behind,  and 
there  were  some  cross  shores  from  party  wall  to  party 
wall  to  keep  the  two  party  walls  from  bulging. 

9642.  You  say  you  only  went  there  once  with  Mr. 
Thomas? — Only  once.  I  think  you  should  know, 
my  Lord  and  gentlemen,  that  Mr.  Brick  and  the  other 
officer  of  the  Salvation  Army  were  begging  of  me  not 
to  go  on  with  this,  but  to  let  it  remain,  as  we  had 
arranged  for  a  price  for  my  interest  in  this  property. 
I  told  them  if  I  did  anything  thei*e  what  I  expended 
must  be  added  to  the  price,  and  I  was  begged  and 
entreated  repeatedly  not  to  go  on  with  the  work,  as 
the  negotiations  were  just  at  a  close  and  would  be 
settled  that  very  week  some  time,  or  within  a  fortnight, 
and  that  is  why  I  delayed  the  work,  or  I  should  have 
obeyed  the  order  long  before. 

(Mr.  Freejnan.)  There  is  no  time  in  the  notice. 

{Mr.  Bosanqtict.)  In  one  of  the  notices  a  month  is 
the  time. 

{Afr.  Freeman.)  There  is  in  the  certificate,  but  not 
in  the  notice. 

{Chairman.)  The  length  of  time  which  may  reason- 
ably be  allowed  for  execution  of  works  is  one  month  ; 
that  is  in  the  certificate. 

{Mr.  Freeman.)  Yes,  on  the  28th  of  March.  Then 
in  the  notice  on  the  29th  of  March,  it  is  "  forthwith." 

{Mr.  Bosanquet.)  It  is  not  till  some  document  later 
than  March  that  the  month  is  mentioned. 

{Mr.  Freeman)  It  is  not  in  the  document  served 
on  the  owner ;  it  is  in  a  communication  to  the  super- 
intending architect. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  It  is  in  a  printed  form  for 
the  information  of  the  Board.  **  Length  of  time 
"  which  may  be  reasonably  allowed  for  execution  of 
**  works.'*  It  is  in  answer  to  that  that  the  district 
surveyor  has  to  survey  it,  and  he  informs  them  that 
one  month  may  be  allowed. 

.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  And  the  notice  served  is  to  do 
the  work  forthwith. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Yes,  then  it  is  shored  up. 
You  will  see  in  that  notice  of  the  28th  of  March  which 
concerns  No.  35,  it  is  stated  in  this  way.  "The 
**  fissured  and  defective  portions  of  the  south  party 
"  wall  at  the  east  end  thereof  and  upon  the  first 
"  story.     That  is  the  limited  notice. 

9643.  {Mr.  Studd.)  Can  you  swear  that  Mr. 
Thomas  was  not  on  these  premises  on  tho  3rd  of 
April  ? — No,  I  will  not  swear  that. 

9644.  Then  the  interview  you  represent  you  had 
with  him  may  have  taken  place  on  the  3rd  of  April  ? 
— It  may. 

9645.  Did  you  ever  see  Mr.  Sherwood,  an  archi- 
tect ? — Several  times. 

9646.  Did  you  ever  see  him  on  those  premises  ? — I 
think  I  have,  but  I  will  not  be  positive  as  to  that, 

9647.  Can  you  swear  it  was  not  on  the  occasion 
when  Mr.  Thomas  was  there  ? — To  the  best  of  my 
belief  it  was  not. 

9648.  You  cannot  swear  positively  ? — I  should  noi 
like  to  swear  after  this  lapse  of  time  positively,  but  to 
the  best  of  my  belief  it  was  not. 

9649.  Do  you  know  Mr.  Coxhead,  a  builder  ? — I 
do  not. 

9650.  Were  there  any  other  gentlemen  you  did  not 
know  ever  there — any  builder  or  surveyor  ?— I  used 
to  go  on  the  works  and  walk  over  the  ground  as  a 
builder,  and  I  saw  many  persons  there  that  I  knew 
nothing  of,  I  only  knew  in  this  matter  Mr.  Brick  and 
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Mr.  Sherwood,  and  there  was  another  man,  the  fore- 
man of  the  bricklayers,  I  used  to  talk  to  sometimes. 

0651.  Would  that  be  Mr.  Norton  ? — I  do  not  know 
what  his  name  is. 

9652.  Do  you  mean  Mr.  Brick's  foreman  ? — Yes. 

9653.  You  cannot  say  that  Mr.  Coxhead  and  Mr. 
Sherwood  were  not  both  there  on  the  day  when  you 
and  Mr.  Thomas  were  there  ? — They  were  not  with 
us,  I  will  swear  that. 

9654.  You  will  swear  that  positively  ? — Yes. 

9655.  That  neither  of  them  were  there  ?— That 
neither  of  them  were  there.  To  the  best  of  my  behef 
neither  of  them  were  there.  Mr.  Coxhead  certainly 
was  not,  and  Mr.  Sherwood  to  the  best  of  my  belief 
was  not. 

9656.  But  you  told  us  just  now  that  you  did  not 
know  Mr.  Coxhead  ? — There  was  no  stranger  there, 
and  I  do  not  know  of  anybody  else  but  me  and  Mr. 
Thomas. 

9667.  Was  Mr.  Brick  there?— I  believe  not,  to  the 
best  of  my  belief  he  was  not. 

9658.  You  say. Mr.  Woodward  went  there  again, 
what  did  he  go  there  for  ? — He  went  there  to  take  a 
survey  of  the  place  to  give  evidence  on  the  approaching 
trial. 

9659.  On  whose  behalf  ?— On  my  behalf. 

9660.  And  Mr.  Walker  was  there  ?— Mr.  Walker 
also  went  there. 

9661.  Mr.  Walker  is  a  district  surveyor? — Yes. 

9662.  Is  that  Mr.  Robert  Walker?— Mr.  Robert 
Walker. 

9663.  The  refei-ee  had  a  view  ? — The  referee  had  a 
view. 

9664.  Did  Mr.  Walker  act  as  a  shower  for  you  on 
that  occasion  ?— I  think  not ;  but  I  am  not  certain. 

9665.  Who  do  you  think  acted  ? — I  was  there  ;  my 
foreman  was  there ;  I  think  my  son  was  there,  but  I  do 
not  know  whether  Mr.  Walker  was  there.  He  might 
have  been,  but  I  do  not  remember. 

9666.  You  will  not  swear  he  did  not  act  as  your 
shower  ? — I  will  not  swear  he  was  not  there. 

9667.  As  to  this  fissure ;  you  know  the  fissure  I 
am  alluding  to ;  this  large  fissure  that  appeared  in  tlie 
wall  ?— Where  ? 

9668.  I  suppose  it  was  in  the  front  of  the  party 
wall  ? — Between  the  party  wall  and  the  front  of  the 
house  there  was  a  fissure. 

9669.  A  large  fissure  ? — ^Not  very  large,  but  there 
was  a  fissure. 

9670.  With  regard  to  that  fissure,  what  is  the  earliest 
date  you  will  undertake  to  swear  that  fipsure  ceased  to 
exist  ? — It  was  a  long  while  after. 

967 1 .  After  what  ?— After  Mr.  Thomas's  visit  that 
you  date  from. 

9672.  I  do  not  know  what  date  you  put  his  visit  at  ? 
— I  do  not  know  either.  It  will  be  the  early  part  of 
1884. 

9673.  Would  it  be  in  April  ?— Probably. 

9674.  And  this  was  some  time  after  April  ? — I  do 
not  think  that  that  fissure  was  closed  till  about  a  year 
after. 

9675.  Was  it  dosed  a  year  after  ? — ^I  will  not  say 
that  it  was  closed  within  a  year.  It  was  closed  within 
two.  The  repairs  were  kept  undone  as  I  have  said  in 
order  that  the  expense  might  not  be  incurred,  and  that 
the  Salvation  Army  might  get  these  premises  at  the 
price  we  had  arranged  ;  that  was  50/. 

9676.  The  people  were  still  living  in  the  house  ? — 
No,  the  house  was  empty.  Directly  after  I  signed  the 
provisional  agreement  the  house  was  empty.  The 
Salvation  Army's  workmen  went  to  the  people,  and 
told  them  the  agreement  was  made  and  they  had  better 
get  out  of  the  house  because  the  house  would  be  taken 
down  in  a  few  days.  The  house  was  not  taken  down. 
They  emptied  my  house  of  my  tenants,  or  rather  my 
son's,  not  mine. 

9677.  Will  you  swear  that  two  years  after  Mr. 
Thomas  went  there  this  fissure  was  closed  up,  or 
within  two  years  after  ?— To  the  best  of  my  belief  it 
was. 

9678.  You  will  not  swear  to  that  ?— Na 


9679.  Will  you  swear  it  is  closed  up  now  ? — Yes. 

9680.  Who  closed  it  ? — I  did ;  my  men  closed  it. 

9681.  Have  not  you  got  any  accounts  which  will 
show  you  the  date  when  they  closed  it  ? — I  could  refer 
to  my  labour  book  at  home,  I  think,  and  find  it. 

9682.  If  his  Lordship  should  direct,  you  can  bring 
your  labour  book  and  give  the  date  ? — I  will  do  so  if 
you  desire  it. 

9683.  If  his  Lordship  desires  it  ?— I  think  I  can. 
I  think  I  have  the  account.  It  would  tell  me  where 
the  men  were  at  work,  but  it  would  not  show  they  did 
this  particular  work. 

9684.  That  would  not  be  of  much  use? — I  really 
cannot  tell  you.  I  will  give  you  all  the  information  I 
am  asked  for,  whether  useful  or  not. 

9685.  Do  not  you  keep  a  day  book  showing  the 
work  your  men  do  each  day  ? — No. 

9686.  Are  you  still  a  builder  ?— No. 

9687.  You  have  been  a  builder  ? — I  never  was  a 
builder,  except  in  the  sense  of  building  for  myself. 
I  build  for  myself,  and  repair  my  own  property.  I 
do  not  do  anything  for  other  persons. 

9688.  That  is  a  very  large  amount  of  building  ;  you 
have  a  considerable  amount  of  this  class  of  property, 
have  not  you  ? — No  ;  1  have  only  got  two  such  houses 
amongst  my  property. 

9689.  What  property  have  you  got  ? 
(Chairman,)  Wo  need  not  go  into  that 

(  Witness.)  I  will  tell  you  if  you  pat  it  down. 

9690.  (^Chairman.)  You  must  live  a  number  of 
houses,  I  suppose,  to  make  it  worth  your  while  to  keep 
a  staff*  of  men  ? — I  have  probably  got  100  houses — a 
little  more  or  less  ;  but  some  are  let  on  lease,  and  I 
do  not  repair  them  all.  I  have  enough  to  keep  a 
staff  employed. 

9691.  {Mr.  Studd,)  StiU  you  are  a  practical 
builder  ? — Yes,  you  may  say  so.     I  build  for  myself. 

9692.  You  know  the  regulations  you  have  to  be 
guided  by  when  j^ou  put  up  a  structure  ? — ^Do  you 
mean  in  the  District  Building  Act. 

9693.  Any  regulations  you  have  to  comply  with  ? — 
Yes,  very  well.     I  know  most  of  them. 

9694.  Did  you  put  up  a  room  without  any  window  ? 
— No ;  I  never  did  that. 

9695.  In  the  rear  of  No.  35  ?— No ;  I  did  not  do 
that,  but  I  will  tell  my  Lord  what  I  did  do. 

9696.  Will  you  do  so  ? — This  requires  explanation. 
My  father  took  these  premises  on  a  long  lease,  and  at 
the  rear  of  a  house — as  you  may  say  here — {describing) 
he  built  a  cottage  overlooking  some  land  he  had  there, 
and  a  cottage  overlooking  the  back  front  of  the 
house.  After  the  lapse  of  some  years  he  sold  this 
land  behind.  This  cottage  was  walled  up,  and  laid  in 
ruins,  I  suppose,  for  10  years.  Then  I  had  a  notice 
from  the  leaseholder  to  make  a  cottage  of  this.  He 
served  me  with  a  notice  under  the  covenants,  that  I 
was  to  make  a  cottage  of  it.  I  saw  him  on  the  sub- 
ject, and  requested  him  not  to  press  that,  but  he  said 
**  there  were  two  cottages  when  the  lease  was  granted, 
"  and  you  must  put  up  two  cottages.  My  lease  is 
"  getting  short.  I  must  have  two  cottages  on  the 
*'  ground,  and  you  must  make  them  somehow.  I 
**  do  not  mind  how  you  make  them."  I  then  repaired 
this  cottage.  I  did  not  put  it  up ;  and  that  is  the 
exact  truth  of  this  matter.  There  was  no  window  in 
a  sense  you  may  take  it,  but  it  was  well  lighted  by  a 
skylight.  You  may  not  call  it  a  window  as  this  court 
has  got  no  window,  except  this  skylight. 

9697.  I  am  told  there  were  two  rooms,  one  above 
the  other,  and  that  there  was  no  window  in  the  lower 
room  ? — We  did  as  well  as  we  could.  We  put  it  over 
the  stau'case,  and  it  was  a  borrowed  light  ft*om  the 
staircase.  The  passage  entrance  which  passed  through 
the  other  house,  had  a  large  sash  door  which  gave 
some  light.  I  could  get  no  better  light,  and  I  was 
compelled  to  put  it  up  under  the  covenants  of  tho 
lease. 

9698.  Do  you  suggest  that  that  was  not  a  new 
building  ?— It  was  not  a  new  building,  certainly 
not. 
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9699.  You  say  it  was  not  ?— I  say  assuredly  not. 
There  was  no  part  of  it  down  beyond  the  roof.  The 
roof  had  fallen  off. 

9700.  You  had  not  to  come  in  contact  with  the 
district  surveyor  with  regard  to  it,  or  get  any  plan 
passed  ? — There  would  be  no  plans  requu*ed  to  be 
passed,  because  it  was  an  old  building  on  the  old 
foundations,  even  had  I  built,  but  the  walls  were 
standing,  and  according  to  my  knowledge  of  the  Dis- 
trict Act,  I  believe  it  was  not  a  building,  but  a  repair. 
There  was  only  the  roof  to  put  on. 

9701.  That  is  your  view  of  the  transaction? — ^That 
is  my  view. 

9702.  Did  not  you  some  time  after  Mr.  Thomas 
went  there,  which  seems  to  be  the  only  date  we  can 
fix,  pat  up  some  sort  of  structure  at  the  rear  of 
No.  37  ? — I  built  up  a  watercloset. 

9073.  Had  not  you  to  get  that  passed  in  some  way, 
or  other  ? — No. 

9704.  Is  it  not  usual  ? — No,  there  is  no  necessity 
for  it. 

9705.  Then  you  can  put  up  those  sort  of  things 
without  getting  any  plans  passed  ? — Yes,  in  such  a 
place  as  that  where  there  is  plenty  of  air  space,  you 
can. 

5706.  Who  is  the  jud^e  of  whether  there  is  air 
space,  or  not  ? — The  builder.  If  there  is  200  square 
feet,  the  builder  would  be  sufficient. 

9707.  Who  is  to  check  the  builder  ?— The  district 
surveyor. 

9708.  Did  the  district  surveyor,  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
know  of  this  structure  ? — I  am  not  quite  certain 
whether  I  gave  him  notice,  for  I  was  in  great  con- 
fusion at  that  time ;  but  the  district  surveyor  was  in 
and  about  there,  and  would  have  seen  it.  I  cannot 
say  whether  I  gave  him  notice  or  not. 

9709.  Who  would  the  district  surveyor  be,  Mr. 
Peebles  ? — No,  I  think  Mr.  Ashbridge  then,  but  I  do 
not  know  the  dates. 

9710.  At  all  events,  you  gave  him  no  notice  ? — I 
am  not  sure  of  that.    I  do  not  remember  it. 

9711.  You  were  a  member  of  the  Board  of  course 
then  ? — Yes. 

9712.  When  did  you  say  that  the  commencement 
of  the  negotiations  between  you  and  Mr.  Booth  for 
the  purchase  of  No.  35  took  place  ? — So  far  as  my 
memory  carries  me,  I  think  the  negotiation  was 
initiated  at  the  latter  end  of  1 883,  but  I  can  ascertain 
that  from  papers  at  home. 

.9713.  Was  it  initiated  by  a  correspondence  or 
verbally  ? — In  the  first  instance  I  think  Mr.  Sher- 
wood, and  I  think  Mr.  Brick  called  on  me.  That  is 
how  it  was  initiated. 

9714.  When  do  you  put  that? — I  should  think 
about  the  latter  end  of  November,  oi*  the  beginning  of 
December  1883. 


9715.  When   did    the    first    correspondence    take      Seventeenth 
place  ? — I  could  not  say.     It  was  very  shortly  after           Day. 
that.  

9716.  Then  how  comes  it  at  the  trial  you  were  not    ^^  Jab^»8»- 
able  to  produce  any  con-espondence  ? — Because   un-  Mr,  g: Brown, 

fortunately  I  burnt  all  the  letters.     I  did  not  think       

there  was  any  necessity  for  retaining  them,  and  I 

destroyed  them,  but  I  think  I  can  give  evidence  of 
all  that  I  am  saying.  All  that  I  utter  I  shall  be  in  a 
position  to  prove  if  you  ask  it. 

9717.  Did  you  make  any  payment  to  Mr,  Thomas 
over  this  matter  ? — No. 

9718.  Have  you  ever  made  any  payment  to  Mr. 
Thomas  ? — Never. 

97 1 9.  Or  any  official  of  the  Board  ? — Never. 

9720.  Or  member  ? — No,  certainly  not ;  never. 

9721.  ( Chair^nan,)  Have  you  ever  had  any  per- 
sonal transaction  or  dealing  with  the  Board  except 
this  case  ? — Yes ;  there  was  another  case  of  a  danger- 
ous structure  in  the  case  of  some  property  of  mine  in 
Vine  Court,  but  I  think  it  only  fair  to  say  that  I  was 
the  leaseholder  of  this  property,  but  I  gave  it  to  my 
son  in  1879,  and  I  have  had  no  profit  or  interest  in  it 
whatever  since  then.  Still  I  am  the  legal  representa- 
tive, and  I  am  willing  to  take  the  responsibility. 

9722.  Was  there  anything  else  except  about  these 
danererourf  structures  ? — There  was  a  dangerous 
structure  there.  The  house  had  become  dilapidated, 
and  it  was  shored  up.  Unknown  to  me  that  was. 
I  heard  of  it  through  the  Metropolitan  Board.  They 
served  me  with  a  notice  as  far  as  I  remember  to  do 
what  was  necessary  to  make  this  safe,  and  in  that  case 
also  it  was  delayed  some  time  on  account  of  the 
weather;  the  weather  was  very  severe.  It  was  a 
little  delayed,  but  I  rebuilt  the  houses  there. 

9723.  Is  that  all  ? — That  is  all  as  far  as  I  remem- 
ber. I  think  there  is  no  other.  Vine  Court  and 
Lisson  Street.  Although  I  take  the  responsibility  I 
had  no  profit,  it  was  my  son's  property. 

9724.  (Mr,  Meadows  White,)  Although  you  can- 
not remember  the  exact  date  when  you  met  Mr. 
Thomas,  I  understand  you  to  say  the  raking  shore  in 
front  was  there  at  the  time  ? — It  was  there. 

9725.  At  any  rate,  whatever  the  date  was  it  was 
after  the  date  when  the  raking  shore  was  put  up  ?— 
No.     When  I  met  Mr.  Thomas  the  shore  was  up. 

9726.  That  is  what  I  say  ? — Yes,  it  was  up. 

9727.  Whenever  the  date  was  it  was  after  the 
raking  shore  had  been  put  up? — Yes.  We  were 
there  after  that  shore  was  up. 

9728.  Can  you  tell  me  how  long  after? — No,  I 
could  not — not  very  long  ;  but  I  cannot  tell  you.  It 
is  mere  speculation,  and  I  would  rather  tell  you  what 
I  know. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


{Mr.  Meadows  White,)  Your  Lordship  has  the 
date  when  the  raking  shore  was  put  up. 

{Chairman,)  Somewhat  before  the  15th  April. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  It  was  not  put  up  on  the 
14th;  I  think  it  was  on  the  18th  ;  but  you  will  find 


that  in  the  bifl  from  Greenwood's.  Then  I  have  the 
account  from  the  accountant's  department  who  appor- 
tions these  matters. 

{Chairman)  If  you  like  to  ask  him  any  questions 
you  can. 


Mr.  Abthur  John  Bailry  sworn  and  examined. 


9729.  {Mr,  Meadows  White,)  You  are  in  the  em- 
ployment of  the  Metropolitan  Board  ? — I  am. 

9730.  You  are  in  the  architect's  department? — I 
am. 

9731.  Is  it  your  business  to  make  out  the  accounts 
in  the  transactions  as  to  dangerous  structures  ? — As 
regards  the  district  surveyor's  fees  only. 

9732.  Do  you  remember  this  case  of  .33  and  35, 
Lisson  Street  ? — I  do. 

9733.  Do  they  come  before  you  in  the  usual  way  ? 
— ^They  come  before  me  when  the  works  are  com- 
pleted. 


9734.  And  do  you,  from  the  documents  before  you, 
make  out  the  bill,  so  to  speak,  towards  the  two 
owners  ? — I  do. 

9735.  Did  you  in  this  case  ? — I  did. 

9736.  And  the  documents  before  you  indicated  that 
it  was  a  party  wall  case  ? — They  did. 

9737.  And  you  apportioned,  therefore,  the  expenses 
between  the  two  adjacent  owners  ? — I  did. 

9738.  Was  all  that  done  in  the  regular  and  usual 
»<ay? — It  was. 

9739.  And  at  the  proper  stage  ? — And  at  the  proper 
stage. 

Er  4 


Mr, 
A,  J,  Bailey. 
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9740.  I  believe  you  do  more  than  3,000  cases  a 
year,  as  we  have  heard  ? — I  do. 

9741.  They  all  pass  through  your  hands  ? — Yes. 

9742.  Are  they  all  dealt  with  in  that  way,  that  the 
accounts  are  only  made  out  and  served  on  the  owners 
when  the  transactions  are  complete  ?  —  When  the 
transactions  are  complete. 

9743.  When  there  are  works  done  is  the  transac- 
tion completed  by  the  certificate  of  the  district  sur- 
veyor that  the  works  are  completed  ? — That  is  so. 

9744.  There  is  a  usual  scale  of  charges  ? — There  is 
a  scale  of  fees. 

9745.  In  this  case  Greenwood's  bill  for  shoreing, 
4/.  28.  6d.y  came  before  you,  and  you  apportioned 
that  between  the  two  owners  ? — That  was  appor- 
tioned. 

9746.  {Mr,  Studd.)  Do  you  know  whether  in 
making  out  this  account  any  allowance  wa3  made  for 


the  fees  that  had  already  been  paid  by  Mr.  Booth  to 
Mr.  Peebles,  the  district  surveyor  ? — ^Fees  paid  to 
Mr.  I*eeble8  by  Mr.  Booth  I  do  not  know  anything 
about ;  that  has  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  us. 

9747.  Mr.  Peebles,  the  district  surveyor,  is  charged 
for  in  that  account? — Not  as  district  surveyor — as 
private  surveyor. 

9748.  To  whom  ?— To  the  Board.  He  is  not  act- 
ing as  district  surveyor  in  the  case  of  dangerous 
structures. 

9749.  That  is  not  part  of  his  duties  as  district 
surveyor? — It  is  not  part  of  his  duties  as  district 
surveyor, 

9750.  {Mr,  Meadows  Hliite)  I  think  you  will 
find  that  Mr.  Peebles  had  district  surveyor's  fees 
under  the  new  building  ? — That  is  under  the  first  part 
of  the  Act. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  David  Henry  McLauchlan  sworn  and  examined. 


9751.  {Mr,  Meadows  White,)  Is  tliat  register 
which  you  have  before  you  kept  by  you  ? — Yes. 

9752.  And  concerns  all  the  dangerous  structures  ? 
— All  the  dangerous  structures  within  a  certain 
period. 

9753.  Within  the  period  in  the  volume  ? — Yes. 

9754.  How  do  you  make  that  out? — From  the 
papers  connected  with  the  dangerous  structures. 

9755.  Do  you  see  No.  29,756  ?— Yes. 

9756.  Does  that  concern  No.  35,  Lisson  Street  ? — 
Tt  does 

9757.  Do  you  see  No.  29,823  ?— Yes. 

9758.  That  concerns  No.  33  ?— It  does. 

9759.  I  see  that  No.  35  precedes  by  some  pp^es 
No.  33  ?— Yes. 

9760.  Why  is  that  ? — Because  wo  received  the  in- 
formation as  to  35  first  before  we  received  informa- 
tion as  to  No.  33. 

9761.  What  would  be  the  first  document  coming  to 
your  possession  for  No.  35  ? — It  would  be  merely  the 
case  and  the  requisition — a  copy  of  the  requisition 
sent  to  the  district  surveyor. 

9762.  That  is  to  say,  tho  letter  giving  information 
to  the  Board  of  this  being  a  dangerous  structure  ? — 
Yes ;  and  also  a  copy  of  the  requisition  sent  to  the 
district  surveyor  to  survey. 

9763.  Is  that  entered  first  there?— After  that 
follows  the  certificate,  and  I  cannot  enter  anything 
until  I  get  the  certificate  and  what  we  call  the  notice. 

9764.  It  is  said  that  some  of  the  entries  for  No.  33 
were  made  before  the  entries  for  No.  35 ;  can  you 


remember  that  ? — When  this  correspondence  appeared 
in  the  "  Time^,"  I  noticed,  in  the  first  part  of  the  case, 
an  entry  in  one  case  which  evidently  was  not  entered 
in  another  case ;  that  waa  the  first  time  it  was  called 
to  my  notice. 

9765.  Can  you  account  for  that  ? — Yes. 

9766.  How  was  that  ? — Because  I  had  a  number  of 
cases  handed  to  me,  and  I  have  to  extract  the  par- 
ticulars and  make  a  short  history  of  the  case.  Some 
of  these  papers  were  handed  to  me  at  this  time,  and 
one  of  these — I  think  it  was  No.  33 — ^was  handed  me 
amongst  them,  and  I  made  the  usual  entrv.  There 
were  about  20  others. 

9767.  That  was  handed  to  you  with  this  number  ? 
—Yes. 

9768.  And  to  advance  your  work  you  enter  all  you 
have  got  ? — Yes  ;  I  entered  all  I  had  at  that  date. 

9769.  When  did  No.  35  come  to  your  possession  ? 
— ^I  think  I  entered  that  somewhere  about  the  end 
of  September  or  the  commencement  of  October  1885. 
I  cannot  say  distinctly,  but  that  was  only  just  to 
advance  the  work  I  made  that  entry  at  that  time. 

9770.  It  has  been  said  that  when  these  entries  are 
completed  the  entire  documents  are  handed  to  you 
and  you  complete  your  register  ? — I  do. 

9771.  The  purpose  of  that  book  is  to  keep  an  ac- 
count of  all  the  cases  ? — It  is. 

9772.  So  that  for  reference  hereafter  the  progress 
of  the  case  may  be  readily  followed  ? — Yes. 

9773.  Was  there  anything  special  in  these  two 
oases  ? — No,  I  think  they  are  the  usual  kind. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Sir  Joseph  Bazalgette,  C.B.,  sworn  and  examined. 


Sir 

J,  Bazalgette^ 

C,B, 


9774.  {Chairman.)  You  are  the  chief  engineer  to 
the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ? — I  am. 

9775.  How  long  have  you  occupied  that  position  ? 
— 39  years,  at  least  the  Board  of  Works  and  its 
predecessors. 

9776.  The  Commissioners  of  Sewers  ? — Yes. 

9777.  You  have  been  chief  engineer  to  the  Board 
from  its  commencement  ? — From  its  commencement. 

9778.  And  the  whole  of  the  engineering  work  and 
the  engineering  staff  have  been  under  your  control  ? 
—It  has. 

9779.  First  be  good  enough  to  tell  us  as  to  the 
working  of  your  department,  into  what  branches  the 
work  is  divided.  Are  there  any  sub-departments 
under  you  ?— Yes. 

9780.  What  are  they  ? — There  are  three  assistant 
engineers ;  there  are  six  district  clerks  of  works ;  and 
there  are  a  number  of  special  clerks  of  works,  who  are 
temporary  oiRcers,  varying  in  number  according  to 
the  amomit  of  work  to  be  done.  They  are  not 
officers  appointed  by  the  Board,  but  they  are  trades- 
men— ^bricklayers    or    carpenters — who    have    been 


employed  on    public  works,   who    are    engaged  to 
superintend  any  particular  work  that  is  in  hand. 

9781.  Who  are  they  engaged  by? — By  the  assistant 
engineers  or  myself. 

9782.  You  select  them,  they  are  not  regularly 
appointed  by  the  Board  ? — Not  regularly  appointed 
by  the  Board. 

9783.  Take  first  the  assistant  engineers;  is  there 
any  division  of  duties  amongst  them  ? — Yes ;  they 
have  varied  at  different  times,  but  I  may  state  what 
they  have  been  from  the  year  1856  to  the  year  1870. 
There  were  three  assistant  engineers,  Messrs.  Cooper, 
Grant,  and  Lovick.  In  1870  Mr.  Cooper  retired ; 
then  Messrs.  E.  Bazalgette  and  Hart-Bennett  were 
appointed  assistants  under  Mr.  Grant  and  Mr.  Lovick 
until  1880,  when  Mr.  Bazalgette  was  appointed 
assistant  engineer  for  bridges.  This  continued  till 
Mr.  Grant's  death  in  the  present  year,  when  Mr. 
Hart-Bennett  was  appointed  assistant  engineer  in 
his  place  with  the  revision  of  the  districts.  So  that 
at  the  present  time  there  are  three ;  Mr.  Lovick,  who 
has  the  eastern  division  on  the  north  side  of  the  River 
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Thamos  of  the  metropoliH;  Mr.  Bazalgette  who  has 
part  of  the  north  and  n  part  of  the  south-west  of  the 
metropolis  and  the  bridges;  and  Mr.  Hart-Bennett 
who  has  the  bulk  of  the  south  side. 

9784.  What  are  the  duties  of  these  assistant  engi- 
neers within  their  districts  ? — Their  duties  are  to 
attend  generally  to  the  drainage  of  the  district  in  the 
first  instance  They  have  charge  of  the  sluice  keepers 
and  the  flushing  staff;  they  attend  to  all  complaints  of 
defective  drainage,  or  anything  of  that  kind,  and  also 
they  supei-intend  any  special  works  in  their  dis- 
tricts. 

9785.  Then  substantially  they  have  the  superin- 
tendence of  the  drainage  works  in  those  three  dis- 
tricts. What  other  class  of  works  is  there,  besides 
drainage  works,  tliey  would  hare  to  attend  to  ? — The 
bridges  form  an  important  feature.  Then  there  is  the 
Act  for  the  prevention  of  floods.  There  are  40  miles 
of  river  frontage,  the  premises  on  which  have  been 
dealt  with  in  such  a  manner  as  to  prevent  flood,  and 
not  to  interfere  with  the  business  earned  on  at  them  ; 
and  for  that  purpose  there  are  moveable  tide  boards 
which  have  to  be  inspected  and  kept  in  order.  Then 
all  contracts  for  embankments,  all  contracts  for  any 
road  improvements,  or  anything  of  that  kind,  are 
superintended  by  them. 

9786.  That  is,  the  execution  of  the  contracts  ? — 
The  execution  of  the  contracts. 

9787.  That  is  to  say,  contracts  in  relation  to  engi- 
neering works  ? — Yes ;  I  have  written  a  short  state- 
men  t,  if  your  Lordship  likes  to  look  at  it,  showing  the 
way  in  which  works  are  started,  and  the  different 
steps  taken  from  their  origin  until  their  completion. 

9788.  I  think  you  had  better  hand  that  in,  and  I 
will  ask  you  some  questions  upon  it  (same  handed 
in).  The  first  step  is  that  the  attention  of  the  Board 
is  drawn  to  the  necessity  for  some  improvements 
either  by  written  communications  or  memorials  or 
complaints  ? — That  is  so. 

9789.  Those  are  referred  by  the  Board  to  the 
Works  Committee,  that  is,  the  Board  in  committee, 
who  instruct  you  to  lay  before  them  a  general  design 
and  approximate  estimate  ? — Yes. 

9790.  That  Is,  I  suppose,  if  they  think  they  are 
works  that  ought  to  be  constructed,  or  do  they  do 
that  in  every  case  ? — Generally  it  is  referred  to  the 
engineer  to  report  upon  in  the  first  instance,  so  that 
they  may  have  all  the  facts  to  consider. 

9791.  Then  the  next  step  is  that  your  report  is 
discussed  and,  if  approved,  recommended  to  the 
Board  for  adoption,  or,  if  not  altogether  approved,  I 
suppose  discussed  with  you  and  sometimes  modified  ? 
—Yes. 

9792.  Then  if  the  improvement  is  one  which  ne- 
cessitates the  interference  with  private  property,  such 
as  a  new  street  or  a  new  bridge  or  an  embankment,  or 
works  for  the  prevention  of  floods,  it  is  necessary  to 
obtain  an  Act  of  Parliament  ? — Yes. 

9793.  And  in  that  case  you  prepare  the  parlia- 
mentary plans  and  estimates  for  deposit  ? — Yes. 

9794.  Would  it  be  in  your  oflice,  or  would  it  be  in 
the  architect's  oflUce,  that  the  book  of  reference  would 
be  prepared  ? — I  prepare  the  book  of  reference. 

9795.  Has  the  architect's  department  any  conni'xion 
with  the  book  of  reference  ? — No.  It  is  usually  done 
by  the  solicitor  in  the  ordinary  practice,  but  I  have 
done  it  in  the  case  of  the  Board. 

9796.  It  was  suggested  before  us  tliat  an  ofiicial  in 
the  architect's  department  had  made  known  to  some- 
one what  was  in  the  book  of  reference  ? — The  book  of 
reference,  after  it  is  made,  is  printed,  and,  of  course, 
goes  into  the  hands  then  of  the  architect  to  deal  with 
the  property. 

9797.  Oi  course  it  would  not  be  made  public  in 
any  way  ? — No,  I  beg  your  pardon  ;  the  book  of 
reference  would  be  deposited. 

9798.  When  it  has  arrived  at  that  stage  ? — Yes. 

9799.  But  before  it  has  arrived  at  that  stage  it 
would  be  known  to  those  in  the  office  but  not  to  the 
public  ? — No. 

i     5414S. 


9800.  Have  you  become  acquainted  with  any  cases     Seventeenth 
in  which   it  is  suggested  that  people  have  received  Day. 
information  as  to  thocvintents  of  the  book  of  reference           —"" 
before  it  has  been  made  public  ?— No.                                ^®  JiUyjiass. 

9801.  If  the  improvement  is  connected  with  main  ^5^ 
'drainage  no  Act  of  Parliament  is  required  ? — No.           j,  Bazalgette, 

9802.  And  in  either  of  these  cases,  when  the  work  C.  B. 

has  to  be  carried  out,  you  are  instructed  to  prepare 

the  contract  and  the  detailed  drawings  ? — That  is  so. 

9803.  And  then,  on  the  completion  of  those  ad- 
vertisements are  issued  inviting  tenders? — That  is 
so. 

9804.  What  is  done  with  the  tenders  ?  —  The 
tenders  are  deposited  in  a  box  on  the  Thursday  after- 
noon before  a  Board  meeting.  They  are  opened  at 
the  Board  meeting,  or  they  are  opened  by  the  clerk 
before  the  Board  meeling  and  handed  to  the  Chair- 
man, who  announces  them  at  the  public  board. 

9805.  Is  the  lowest  tender  always  accepted  ? — Not 
always;  but  usually  inquiries  are  made  as  to  the 
competence  of  the  contractors,  and  if  those  inquiries 
are  not  satisfactory  then  the  lowest  tender  is  not 
accepted. 

9806.  Do  you  advise  at  all  as  to  whether  the 
tenders  should  be  accepted  or  not  ? — No.  I  state 
whether  the  contractor  has  done  work  for  the  Board, 
and  if  so  whether  he  has  done  it  well  or  otherwise; 
but  the  inquiry  as  to  his  condition  is  conducted  by 
the  solicitors. 

9807.  After  the  contract  is  entered  into  with  the 
contractor  who  superintends  its  execution  ?  —  The 
assistant  engineer  take^  charge  of  the  work  when  its 
execution  has  commenced,  and  the  usual  plan  is  to 
employ  one  of  the  district  clerks  of  works  upon  that 
work  to  be  constantlv  upon  it,  and  under  him  are  the 
special  clerks  of  works,  who  are  put  on  from  time  to 
time  Jis  the  work  extends,  and  it  is  opened  up  in  larger 
sections. 

9808.  The  district  clerks  of  works  are  three  in 
number  ? — Six ;  two  for  each  of  the  districts. 

9809.  What  are  the  names  of  the  district  clerks  of 
works  ? — At  the  present  time  there  is  Tuck,  Marshall, 
Noble,  Beechcr,  Bastable,  and  Grimshaw. 

9810.  Then  one  of  these  six  is  appointed  to  super- 
intendend  tl  e  work  after  a  contract  has  been  accepted  ? 
— ^Ye«,  usually. 

9811.  And  in  addition  to  him  one,  or  sometimes 
more  than  one,  of  the  special  clerks? — For  instance, 
in  one  contract  that  we  have  now  at  the  Barking 
Reservoir  Extension  there  are  nine  of  these  special 
clerks  of  works.  We  have  at  the  present  time  23  of 
those  upon  ditferent  works  superintending  them. 

9812.  Have  you  a  regular  form  for  your  contracts  ? 
— We  have. 

9813.  Under  tliat  contract  what  is  the  provision 
with  regard  to  extras  ? — ^There  is  a  sum  of  money 
usually  provided  for  extras,  something  like  10  per 
cent,  upon  the  amount  of  the  contract,  and  if  when  the 
extras  are  measured  they  do  not  amount  to  that  amount 
the  rest  would  be  returned.  It  is  an  assumed  sum 
to  cover  the  extras  and  make  the  contract  nearer 
what  the  contract  is  likely  to  run  to. 

9814.  Is  there  any  requirement  of  the  engineer's 
certificate  before  any  extras  are  allowed  ?  —  Cer- 
tainly. 

9815.  A  certificate  in  writing:  ? — Yes. 

9816.  Who  gives  that  certifictite? — I  give  that 
certificate. 

9817.  Who  would  do  it  practically  ? — The  assistant 
engineer  measures  up  the  work  monthly  and  receives 
returns  of  extras,  and  he  allows  those  which  are  clear, 
and  those  which  are  not  clearlv  extras  are  allowed  to 
stand  over  for  decision. 

9818.  Do  your  contracts  also  provide  for  certificates 
from  time  to  time  of  the  work  done  ? — For  certificates 
of  payment,  which  are  approximate  estimates. 

9819.  Who  gives  those  ? — The  assistant  engineer. 

9820.  Does  he  personally  ? — That  is  to  say,  he  gives 
them  for  me,  1  am  responsible  for  them. 

9821.  Is  he  the  person  who  would  personally 
ascertain  whether  the  work  was  done  ? — He  measures 
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the  work  from  the  plau  and  from  the  returns  of  thi> 
clerks  of  works.  They  put  in  returns  showing  the 
amounts  of  extras,  which  he  compares  with  the  drawings 
and  his  own  observations. 

9822.  Whose   duty  would   it  be   to  see   tliat   the 
materials  were  of  the  specified  quality  ? — First,  it  is  * 
my  duty.     Then  it  is  the  duty  of  all  officers  engaged 
on  the  work. 

9823.  What  I  mean  is  this :  supposing,  for  example, 
bricks  of  a  specified  quality  are  to  be  supplied,  who 
practicidly  would  be  the  person  to  see  that  the  bricks 
of  that  quality  were  supplied  throughout? — In  the 
first  place  the  district  clerk  of  works  who  has  charge 
of  the  works,  then  the  assistant  engineer  who  has 
control  over  the  work,  and  finally  myself,  and  I  go 
from  time  to  time. 

9824.  How  often  are  the  contractors  paid?  — 
Monthly. 

9825.  Then  when  the  work  is  completed  the  con- 
tractor, I  suppose,  sends  in  an  account  ? — He  does. 
The  assistant  engineer  goes  through  that  account  with 
the  clerk  of  works  and  makes  liis  corrections  upon 
them.  Then  there  are  questions  upon  which  they 
cannot  agree,  as  to  what  is  included  in  the  specifica- 
tion, and  various  other  points,  of  that  kind,  which 
are  referred  to  the  engineer,  myself.  I  then  have 
the  assistant  engineer  and  the  clerks  of  works  with  the 
contract  drawings  and  specifications  before  me,  and  the 
contractor  and  his  agents,  and  I  hear  what  each  has  to 
say,  and  look  to  the  specification  and  drawings  and 
determine  those  points.  After  that  is  done  the 
account  is  sent  to  the  accountant,  certified  as  to 
quantities,  and  the  accountant  compares  the  prices 
with  the  schedule  of  extra  works  which  is  attached  to 
the  contract,  and  looks  to  the  costs,  and  so  forth,  and 
eventually  signs  it  as  correct.  Then  I  sign  the 
certificate  for  the  Boai'd. 

9826.  Then  he  is  entitled  to  his  balance  ? — Then  he 
is  entitled  to  his  money. 

9827.  Since  the  time  that  the  Boartl  has  existed 
there  have  been,  of  course,  a  great  number  of  large 
engineering  works  carried  out  as  we  know  ? — Yes, 
works  to  the  amount  of  over  8,000,000/. 

9828.  What  have  been  the  principal  works  of  recent 
years  ? — The  embankments  and  the  bridges. 

9829.  One  embankment  was  one  of  the  earliest 
works  of  the  Board  ? — Yes  ;  one  embankment  was  an 
early  one. 

9830.  The  embankment  on  the  south  side  ? — The 
embankment  on  the  south  side  was  the  later  one.  I 
can  give  you  the  dates.  The  AllxTt  Embankment  was 
let  in  1865.  I  have  here  a  list,  and  I  think  a  copy 
can  be  given  to  your  Lordship  of  the  different  con- 
tracts, the  names  of  the  contractors,  and  the  dates  cf 
thera.     (T%e  same  is  hatided  in.) 

9831.  These  contracts  begin  in  1859? — They  do. 

9832.  I  will  only  take  the  larger  ones.  In  1860 
there  wa«  a  contract  for  310,000/.  with  Webster  for 
the  Southern  Outfall  Sewer  ? — Yes. 

9833.  And  for  669,000/.  with  Fuiness  for  the 
Northern  Outfall  Sewer  ? — Yes. 

983^.  In  1861  there  was  a  contract  with  Messrs, 
Brassey,  Ogilvie,  and  Hattison  for  358,000/.  for  the 
North  Middle  Level  Sewer,  and  in  1862  with  Webster 
for  395,000/.  for  Crossness  P.S.;  what  is  that?— 
Pumping  station. 

9835.  Then  in  1863  there  was  a  contract  for 
237,000/.  with  Webster  for  the  Southern  Low  Level 
Sewer;  for  172,000/.  with  Furness  for  the  Northeni 
Outfall  Reservoirs,  and  500,000/.  for  the  Thames  Em- 
bankment north.  In  1864  a  contract  for  247,000/. 
for  the  Thames  Embankment  north  with  Kitson,  and 
for  253,0C0/.  with  Webster  for  the  Sewer  Northern 
Low  Level.  Then  in  the  next  year  1865  there  was 
a  contract  for  293,000/.  with  Webster  for  the  Thames 
Embankment  south,  and  in  1866  with  Webster  for 
120,000/.  for  the  Isle  of  Dogs  Branch  Sewers.  Then 
in  1867  a  contract  for  127,000/.  with  Webster  for 
Victoria  Embankment  wall.  Then  in  1871  with 
Webster  for  132,000/.  for  the  Chelsea  Embankment 
wall.  Northern  T^w  T^vel.     In   J  872  for   188,000/. 


with   W^ebster   for    the    Western    Pumping    Station 
Buildings  and  Engines  ?— That  was  130,000/. 

9836.  130,000/.  for  the  buUdings  and  58,000/.  for 
the  Engines;  both  with  Webster? — Yes. 

9837.  Then  in  1882  contmcts  with  Waddell  for 
Putney  Bridge  222,000/.,  and  140,000/.  for  s(rwers. 
Then  in  1886  Williams,  Son,  and  Wallington  143,000/. 
for  the  Battersea  Bridge.  Then  in  1887  406,000/. 
with  Mowlem  and  i.k}.  for  the  Northern  Outfall 
Sewage  Pit^cipilation  Works.  Those  appear  to  be 
the  principal  contract? — Yes. 

9838.  1  see  some  conti-acts  here  for  paving.  Arc 
thos<*  contracts  made  in  the  same  way  by  tenders  ? — 
Yes ;  all  those  contracts. 

9839.  Did  Mr.  Furness  carry  out  these  works  of 
the  embankment  ? — He  did. 

9840.  I  thought  there  were  some  works  he  was 
carrying  out  when  he  became  bankrupt, and  they  wi«rc 
transferred  to  somebody  else? — He  did  become  bank- 
rupt, but  I  think  that  was  afterwards. 

9841.  I  observe  that  W.  Webster  has  carried  out  a 
very  large  nupiber  of  these  works ;  were  his  idways 
the  lowest  tenders  in  these  cases  ? — I  think  so. 

9842.  Can  you  point  to  any  of  thege  that  ari'  not 
the  lowest  tendei*s  ? — No ;  1  am  afraid  I  cannot. 

9843.  Now  with  reference  to  the  Battersea  Bridge 
improvement,  take  that  first.  Would  you  tell  mc 
what  steps  were  taken  by  tlie  Boaixl  with  regard  to 
that  matter  ? — Precisely  the  same  steps. 

9844.  I  want  the  particulars  of  them  and  the 
dates  ? — 1  am  afiaid  I  am  not  supplied  with  those. 

9845.  I  want  the  dates  when  the  matter  was  first 
introduced  before  the  Board,  and  what  were  the  steps 
taken  ? — I  can  get  out  all  those  dates. 

9846.  You  have  not  any  book  here  that  would 
show  them  ? — I  do  not  know  whether  the  solicitor 
has,  but  I  have  not. 

{Mr,  Meadows  fVhite,)  The  minutes  are  not  ready 
as  to  that. 

9817.  {C/iaif^man.)  Was  the  onginal  plan  of  that 
different  to  what  was  ultimately  carried  out  ? — Yes  ; 
that  is  to  say,  there  were  iwo  Acts  of  Parliament  applied 
for.  I  at  first  proposed  to  construct  the  bridge  oy  the 
side  of  the  present  bridge,  and  to  use  the  old  bridge  m  a 
temporary  bridge  during  the  progress  of  the  works. 
That  was  afterwards  abandoned,  and  it  was  deter- 
mined to  construct  a  temporary  footbridge,  and  to 
put  a  new  bridge*  on  the  line  of  the  old  bridge  so  as 
to  be  in  a  direct  line  with  the  roadway. 

9848.  So  that  the  present  line  of  the  bridge  is  a 
more  direct  one  than  it  would  have  been  if  the 
original  plan  had  been  carried  out  ? — It  is. 

9849.  W^ould  the  former  plan  have  caustnl  much 
diversion  of  the  road  ? — "No,  not  much  diversion.  It 
would  not  come  in  the  centre  of  the  road  ;  but  it 
would  have  saved  the  construction  of  the  temi)orary 
bridge. 

9850.  What  did  the  construction  of  the  temporary 
bridgQ  cost  ?— 7,153/. 

9851.  How  came  the  first  plan  to  be  abandoned 
and  the  second  adopted  ? — The  local  aulhorities  ob- 
jected, and  there  was  a  great  deal  of  opposition  to  its 
not  going  in  a  direct  line ;  and  they  eventually  in- 
duced the  Board  to  alter  it. 

9852.  Was  that  inducement  by  representations 
made  to  the  Board  do  you  mean  ? — Yes. 

9853.  Had  any  notices  been  given  under  the  first 
Act  to  take  property  ? — I  think  not. 

9854.  Did  the  second  Act  require  the  taking  of 
different  property  to  that  which  would  have  been 
taken  if  the  first  scheme  had  been  carried  out  ? — I 
have  no  doubt  it  did  require  an  alteration  in  that 
respect. 

9855.  It  was  not  a  mere  rebuilding  of  the  bridge  ? — 
No,  a  new  bridge. 

9856.  A  new  bridge  of  larger  dimensions  ? — Yes. 
It  is  now  in  course  of  construction. 

9857.  The  land  taken  was  in  a  different  line  to 
what  would  have  been  taken  if  the  first  scheme  had 
been  carried  out? — I  think  it  was.  I  think  if  the 
first  scheme  had   been  carried  out  we   should   have 
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required   land   only   on   one    side,   and    a    different 
scheme. 

9858.  On  one  side  of  what  ? — On  one  side  of  the 
road — on  the  south  side  of  the  river — of  the  roadway 
up  to  Batter  sea  Park. 

9859.  Did  you  need  to  take  land  eompulsorily  on 
the  north  side  of  the  river,  or  only  on  the  south  ? — 
We  had  to  take  laud  on  both  sides. 

9860.  Can  you  give  me  the  date  of  the  two  Acts  ? — 
(jWr.  Meadows  White,)  In  the  last  report  there  are 

one  or  two  dates  given,  but  I  am  afraid  it  is  not  very 
f ul  I.     (  Report  h  anded  in .) 

9861.  {Chairman.)  The  first  Act  seeaus  to  have 
l)een  in  1881,  modified  by  a  subsequent  Act  of  1884  ? 
—Yes. 

9862.  You  are  not  enabled  now  to  give  me  the 
dates  of  the  resolutions  of  the  Board  with  reference  to 
those  Acts  ? — No. 

9863.  Or  of  the  notices  given  for  the  taking  of  the 
property  ? — No. 

{Chairman.)  I  should  like  to  have  those  looked  up 
for  the  next  meetinpr. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  The  minutes  of  the  Board 
arc  all  here,  but  perhaps  it  would  be  better  to  have 
them  altogether. 

{Chairman.)  Yes. 

1)8&1.  You  would  have  some  plans  of  the  two 
schemes,  I  suppose*  ? — Yes,  the  parliamentary  plans  in 
both  cases. 

9865.  Wo  will  st*o  tho.se.  Did  you  make  any 
smaller  sketch  in  the  first  instance  to  show  the  two 
j)lans  to  the  Board  ? — Yes. 

9866.  Perhaps  you  would  have  something  more 
convenient  than  the  parliamentary  plnns  ? — I  think 
the  parliamentary  plans  will  show  you  as  well  as  any- 
thing, the  property  as  well. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  If  your  Lordship  would 
give  notice  of  any  special  works  your  Lordship  wishes 
to  refer  to  mon»  particulary  in  detail  we  would  have 
them  thoroughly  searched  out. 

9867.  {Chairtnan.)  Can  you  tell  me  who  would  be 
the  assistant  engineer  who  would  have  the  supervision 
of  Webster's  works  at  Crossness  ? — At  the  present 
lime? 

98G8.  Who  would  ha\e  had  it  when  he  was  con- 
.structiiig  it  ? — Mr.  Grant. 

9869.  ir«'  was  the  gentleman  who  died  this  year  ? — 
1  [<»  died  this  year. 

9870.  He  would  be  the  assistant  engineer.  Who 
would  be  the  district  clerk  of  the  works  ? — I  forget  at 
this  moment,  but  I  will  ascertain. 

9871.  To  come  to  another  matter;  do€»s  the  manage- 
ment of  the  parks,  or  the  arrangement  of  the  parks, 
come  in  your  department  ? — No. 

9H72.  Whose  department  is  that  in  ? — The  archi- 
tect's and  the  clerks',  a  special  department 

9873.  In  whose  department  are  the  contracts  in 
respect  of  the  parks,  the  laying  out  of  the  parks  ? — 
If  there  are  any  works  they  come  into  my  depart- 
ment. 


9874.  The  tender  for  horses  and  carts  in  connexion 
with  the  parks  ? — That  would  not  come  in  my  depart- 
ment. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  There  is  a  special  depart- 
ment in  the  architect's  department. 

{Chairman,)  Who  is  the  person  who  has  charge  of 
it? 

(3/r.  Meadows  White,)  Mr.  Saxby  i»  the  chief 
clerk. 

j{CIutirman.)  Supposing  there  is  a  tender  for  cart- 
ing, tor  example,  and  the  tender  is  accepted,  and  then 
the  work  is  transferred  to  someone  else,  who  would 
be  the  person  who  would  know  about  that  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White,)  That  would  be  Mr.  Saxby. 
The  accounts  would  be  examined  in  the  accountant's 
department ;  and,  I  believe,  Mr.  Campion  would  be 
the  special  officer  in  the  accountant's  department  who 
would  look  into  that  matter.  As  to  supervising  the 
contract,  that  would  be  done  in  the  architect's  depart- 
ment, under  the  immediate  control  of  Mr.  Saxby. 

{Chairman.)  1  may  mention  that  I  shall  have  some 
inquiries  to  make  about  a  tender  by  Mr.  Larter,  which 
was  accepted,  with  reference  to  horses  and  carts  for 
one  of  the  parks. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White,)  We  have  had  sufficient 
information  to  get  that  contract  for  your  Lord- 
ship. 

{Mr,  Winch,)  Might  I  ask  that  the  contract  for 
the  low  level  drainage  and  the  Crossness  works  should 
be  hen*  next  time;  the  contract  with  Webster  for 
237,000/.,  which  your  Lordship  rea<l  out. 

{Mr.  Meadmos  White,)  That  is  the  southern 
level  sewer,  in  1863. 

{Chairman.)  Yes. 

9875.  (Mr,  Bosanquet,)  Is  the  maintenance 
repair  of  roads  under  your  department  r  —No, 
roads  are  under  the  vestries  and  district  boards. 

9876.  But  you  have  some  under  the  Metropolitan 
Board?  — Only  the  Thames  Embankment  and  the 
approaches  to  the  bridges. 

9877.  Is  that  the  only  one  ? — The  only  one. 
9S78.  I'K  that  under  you  } — It  is. 

9879.  {Mr,  Meadows  White.)  When  new  streets 
are  made  before  they  are  handed  over  they  would  b« 
under  you  ? — Yes,  when  new  streets  ai-c  inade. 

9880.  {Mr.  Bosanquet,)  All  that  is  done  in  that 
way  is  in  your  department? — New  streets  are  made 
by  me. 

9881.  Whatever  is  done  by  the  Boai-d  in  the  way 
of  laying  out  or  maintaining  streets  is  in  your  depart- 
ment ? — All  in  the  shape  oi  works. 

9882.  Enlarging  and  widening  roads  ? — All  works 
of  any  description  executed  by  the  Board  are  done  by 
mc, 

9883.  {Mr,GrenfeU.)  Other  than  building  ?— Other 
than  building. 

9884.  {Chairman.)  Whose  tender  was  accepted  ? 
{Mr,  Meadmos  White,)  Farmer's. 
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9885.  {Chairman.)  Before  putting  any  question*?  to 
you  I  desire  to  state  that  the  Commission  are  not 
occupied,  and  do  not  intend  to  occupy  tliemselves,  in 
inquiring  into  the  merits  of  particular  disputes  except 
so  far  as  they  bear  on  the  action  of  the  Board.  Of 
course,  where  any  imputation  is  made  on  any  indi- 
vidual they  would  be  williijg  to  give  that  individual  the 
opportunity  of  making  any  explanation  and  clearing 
himself  from  any  imputation.  I  may  say,  at  the 
outset,  as  far  as  the  Commissioners  are  concerned, 
they  do  not  understand  any  imputation  to  have  been 
made  upon  you  ;  at  all  events  no  such  impression  is 
left  upon  their  minds  ? — I  understand  that  that  is  the 
suggestion  of  Dr.  Watson  himself.  I  have  heard  it 
from  several  quarters. 

9886.  There  was  no  such  impression  conveyed  to 
our  mind  by  anything  that  took  place  when  Dr. 
Watson  was  examined.  As  to  the  question  whether 
the  compensation  was  adequate  or  inadequate,  or 
excessive,  we  are  not  going  into  that  except  so  far  a^ 
it  may  suggest  some  malpractices. 

9886a.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  As  far  as  I  understand*  there 
was  not  a  word  said  against  you  in  any  way  ? — I  will 
not  occupy  your  Lordship's  time. 

9887.  {Chairman,)    There   is   one   point  in    the 


memorandum  you  have  submitted  that  might  be  of 
importance,  because  otherwise  there  might  be  a  mis- 
apprehension, and  that  is  the  question  when  any 
arrangement  was  come  to  between  the  Board  and  Dr. 
Barnes  that  he  might  have  possession  of  this  house. 
That  is  the  only  point  which  appears  to  me  to  be 
material? — On  the  Tth  February  they  sent  me  the 
agreement. 

9888.  I  suppose  something  passed  ]>efore  that  ? — 
Yes,  in  January. 

9889.  When  were  the  first  negotiations? — The 
fii*8t  negotiatipns  were  after  Dr.  Watson  had  moved 
out  of  the  house  and  gone  to  Richmond. 

9890.  Until  after  that  date,  I  understand  you  to 
say  there  was  no  suggestion,  and  no  negotiations  as 
to  Dr.  Barnes  taking  the  house  ? — None  whatevex  ; 
and  it  was  never  dreamt  of  until  Dr.  Watson  had 
expressed  his  intention  of  leaving  the  neighbourhood 
entirely.  He  first  of  all  said  he  was  going  to  buy  a 
house  at  Bournemouth.  He  sent  a  surveyor  to  look 
at  a  house ;  he  found  he  could  not  afford  it,  and  he 
changed  his  mind  and  bought  a  house  at  Eichmond. 
There  was  no  collusion  of  any  kind  whatever.  Mr. 
Barnes  is  here. 

{Chairman.)  There  is  no  imputation  on  Dr.  Barnes. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  George  Briok  recalled  and  further  examined. 


Mr.  O. Brick.  •     {The  ffitness.)  Would  it  be  convenient  for  me  to 
— — —       make  a  statement  with  reference  to  my  evidence. 
{Chairman.)  Yes. 

(  The  Witness.)  I  wish  to  say  that  I  adhere  in  every 
respect  to  the  statement  I  made  last  week. 

9891.  It  is  not  necessary  for  you  to  say  that? — I 
mentioned  the  names  of  two  gentlemen,  Mr.  Sherwood 
and  Mr.  Coxhead,  who  were  present  on  the  3rd  April 
when  Mr.  Thomas  and  Mr.  Brown  came  to  Lisson 
Street.     Both  those  gentlemen  are  present  here. 

9892.  Then  we  will  hear  what  they  have  to  say  ? — 
I  have  vbited  the  premises  since,  and  I  am  positive 
that  what  I  said  was  correct.     The  wall  has  not  been 


taken  down ;  the  fissure  which  was  discovered  in  1884 
is  still  there.  I  put  my  rule  into  seven  places  and 
pushed  it  through  to  the  extent  of  20  inches  in  one 
place  yesterday,  and  the  wall  is  intact  according  to 
the  photos.  I  do  not  know  whether  it  is  necessary  to 
call  your  Lordship's  attention  to  the  law.  There  is 
bond  timber  in  the  wall,  and  it  is  against  the  law. 

9893.  What  is  the  section  ?— 18  &  19  Vict.  c.  122. 

9894.  What  is  the  particular  provision  -you  want 
to  call  attention  to  ? — ^There  is  bond  timber  about  200 
years  old  in  the  wall  that  Mr.  Brown  says  he  has 
dealt  with. 

9895.  You  mean  the  15th  section  ? — Yes. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Edmund  James  Sherwood  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr.  E.  J. 
Sherwood. 


9896.  {Chairman.)  Are  you  an  architect  and 
sui*veyor  ?-— Yes. 

9897.  Were  you  in  company  with  Mr.  Brick  at 
35,  Lisson  Street,  on  an  occasion  in  1884? — I  was. 

9898.  Can  you  fix  the  day  ? — I  cannot  exactly  fix 
the  day.  I  camo  from  Manchester  in  a  hurry 
yesterday,  and  I  have  not  my  diary  with  me. 

9899.  Do  you  remember  Mr.  Brown  coming  there 
and  introducing  a  gentleman  that  was  with  him  ? — 
I  do. 

9900.  Who  was  it  he  introduced  ? — Mr.  Thomas. 

9901.  How  did  he  introduce  him?  —  As  **My 
friend." 

9902.  Was  an  inspection  of  the  wall  then  made  in 
your  presence? — It  was.     First,  we  inspected  the 


front,  and  then  we  went  on  to  the  first  and  second 
floors. 

9903.  Did  you  hear  Mr.  Thomas  say  anything ;  and, 
if  so,  what  did  you  hear  him  say  ? — Mr.  Thomas  walked 
np  to  the  fissure,  put  his  umbrella  through,  and  said 
there  was  nothing  that  need  come  down ;  he  was 
surprised  that  anybody  should  condemn  it. 

9904.  Are  you  sure  you  heard  that  ?-  -I  am  sure 
of  it. 

9905.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Was  that  the  only  occasion 
on  which  you  saw  Mr.  Thomas  there  ? — It  is. 

9906.  That  is  the  Mr.  Thomas  you  spoke  of 
{pointing  to  Mr.  Thomas)? — The  gentleman  across 
there  is  Mr.  Thomas. 
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9907.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  At  what  date  was 
this? — ^In  the  fonner  part  of  April.  I  cannot  give 
you  the  exact  dates. 

9908.  Was  there  any  shore  in  front  oi  the  house 
at  the  time  ? — Only  like  one  that  we  had  put  up.  and 
shores  between  the  two  properties. 

9909.  Was  there  a  shore  in  front  of  the  house  at 
the  time  ? — The  one  that  we  had  put  up. 

9910.  Did  you  put  up  the  shore  in  front  of  the 
bouse  ? — We  put  up  just  one  shore  in  front  of  the 
bouse,  and  then  Mr.  Peebles  ordered  other  shores  to 
be  put  up  in  front  of  the  house. 

9911.  How  many  shores  did  you  put  up  in  front 
of  the  house  ? — ^About  four.  It  was  an  upright  shore 
with  the  different  struts  to  it. 

9912.  We  have  only  heard  of  one  shore  in  front  of 
the  house. 

{Chairman.)  I  do  not  know  whether  you  are 
meaning  the  same  thing  by  "  shores  "  ? — It  depends 
on  what  you  call  one  shore. 

9913.  {Mr,  Meadows  JVhite,)  A  raking  shore. 
I  am  only  using  the  language  that  was  used  ? — Tliere 
was  one  perpendicular  piece  put  up  against  the  wall, 
and  then  three  struts  to  it,  and  then  it  is  bniced  each 
way.     I  should  call  that  one  shore. 

9914.  And  so  do  we  call  it  one  shore.  Was  that 
up  at  the  time  ? — I  cannot  give  you  the  exact  date 
when  it  was  put  up. 

9915.  Was  it  at  the  time  you  saw  Mj*.  Thomas 
there  ? 

9915a.  {Chairman.)  Was  that  what  has  been  called 
a  raking  shore  against  the  front  of  the  house  {handinff 
a  photograph  to  the  toitness)  ? — That  is  the  one. 

9916.  Was  that  there  when  you  saw  Mr.  Thomas 
there? — I  could  not  swear  to  that. 

9917.  {Mr.  Meadom  White.)  Would  you  say  it 
was  not  ? — I  cannot  swear  to  it.  This  front  wall 
here  was  condemned  by  Mr.  Pebbles,  the  then  district 
surveyor. 

9918.  We  know  what  Mr.  Pebbles  condemned, 
because  we  have  his  reports.  Do  you  say  Mr.  Pebbles 
condemned  the  front  wall  ? — He  condemned  the  party 
wall  and  the  front  wall — and  of  course  he  condemned 
-~I  can  scarcely  give  you  the  number  of  the  house — he 
condemned  the  house  that  I  ordered  to  be  taken  down. 

9919.  Did  you  see  Mr.  Pebbles'  reports  ?— I  had 
no  occasion  to  see  them.  I  have  seen  Mr.  Pebbles 
several  times. 

9920.  Did  you  see  his  reports  ? — No,  I  have  not 
seen  his  reports. 

9921.  Was  anyone  else  there  but  Mr.  Brown  at 
any  time  that  you  saw  ? — Oh,  yes ;  there  were  several 
surveyors  there  afterwards. 


9922.  And  you  have  seen  Mr.  Brown  there  with 
several  surveyors  ? — I  have  seen  him  there  with  two 
surveyors  besides  Mr.  Thomas. 

9923.  Who  were  they?— Mr.  Woodward,  and  I 
forget  the  name  of  the  other  gentleman  just  now — 
Mr.  Walker. 

9924.  Did  you  see  Mr.  Pebbles  there  at  any 
time? — No;  I  did  not  meet  Mr.  Pebbles  on  the 
premises. 

9925.  But  you  have  seen  Mr.  Brown  there  with 
Mr.  Walker  and  Mr.  Woodward  ? — Yes  ;  two  or  three 
times  I  met  them  by  appointment.  Mr.  Brown  entered 
an  action  against  us.  I  only  met  Mr.  Thomas  there 
once,  but  I  met  the  other  gentleman  there  several 
times. 

9926.  You  say  you  met  Mr.  Thomas  there  ? — Yes. 

9927.  Are  you  sure  of  it  ? — 1  am  perfectly  sure. 

9928.  You  will  not  be  sure  as  to  whether  that 
shore  which  you  have  had  called  to  your  attention 
was  up  there  when  you  saw  Mr.  Thomas  ? — I  could 
not  at  this  moment  swear  to  that. 

9929.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Do  you  say  that  you  had 
anything  in  the  way  of  a  shore  against  the  front  of 
the  house  before  that  one  with  the  several  struts  to  it 
was  put  up  ? — ^Yes,  we  put  a  piece  1 1  by  4  until  we 
took  ours  down  ;  we  just  put  a  light  one. 

9930.  A  temi>orary  shore  in  front  ? — We  put  a 
temporary  shore  to  our  portion  of  the  front. 

9931.  {Mr.  Meadows  JVhite.)  You  took  it  down? 
— of  course  it  was  bound  to  come  down. 

{Chairman.)  As  I  understand  you  put  a  shore  in 
front  which  was  to  serve  as  a  support  whiJst  you 
were  taking  the  adjoining  house  down  ? 

{Mr.  Meadoics  IFhite.)  No,  taking  his  own  house. 

{Chairman.)  The  adjoining  house. 

(  Mr.  Meadows  White.)  That  is  33. 

9932.  {C/iairman.)  33  was  the  house  you  took 
down  ? — Yes,  we  shored  up  our  own  house  until  we 
took  it  down,  and,  of  course,  when  we  took  the  house 
down  the  shore  came  with  it. 

9933.  The  shore  you  are  speaking  of  was  a  shore 
in  front  of  your  house  and  not  a  shore  in  front  of  35  ? 
— We  had  nothing  to  do  with  this  shore.  This  shore 
was  put  up  by  the  instructions  of  Mr.  Peebles.  This 
was  put  up  by  the  Board.  We  refused  to  put  this  up. 
We  had  nothing  to  do  with  propping  the  property  up. 
We  took  ours  down,  and  of  course  our  temporary 
shore  came  with  the  front  of  our  house. 

9934.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  We  know  you 
dispute  it,  but  you  had  to  pay  all  the  same  before^ 
the  magistrate  ? — Unfortunately  we  had. 

9935.  {Chairman.)  You  are  now  practising  as  an 
architect  in  Manchester,  are  you? — No,  in  London. 
I  am  joint  architect  for  a  man  in  Manchester  which 
took  me  there  yesterday. 


Eigliteentlx 
Day. 

18  July  18S8. 

Mr.  E.  ./. 

Sherwood. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Frbdebick  John  Coxhxad,  sworn  and  examined. 


9936.  {Chairman.)  Are  you  a  builder  ? — Yes. 

9937.  Were  you  in  company  with  Mr.  Sherwood 
and  M.  Brick  at  the  premises,  35,  liisson  Street  ? — I 
was. 

9938.  Do  you  remember  Mr.  Brown  coming  there  ? 
—Yes. 

9939.  Do  you  remember  some  one  coming  with 
him  ? — Yes. 

9940.  Whowasit?— Mr.  Thomas. 

9941.  What  passed;  what  was  done? — It  was 
hardly  my  business  to  be  there,  only  that  I  accom- 
panied Mr.  Sherwood,  but  for  a  little  time  I  stood 
aloof.  When  they  entered  the  house  I  simply 
followed.  It  was  a  mass  of  ruins.  We  went  on  to 
the  first  floor  and  saw  a  break  in  the  wall,  and  I 
being  interested  in  such  business  drew  up,  and  I  saw 
a  large  opening  which  had  been  caused — 

9942.  Did  you  see  .M  r.  Thomas  examining  that  ? — 
Yes,  he  put  his  umbrella  into  it,  and  Mr.  Brick  put 
his  rule  through  the  wail,  and  knocked  it  on  to  the 
partition  or  wains<;otting  on  the  other  side. 


9943.  I  do  not  know  if  you  heard  what  was  said, 
the  conversation  which  took  place  ? — Yes ;  it  seemed 
that  this  was  the  dispute,  this  break  in  the  wall,  as  to 
whether  the  pulling  down  of  33  had  not  something  to 
do  with  it,  and  Mr.  Brown  thought  there  ought  to  he 
some  compensation,  or  it  should  be  put  back  or  done 
something  with.  Mr.  Thomas  remarked  that  it  was 
an  old  wound  doubtless  caused  by  the  removal  from 
time  to  time  of  the  brestsummer  which  took  the  weight 
of  the  front  to  rebeve  the  weight  from  the  shop  front 
below,  and  it  was  not  a  new  wound,  it  had  been  done 
from  time  to  lime,  it  was  of  many  years  standing. 

9944.  Did  you  hear  him  .say  anything  about  the 
house  being  condemned  ? — No. 

9945.  You  are  sure  that  he  was  there  with  Mr. 
Brown  in  the  presence  of  Mr.  Sherwood,  and  yourself 
and  Mr.  Brick  ?— Yes. 

9946.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  What  are  you,  what 
was  your  business  tiiere.  Are  you  a  builder  ongagea 
in  the  work  ? — No.  I  hod  business  with  Mr.  Sher- 
wood in  the  morning.     I  met  him  at  th(»  office. 

Ss  3 


Mr. 

F.  J.  Coxhead. 
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.  M£r. 
F.  J.  Coxhead, 


9947.  Had  you  ever  soeii  Mr.  Thomas  boforo? —  9949.  At  the  trial?— At  the  trial. 

No.  9950.  {Mr.  Meadoics  White,)  Mr.  Thomas  has  seen 

9948.  Have  jou  seen  him  since  ? — Yes ;  I  saw  Lim  this  gentleman  now.     Perhaps  your  Lordship  would 
at  the  inquiry.  call  him.     He  has  his  diary. 

The  witness  withdrew. 
Mr.  George  James  Thomas  I'ecalied,  further  examined. 


Mr, 
G,  J.  Thomas, 


9951.  {Chairman,)  You  have  seen  those  two 
gentlemen  now,  Mr.  Sherwood  and  Mr.  Coxhead  ? — 
Yes. 

9952.  Do  you  say  that  you  never  saw  them  at  the 
premises,  35,  Lisson  Street  ? — I  never  saw  Mr.  Sher- 
wood or  Mr.  Coxhead  on  the  premises.  1  have  a 
recollection  of  seeing  Mr.  Sherwood,  the  architect, 
before  the  official  referee;  but,  to  the  best  of  my 
knowledge,  I  have  never  seen  Mr.  Coxhead  before 
in  my  life.  T  have  looked  up  my  old  tablet.  The 
only  reason  I  have  for  fixing  the  date  is  just  a  rough 
entry  {handing  a  document  to  his  Lordship),  That 
is  the  only  note  I  have. 

9953.  "Burn  Street,  11  a.m.,  to  meet  Mr.  Brown." 
That  is  May  the  1st  ?— May  the  1st. 

9954.  On  the  4th  there  is  no  entry  at  all  ? — No  ; 
I  do  not  enter  every  day. 

9955.  {To  Mr,  Brick,)  Have  you  your  diary  ?  I 
want  to  see  the  original? — It  is  in  Liskeard,  in 
Birkenhead.  I  removed  from  Hendon,  and  my  books 
have  gone  there.     I  believe  I  can  get  it. 

0956.  We  should  like  t<>  see  it  if  you  have  it  ? — 
1  should  like  lo  point  out  that  there  is  the  1st  of 
April  1884  and  the  1st  of  April  1885. 

9957.  1885  is  a  different  thing. 


{Mr,  Meadows  White,)  This  is  fixed  by  Mr.  Brick, 
as  far  as  he  fixes  it  at  all,  on  the  3rd  of  April  Your 
Lordship  is  aware  of  the  importance  of  the  evidence 
as  to  the  shore  being  up  or  not. 

(Mr,  Brick,)  On  the  let  of  April,  when  Mr.  Brown 
came  in  the  morning,  he  saw  me,  and  he  came  agiun 
the  second  time.  He  said,  "  I  have  been  to  the 
"  Board,  and  made  an  appointment  for  the  day  afler 
"  to-morrow,"  Then  I  communicated  with  Mr 
Sherwood  in  the  meantime,  and  he  kept  the  appoint- 
ment at  1 1  o'clock  on  Uie  3rd  of  April. 

9958.  {Mr,  Studd  to  the  witness.)  You  do  admit 
that  you  went  there  more  than  once  ? — ^Not  about  that 
time.  I  have  been  there  more  than  once  ;  but  not 
about  that  time. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White,)  Have  you  anything  in  your 
diary  as  to  what  your  business  was  on  tlie  3rd  ? 

{Chairman,)  No,  it  is  a  blank.  There  is  "  Kentish 
Town,"  I  think. 

9959.  {Mr,  Meadows  White,)  Is  there  any  other 
record  kept  in  the  offices  of  the  Board  which  could 
give  you  any  information  as  to  what  you  were  engaged 
upon  ? — No.  It  is  simply  a  rough  diary  that  I  put 
appointments  in. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White,)  There  is  an  entry  on  the 
3rd. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Sir  .Joseph  Bazalgette,  C.B.,  recalled,  further  examined. 


Sir 

./.  Bazalgette, 

C,B, 


9960.  {Chairman.)  We  may  as  well  proceed  first 
with  the  question  of  Battersea  Bridge? — I  wish  to 
produce  a  plan  of  Battt^rsea  Bridge  {prodncing  same). 
The  blue  line  reprosents  the  original  lino  as  laid  out. 
The  old  Battersea  Bridge,  which  was  by  the  side  of 
that  blue  line,  could  have  been  used  as  a  temporary 
bridge  under  that  arrangement.  On  the  Surrey  side 
it  would  have  taken  property  only  on  the  east  side  of 
the  bridge. 

9961.  What  represents  the  old  bridge,  the  purple  ? 
— No.  These  lines  are  the  piers  of  the  old  bridge, 
and  there  is  the  width  of  the  old  bridge  just  clear  of 
it,  so  that  it  could  have  been  used. 

9962.  What  would  have  represented  the  new 
bridge  ?  From  that  point  to  the  outside  of  the  blue  ? 
—Yes.  It  would  have  taken  property  only  on  the 
east  side  of  Battersea  Road,  and  there  would  have 
been  all  this  property.  The  London  Steamboat  Com- 
pany have  an  approach  to  that  road.  This  approach 
is  raised  up  to  the  bridge.  They  would  have  come 
upon  that  part  of  the  old  road,  and  they  would  have 
had  to  pass  out  in  this  direction,  and  come  over  the 
bridge.  Afterwards,  the  Wandsworth  District  Board 
memorialised  the  Metropolitan  Board  not  to  carry  it 
out  in  that  way.  They  communicated  with  the 
Steatuboat  Company,  and  the  Steamboat  Company 
agreed  that  if  the  Board  would  make  a  road  on  the 
south  side  of  their  premises,  and  give  them  access  to 
that  road,  and  access  on  to  the  bridge  by  means  of 
that  road,  they  would  not  call  upon  the  Board  then 
to  take  their  premises,  the  access  at  first  being  on  to 
that  road  direct,  and  tiie  access  afterwards  being  along 
that  road  to  the  foot  of  the  incline.  That,  of  course, 
involved  interfering  with  the  property  on  the  west 
side  as  well  as  on  the  east  side. 

9963.  What  is  the  site  of  the  new  bridge  ?-«The 
red  line  is  straight  where  the  old  bridge  was  put.  We 
pulled  up  the  old  bridge,  and  destroyed  that  first. 
Then  we  constructed  a  temporary  bridge,  which,  by 
mistake,   I   said   in   my   last  examination   had    cost 


15,000/.  or  20,000/.  I  was  thinking  of  another  tem- 
porary bridge  at  Hammersmith.  This  was  only  a 
footbridge,  and  cost  only  7,100/.  odd. 

9964.  The  new  bridge  itself  was  on  the  same  site 
as  the  old  one  ? — On  the  same  site  as  the  old  one. 

9965.  Was  it  wider  ? — Much  wider. 

9966.  {Mr,  Grenfell,)  The  centre  was  the  same  ? — 
No ;  these  two  lines  represent  the  footbridge.  These 
two  lines  represent  the  new  bridge,  so  that  they  do  not 
come  exactly  upon  the  site.  The  .centre  line,  of 
course,  is  quire  difierent.  Still,  it  goes  in  a  direct 
line  with  the  existing  road.  It  takes  a  portion  of  the 
property  here, 

9967.  {Chainnan.)  It  takes  Mw  property  along //frr, 
which  would  not  have  been  touched  at  all  if  the 
original  scheme  had  been  carried  out  ? — It  did. 

9968.  Did  the  new  scheme  touch  all  this  propt^rty 
in  the  same  way  as  tlie  other  scheme  would  ? — It  did  ; 
the  new  scheme  took  more  of  that. 

9969.  So  that  the  result  of  the  change  was  not  to 
get  rid  of  the  necessity  of  taking  any  property,  but  it 
necessitated  the  taking  of  property  on  the  west  side 
which  would  not  have  been  taken  at  all  under  the 
other  scheme  ? — Yes. 

9970.  When  was  that  alteration  determined  upon  ? 
— I  have  all  the  correspondence. 

9971.  {Mr,  Me^dmcs  White.)  This  contains  llio 
whole  of  the  proceedings  in  the  matter,  {handing 
document  to  hit  Lordship).  The  reasons  for  that 
alteration  are  mainly  set  out  in  a  memorial  dated  the 
22nd  June  1883. 

(  Chairman.)  I  should  like  to  see  the  first  plan. 

9972.  {Mr,  Bosanquet,)  Did  you  under  the  new 
plan  take  as  much  land  on  the  east  side  of  the  bridge, 
the  Surrey  side,  or  did  you  avoid  taking  as  much  land 
on  the  east  side  ? — ^I  do  not  think  it  made  much 
difference.  We  had  to  take  the  frontage  of  the  pro- 
perty because  the  road  is  raised  in  front  of  it,  and 
would  block  it,  and  the  property  runs  back  some  dis- 
tance. 
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9973.  {Mr.  GrenfelL)  That  was  in  both  cases  ?— 
In  both  cases. 

9974.  {Chairman.)  When  was  the  first  plan  de- 
posited i'— I  think  in  1881. 

9975.  What  month  would  it  be  in  ? — In  the  month 
of  November. 

^)976.  yMr,  Meadows  Whit*:.)  It  is  the  session  of 
18S1  "plans  and  sections  November  1880." 

9977.  {Chairman.)  I  suppose  that  from  and  after 
November  1880,  when  the  plans  were  deposited,  they 
were  open  to  public  inspection  ? — They  would  be. 

9978.  They  would  not  be  public  until  deposited  ? — 
They  would  not,  but  they  were  practically  never  com- 
pleted until  the  30th  November.  In  point  of  fact  wc 
were  pressed,  and  we  were  working  generally  night 
work  in  November  to  get  the  plans  and  book  of 
reference  ready  for  deposit  on  the  30th.  Immediately 
on  the  deposit  they  became  public  proi)erty. 

9279.  They  would  not  become  public  property  until 
after  the  30th  November  1880?— No. 

{Mi\  Meadows  Wliite.)  Your  Lordship  will  see 
that  the  deviation  line  in  the  first  plan  entirely  avoids 
the  Steam  Boat  premises ;  the  second  plan  takes  part, 
because  under  the  92nd  section,  in  the  absence  of 
arrangement,  the  Steam  Boat  Company  might  have 
called  on  the  Board  to  take  the  whole  of  the  premises. 

9980.  {Chairman.)  You  had  another  Act  for  the 
altered  one  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Yes. 

9981.  {Chairman.)  It  was  not  within  the  powers 
of  the  first? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  No.  You  will  see  it  is 
apparently  to  avoid  the  Steam  Boat  premises. 

9982.  {Chairman.)  I  see  in  the  first  the  limits  of 
deviation  is  this  upper  line  ? — Yes. 

9983.  Why  was  there  such  a  limit  taken  as  that 
to  the  eastward.  I  do  not  quite  understand  the 
purpose  of  that  ?— We  generally  take  full  limits  of 
deviation.  I  think  I  can  explain  that.  You  see  the 
approaches  on  each  side  had  to  be  raised. 

9984.  I  mean  here ;  you  did  not  contemplate  doing 
anything  with  any  of  that  {pointing)  ? — {The  witness 
explained  on  the  plan.)  That  is  the  first  plan.  We 
were  contemplating  taking  the  land  then  on  the  east 
side  only. 

9985.  But  why  such  large  limits  of  deviation?— As 
far  as  the  river  is  concerned  of  course  it  makes  no 
difterence  ;  as  far  as  the  land  is  concerned  it  afiects 
the  approaches. 

{Mr.  Meadmcs  White.)  It  partly  is  this :  that  the 
approaches  en  the  north  side  being  very  much  altered 
in  the  level  and  raised,  there  might  be  a  question 
arising  of  damage  to  property,  and  then  it  is  useful  to 
have  a  wide  line  of  deviation,  because  it  enables  you 
to  put  pressure  upon  those  who  are  claiming  very 
heavy  damages,  and  to  buy  the  property  out  and  out. 

0986.  {Chairman.)  This  was  deposited  in  Novem- 
ber 1880,  and  the  Bill  was  obtained  in  the  Session  of 
1881  ?— It  was. 

{^Mr,  Meadmcs  JFhite.)  The  Bill  of  1881  has 
special  clauses  in  it  with  reference  to  Hazell.  Hazoll's 
clause  is  No.  36.  That  is  the  plan  referred  to  in  the 
36tli  section  of  the  Act  (lianding  the  same  to  his 
lordship) . 

{Chairman.)  Was  Mr.  Hazell  represented  by  agent 
and  counsel  before  the  Committee  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Ye?.  I  think  Messrs. 
Martin  and  I^eslie  were  the  agents. 

9987.  {Chairman.)  Under  that  Act  the  Boart' 
were  compellable  to  purchase  a  certain  portion  cf 
Mr.  Hazell's  property? — That  is  the  Steam  Boki 
Company. 

9988.  Was  Mr.  Hazell  the  Steam  Boat  Company  ? 
-Bcally. 

(/Ifr.  Meadows  JVhite. — There  is  the  petition 
{handing  same). 

9989.  {Chairman.)  Then,  I  see  the  Act  having 
passed  in  1881,  there  had  been  no  proceedings 
towards  the  building  of  the  new  bridge  until  1883, 
apparently  ?  —  No.  There  is  the  correspondence 
which  explains  that.     The  Boai*d  at  ^hat  time  were 


freeing  other  bridges  and  building  others,  and  it  was 
desiraole  to  get  on  with  them  first. 

9990.  On  the  22nd  June  1883  there  was  a  deputa- 
tion from  the  Wandsworth  District  Board? — There 
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was. 

9991.  Is  Mr.  Hazell's  land  the  same  as  that  of  the   j, 
London  Steamboat  Company  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  No,  it  is  the  other  side  of 
the  ix)ad. 

9992.  {Chairman.)  In  July  1883  there  was  a 
report  by  the  engineer  and  tne  superintending 
architect  on  the  subject  of  the  proposed  alteration  of 
the  plan  of  the  bridge.  Then  there  were  negotia- 
tions with  the  London  Steamboat  Company  with 
reference  to  the  arrangements  to  be  made  with  them 
supposing  the  new  scheme  were  carried  out  ? — Yes. 

9993.  Then,  on  the  29th  October  1883,  it  wiis 
ni'^ved  by  Mr.  Selway,  seconded,  and  resolved,  "  That 
**  it  be  recommended  to  the  Board,  subj<'ct  to  a  satis » 
*'•  factory  agreement  to  bo  conchided  with  the  London 
*'  Steamboat  Company,  with  regard  to  their  property 
*»  at  Battersea,  that  the  Board  do  apply  to  Parliament 
'*  in  the  next  session  to  alter  the  line  of  the  Surrey 
**  approach  to  the  new  Battersea  Bndge,  in  aecord- 
"  ance  with  the  plans  submittt^l  in  the  report." 
That  was  confirmed  by  the  Board  on  the  2nd  Novem- 
ber 1883,  and  then,  I  suppose  the  necessary  statutory 
notices  were  given  ? — Yes. 

{Chairman.)  Is  Mr.  Woodbridge  hei-e. 
{Mr.  Woodbridge.)  Yes. 

{Chairman.)  Can  you  tell  us  the  date  of  the  agree- 
ment by  Mr.  Hazell  for  the  purchase  of  his  property. 
{Mr.  Woodbridge.)  Yes. 
{Chairman.)  Have  you  got  the  agreement  or  a  copy 

of  it. 

{Mr.  Woodbridge.)  There  was  no  agreement,  it  was 

assessed  by  a  jury. 

{C/iairman.)  I  mean  the  agreement  by  Mr.  Hazell. 
The  propei-ty  was  conveyed  to  Mr.  Hazell  in  May 
1881. 

{Mr  Woodbridge.)  Before  that. 

( Chairman.)  I  want  the  date  when  he  had  agreed 
to  buy  it. 

{Mr.  Woodbridge.)  The  date  of  his  purchase. 

{Chairman.)  Yes. 

Mr.  Woodbridge.)  1  do  not  know  whether  I  can 
give  you  that.  It  was  sometime  in  1880.  I  think  the 
purchase  was  completed  in  the  month  of  May  1880. 

{Mr.  Bosanquet.)  The  conveyance  was  May  1881. 

{Mr.  Woodf» ridge.)  That  may  be.  It  was  an 
immensely  long  title,  and  I  believe  there  were  26 
shares,  and  some  of  those  shares  were  held  by  all  sorts 
of  bankers  and  other  people,  and  it  took  six  or  eight 
months  to  get  the  conveyance  executed. 

{Chairman.)  Can  you  tell  me  the  date  of  the 
contract  ? 

{Mr.    Woodbridge.)  In  the  month  of  May  1880, 

that  is  it. 

(Chairman.)  Was  there  an  agreement  ? 

(Mr.  Woodbridge.)  The  printed  contract  —  the 
auction  contract. 

(Chairman.)  Was  it  bought  at  public  auction  ? 

(Mr.  Woodbridge.)  Yes  ;  the  whole  estate— not 
this  little  piece.  1  have  a  plan  which  will  show  it 
(lianding  same  to  his  Lordship).  The  whole  of  the 
three  colours  represent  the  estate  as  Mr.  Hazell 
bought  it. 

(Chairman.)  Have  you  the  auction  agreement? 

(Mr.  Wood&ridge.)  I  have  not.  My  notice  only 
extended  to  the  dealings  with  the  Board.  I  did  not 
think  of  that.  That  is  a  tracing  of  the  plan  which 
came  after  the  contract.  Those  three  colours  repre- 
sent the  entire  estate  bought  by  Hazell.  The  further 
portion  was  not  included  in  their  BiU,  and  the  other 
two  portions  were  originally  included.  The  piece 
coloured  blue  on  this  side  is  the  part  which  they  were 
alowed  to  take  at  last.  We  opposed  the  Bill  in 
Clommittee,  and  the  clauses  were  given  to  us  by 
consent  at  the  last.  ,  ^     * 

(Chairman.)  Was   the  whole  property  bought   at 
unction  ? 

S  .-^    i 


Sir 
C.B. 
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(Afr.  Woodbridge!)  The  whole  of  it. 

{Chainnan.)  Have  you  the  minutes  relating  to  the 
first  bridge?  When  was  the  first  plan  determined 
upon  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  miite.)  In  1880. 

{Chairman.)  But  what  time  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  We  will  endeavour  to 
ascertain.  Your  Lordship  has  the  Bridge  Act  of 
1881  before  you.  After  the  bridges  were  purchased 
the  Board  considered  what  they  had  to  do  both  in 


Mr.  J.  Hazell. 


the  way  of  strengthening  and  repairing  and  r^nild- 
ing,  and  the  Act  of  1881  was  the  outcome  of  all  that 
deliberation. 

{Chairman)  There  would  be  a  special  minute  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Yes,  of  course;  it  would 
be  discussed,  and  no  doubt  reported  on. 

{Chairman.)  I  think  we  had  better  clear  this 
matter  up  in  consequence  of  suggestions  which  nave 
been  made  to  us,  and  call  Mr.  Hazell  now,  before 
going  on  to  the  other  matters  with  Sir  Joseph 
BazaJgette. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Joseph  Hazell  sworn  and  examined. 


9994.  {Chairman.)  This  laud,  a  part  of  which  was 
afterwards  sold  by  you  to  the  Board  under  their  com- 
pulsory powers,  was  purchased,  I  understand,  by  you 
in  the  early  part  of  1880  ?— Yes. 

9995.  You  cannot  give  me  the  exact  date  ? — No. 

9996.  At  a  sale  by  auction  ? — By  auction.  There 
were  about  five  acre^  of  it. 


9997.  Were  you  the  only  person  interested  in  that 
purchase  ? — Yes,  the  only  person. 

9998.  Did  you  continue  the  only  person  interested 
dcwn  to  the  time  of  the  sale  to  the  Board  ?— *Yes,  and 
to  the  present  time. 

9999.  No  other  person  had  any  share  of  it  ? — None 
whatever. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Sir  Joseph  Bazalgette,  C.B.,  recalled,  further  examined. 


Sir 

J.  BazcdgetUf 

C.B. 


10.000.  {Chairman.)  You  were  to  supply  us  with 
the  names  of  those  who  were  clerks  of  the  works  in 
the  case  of  the  particular  contracts  to  which  your 
attention  was  called  last  time  ? — Yes  ;  the  clerk  of  the 
works  to  the  low-level  sewer  was  Mr.  Bennett,  who  is 
since  dead.  His  sod,  Mr.  Hart  Bennett,  now  one  of 
the  assistant  engineers,  and  a  Mr.  Whittaker,  who  is 
also  dead,  acted  under  him.     At  the  Crossness  pump- 

.ing  station  Mr.  Houghton,  who  is  now  the  superin- 
tendent of  the  pumping  station,  was  the  clerk  of  the 
works. 

10.001.  As  to  the  work  on  the  Embankment,  who 
was  a  clerk  of  the  works  there  ? — Which  Embank- 
ment ? 

10.002.  First  the  Embankment  on  the  north  side  ? 
— George  Bell. 

10.003.  Is  he  still  in  the  employ  of  the  Board  ? — 
No,  and  has  not  been  for  some  years.  I  believe  he  is 
not  dead. 

10.004.  Then  as  to  the  Embankment  on  the  t'outh 
side  ? — Old  Mr.  Bennett. 

10.005.  The  one  who  is  dead  ?— Yes. 

10.006.  And  as  to  the  other  one  on  the  north  side, 
the  later  one,  the  Millbank  one,  towards  Chelsea  ? — 
I  do  not  remember.  I  believe  it  to  be  Mr.  Whittaker, 
but  I  am  not  quite  certain.     He  is  dead. 

10.007.  The  contractor  for  the  first  Embankment 
was  Mr.  Fumess,  was  not  it  ? — It  was. 

10.008.  Was  he  the  contractor  for  the  whole  of  the 
Victoria  Embankment? — No,  he  was  the  contractor 
for  Westminster  to  Waterloo  Bridge. 

10.009.  Who  was  the  contriictor  for  the  part  further 
east  .^— Mr.  Webstet  and  Mr.  Ritson. 

1(\010.  Were  those  later  contracts,  or  was  the 
whole  thing  contracted  for  at  the  same  time  ? — The 
Thames  Embankment  North  was  let  to  Mr.  Fumess 
in  October  1863,  another  contract  to  Mr.  Ritson 
in  January  1864 ;  the  roadway  on  the  Victoria  Em- 
bankment was  let  to  Mr.  Webster  in  April  1872. 
Mr.  Webster  had  the  contract  in  1868  for  a  part  of 
the  Embankment. 

10.011.  At  the  time  that  Mr.  Furness'  contract 
was  accepted  there  was  a  lower  tender,  was  there  not, 
than  Mr.  Furness',  which  was  not  accepted  ? — Yes. 

10.012.  Was  that  Mr.  Ridley's  ?— Yes. 

10.013.  How  much  lower  was  that? — ISIr.  Ridley's 
was  495,000/.,  and  Mr.  Furness'  was  520,000/. 

10.014.  A  difference  of  25,000/.  ?— Yes. 

10.015.  You  recommended  the  acceptance  of  Mr. 
Furness'  ? — No,  I  did  not 

10.016.  Who  advised  the  Board  on  that  ?— First, 
inquiries  were  made  with  respect  to  Mr.  Ridley,  and 
those  inquiries  were  not  of  a  satisfactory  character. 


10.017.  In  what  respect,  as  to  his  financial  position, 
or  what  ? — Partly  that,  and  partly  as  to  his  character 
in  ti-ansaccions  Avhich  had  taken  place  previously. 
Then  Messrs.  Baker  and  Sons'  was  the  n^xt  tender. 
They  were  well-known  people,  and  would  have  been 
very  satisfactory  contractors,  and  the  Board  accepted 
them,  and  in  course  of  i.*egotiatiou  with  them  they 
withdrew  from  the  agreements.  Then  Mr.  Moxon 
was  the  next,  but  his  financial  condition  was  known 
to  be  unsatisfactory,  and  he  failed  shoitly  afterwards. 
Wl\en  Messrs.  Baker  fell  through  I  recommended  the 
Board  to  re-ad veriise  the  contract,  but  after  considera- 
tion they  determined  not  to  do  so. 

10.018.  {Mr,  Meadows  White.)  Mr.  Baker  was  the 
second  ? — 1  suppose  the  minutes  will  show  it.  The 
committee,  after  consideration,  determined  not  to  do 
so,  but  to  give  it  to  Mr.  Furness. 

10.019.  {Chairman.)  Was  Mr.  Furness  the  highest 
then  ?— No. 

10.020.  There  were  several  lower  ? — Yes. 

10  021.  A  question  was  raised  afterwards  with  regard 
to  your  having  had  yourself  some  financial  arrange- 
ment with  Mr.  Fumess.  1  do  not  mean  about  tlis 
work,  but  in  another  matter? — That  really  was  net  a 
financial  ai'raugement  with  Mr.  Fm-ness.  That  arose 
in  this  way.  Sir  John  Rennie  had  obtained  a  con- 
cession of  a  contract  in  Odessa.  He  had  to  carry  out 
that  contract  within  a  given  time.  He  had  been  in 
treaty  with  other  people  and  had  failed  to  do  so,  and 
he  came  to  me  stating  that  he  was  prepared  to  part 
with  the  contract  upon  condition  of  his  having  5  per 
cent,  for  the  concession,  and  he  said, "  If  you  will  find 
**  me  a  contractor  to  carry  this  out  I  will  divide  my 
"  interest  with  you."  So  that  I  was  dealing  with 
Sir  John  Rencie  with  reference  to  a  contract  in 
another  country,  having  no  reference  whatever  to  any- 
thing connected  with  my  official  position.  I  intro- 
duced him  to  Mr.  Fumess,  and  Mr.  Furness  agieed  to 
take  the  contract.  An  agreement  was  drawn  after- 
wards that  Mr.  Furness  should  pay  to  him  one-half  of 
the  concession  and  one-half  to  me,  but  my  agreement 
was  not  with  Mr.  Furness.  I  was  under  no  contract 
whatever  with  Mr.  Furness ;  he  would  have  paid  the 
whole  to  Sir  John  Rennie. 

10.022.  What  was  the  date  of  that  agreement  ?— I 
think  1860. 

10.023.  Was  it  pending,  or  had  it  been  completed 
at  the  time  of  this  tender  of  Mr.  Furness  ? — Early  in 
1862  Sir  John  Rennie  proposed  that  to  me,  and 
Mr.  Furness'  contract  was  in  October  1863. 

10.024.  Was  the  Odessa  matter  at  an  end  at  that 
time  in  October  1863? — I  think  it  was;  no,  it  was 
not.     I   see,  in  October  1863,  there  was  a  Chancery 
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suit  between  »Sir  John  Bennie  and  Sir  John  Hare,  so 
that  it  was  not  completed. 

10.025.  What  was  the  amount  of  the  payment  made 
hy  Mr.  Furness  to  you  under  that  arrangement  ? — Not 
one  penny,  not  a  shilling. 

10.026.  Well,  not  by  Mr.  Furness,  but  by  somebody 
else  ? — I  received  no  money  whatever,  not  one  penny. 

10.027.  You  received  no  benefit  from  it,  do  you 
niean  ? — ^Nothing  whatever.  When  I  found  that  it 
was  thought  that  my  having  that  connexion  with 
Mr.  Furness'  work  might  interfere  with  my  official 
duties,  I  at  once  relinquished  my  claim,  and  never 
received  anything. 

10.028.  What  was  the  date  when  you  relinquished 
your  claim  ? — About  October  1863, 1  expect. 

10.029.  You  say,  when  it  was  thought  it  might 
interfere,  who  thought  so  ?  How  did  the  matter  come 
to  be  considered  ? — I  was  asked  the  question  in  the 
suit  between  Sir  John  Hare  and  Sir  John  Rennie,  to 
which  I  was  made  a  party.  I  was  asked  questions 
upon  it. 

10.030.  That  is  8ul)8equent  to  Mr.  Furness'  con- 
tract ? — It  was  subsequent  to  that. 

10.031.  What  should  you  have  received  if  yon  had 
received  the  money  ;  what  was  the  amount  you  say 
you  relinquished?— I  forget  what  the  amount  was. 
It  would  have  been  a  large  sura. 

10.032.  Was  it  someone  at  the  Board  who  suggested 
that  your  connexion  with  Mr.  Furness  might  interfere 
with  your  duties  ? — Yes.  It  appeared  in  public  at 
the  trial,  and  I  was  asked  a  quc&iion  by  the  Board, 
and  I  found  there  was  a  feeling  that  it  might  compro- 
mise ray  position,  and  I  therefore  relinquished  all 
connexion  with  the  matter. 

10.033.  In  the  carrying  out  of  the  contract  by 
Mr.  Furness,  did  you  permit  any  variations  from  what 
was  required  by  the  specification  ? — I  cannot  speak 
from  memory  upon  that. 

10.034.  I  am  not  speaking  of  small  things,  but  as  to 
the  mode  of  fiUing  in  the  reclaimed  ground  ? — Oh,  no. 
The  ground  was  to  have  been  fill^  in  by  diedging 
from  the  river,  but  the  Consei'vatoi-s  did  not  CHrry  on 
the  dredging  as  rapidly  as  our  work  required,  and 
therefore  wo  had  to  take  ground  from  other  places. 

10.035.  Was  that  a  benefit  to  him  ?-— I  believe  it 
was,  but  what  I  do  not  know.  Of  course  that  is  a 
matter  1  had  nothing  to  do  with. 

10.036.  If  the  thing  could  be  done  more  cheaply  in 
that  way,  why  was  not  that  specified  ? — When  a  con' 
tractor  takes  a  work  of  that  kind,  some  things  turn 
out  a  mistake,  and  some  to  his  advantage,  but  that 
cannot  bo  taken  into  consideration. 

10.037.  Tliat  is  not  what  I  am  asking.  That  may 
be  a  reason  why  you  should  not  allow  him  anything 
oflf,  but  if  there  wfts  a  cheaper  way  of  doing  it  why 
was  it  not  specified  ? — We  were  bound  by  the  Thames 
Conservators  to  take  the  ground.  It  was  made  a 
stipulation  with  the  Board  that  we  should  take  the 
ground  for  dredging  from  the  Thames,  the.  object 
being  that  it  might  improve  the  bed  of  the  river 
without  extra  cost,  and  as  far  as  we  could  do  so,  we 
did  fjo. 

10.038.  Have  you  had  any  financial  transaction  of 
any  kind  wifli  any  of  the  other  contractors  for  any  part 
of  the  works  ? — No. 

10.039.  Nothing  in  the  way  of  commission  ? — No, 
never. 

10.040.  Or  any  business  transaction  with  any  of 
them  ? — None  whatever. 

10.041.  Have  you  had  any  interest  in  any  lands 
taken  for  the  purpose  of  any  of  the  Board's  improve- 
ments ? — Not  the  slightest.  I  had  no  interest  in  any 
land  or  property  of  any  kind  within  the  metropolitan 
area,  with  the  exception  of  one  house  at  the  West  end 
of  London,  which  ha^l  been  in  my  family  before  I  was 
born,  and  was  left  to  me  by  the  will  of  a  relative. 

10.042.  You  have  spoken  of  Mr.  Ridley's  tender 
being  objected  to,  or  not  accepted,  because  of  his  sup- 
posed inability  to  carry  it  out.  You  are  aware  that 
there  was  an  offer  that  Mr.  McCormick  should  be 
associated  with  him  in  it  ? — There  was,  and  that  was 
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caiefuUy  considered,  and  the  committee  at  that  time 
were  under  a  difficulty  in  giving  reasons  for  not 
accepting  that,  because  it  h^l  come  to  their  know- 
ledge that  Mr.  McConnick*8  financial  position  was  not 
at  that  time  satisfactory,  and  that  the  information 
they  had  was  con'ect,  was  shown  by  his  having  failed 
shortly  aflerwards,  which  removed  that  difficulty. 

10.043.  Where  did  the  stone  come  from  for  the 
Thames  Embankment  ? — From  various  quarries.  We 
first  specified  stone  from  Dalbeattie  quarries,  Scotch 
quarries,  wishing  to  get  the  whole  of  the  stone  of  the 
same  colour,  and  stone  of  the  same  quality,  but  we  found 
that  we  could  not  get  it  fast  enough,  and  eventually 
we  had  to  get  it  from  a  number  of  different  quarries. 

10.044.  Had  you  an  interest  in  any  of  those 
quarries  ? — No,  not  a  sixpence. 

10.045.  Or  any  member  of  your  family  ? — No. 

10.046.  What  are  the  more  recent  considerable 
works  which  have  been  carried  out  by  your  depart- 
ment of  the  Board  ? — The  largest  work  at  the  present 
time  in  hand  is  the  Northern  Outfall  Precipitation 
Works,  406,000/.  We  let  to  Mr.  Webster,  junior, 
recently  a  contract  for  the  Southern  Outfall  Works  at 
a  cost  of  259,000/.  We  have  in  hand  Battersea 
Bridge.  We  have  just  completed  the  Putney  and 
Hammersmith  Bridges,  and  we  have  a  good  many 
other  minor  works. 

10.047.  Will  you  give  me  the  persons  under  you 
who  have  the  superintendence  of  those  works  which 
you  have  just  mentioned  ? — Mr.  Lovick,  the  senior 
assistant  engineer,  with  Mr.  Marshall  under  him  as 
clerk  of  the  works,  has  charge  of  the  Northern 
Outfall  Precipitation  Works. 

10.048.  Is  there  any  special  clerk  of  the  works  ? — 
There  are  nine  special  clerks  of  the  works  under  him 
at  different  parts  of  the  work. 

10.049.  Who  would  have,  in  the  first  instance,  th« 
passing  of  the  work,  Mr.  Marshall  ? — Mr.  Marshall 
is  continually  there. 

10,060.  Who  would  have  the  passing,  in  the  first 
instance,  of  the  work? — In  the  first  instance,  Mr. 
Marshall.  Then  he  would  report  to  Mr.  Lovick,  and 
Mr.  Lovick  would  get  anything  rectified  that  he 
complained  of  If  any  serious  question  arose  they 
would  come  to  me. 

10.051.  The  person  who  would  be  responsible  for 
the  work  being  according  to  the  specification  would  be 
Mr.  Marshall  in  the  first  instance  ?—  It  would. 

10.052.  {Mr.  GrenfelL)  Who  signs  the  certificate 
to  get  the  money  ? — I  sign  it. 

10.053.  (Chairman.)  Of  course  that  is  on  the 
report  made  to  you  ? — On  the  report  made  to  me. 

10.054.  That  is  the  Northern  Outfall.  Now  as  to 
the  Southern  ?— The  Southern  Outfall  is  only  just 
commencing.  Mr.  Houghton  will  have  charge  of 
that  directly  under  me,  there  havmg  been  a  new  and 
rather  different  arrangement  made  since  Mr.  Grant's 
death. 

10.055.  What  are  these  works  that  are  just  com- 
mencing ?  What  is  the  purpose  of  them  ?— They  are 
for  the  purpose  of  using  chemicals  at  the  outfalls,  and 
precipitating  the  solid  matter  and  turning  the  effluent 
into  the  river  in  a  somewhat  purified  condition.  Then 
as  to  the  other  works  which  are  mentioned,  the 
Battersea  Bridge  is  under  the  hands  of  Mr.  Edward 
Bazalgette,  ray  son,  with  a  clerk  of  tlw  works  of  the 
name  of  Gooding,  I  think,  "^he  same  person  has 
carried  out  the  Putney  Bridge  and  we  re-built  the 
Hammersmith  Bridge,  and  the  underpinning  of  a  good 
many  of  the  bridges  and  putting  chains  upon  others. 

10.056.  Can  you  tell  me  as  to  the  Albert  Embank- 
ment, who  were  "the  assistant  engineer  and  clerk  of 
the  works  ? — Mr.  Grant  was  the  assistant  engineer 
and  Mr.  Bennett,  who  is  now  dead,  derk  of  the 
works. 

10.057.  I  think  you  said  hist  time  you  had  nothing 
to  do  with  the  parks  which  have  been  taken?— No.  I 
should  say  that  I  am  carrying  out  the  drainage  of 
Battersea  Park,  that  being  an  engineering  work. 

Tt 


19  July  1888. 

«/.  Baxalgelte, 
C.B. 
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10,058.  There  was  a  Royal  Coiumission  upon  the 
<)uestion  of  the  mode  of  dealing  with  the  sewage  ? — 
There  was. 

1 0^069.  (Mr.  Grenfell.)  Two  years  ago  ?— Yes. 

10.060.  {Chairman.)  Did  not  they  report  that  the 
deodorifing  of  the  river  by  means  of  pouring  in 
chemicals  was  only  a  temporary  palliative  ? — Yes,  that 
is  so.  That  is  not  what  we  are  going  to  do ;  we  have 
been  pouring  in  chemicals,  and  should  have  done  so 
to  a  small  extent  this  year.  That  is  a  mere  palliative 
until  our  permanent  works  are  carried  out.  What  we 
are  doing  is  carrying  out  the  first  part  of  the  recom- 
mendations of  the  Royal  Conouuission.  The  Royal 
Commission  said  when  you  have  precipitated  the  solid 
matter  the  effluent  will  not  bje  pure  enough  to  go  into  the 
river  without  being  passed  through  land.  We  are  now 
carrying  out  the  first  part  of  that  in  the  hope  that  that 
may  be  successful  so  that  some  cheaper  mode  of  pro- 
ducing greater  purity  may  be  found,  if  it  should  be 
required,  than  having  to  purchase  the  very  large  extent 
of  land  wliich  would  be  required  for  filtering  the 
water. 

10.061.  Then  these  northern  and  southern  outfalls 
you  have  spoken  of  are  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out 
the  recommendations  of  the  Commission  ? — The 
first  portions  of  the  recommendations  of  the  Royal 
Commission. 

10.062.  Are  you  taking  any  other  steps  for  the 
purpose  of  disposing  of  the  sewage  ? — We  are  having 
hopper  vessels  constructed  for  taking  the  sludge  right 
out  to  sea.  Various  modes  have  been  considered  of 
disposing  of  it. 

10.063.  Was  that  one  of  the  recommendations  of 
the  Royal  Commission  ?— :-I  do  not  think  the  Royal 
Commission  made  any  recommendation  on  that  point. 
We  have  been  trying  experimentH  by  pressing  the 
sludge,  reducing  its  bulk  very  much,  and  endeavouring 
to  get  it  sold  for  manure  for  the  land,  but  hitherto 
we  have  not  been  successful.  We  have  been  giving  it 
away  in  point  of  fact  trying  to  establish  a  market  for 
it.  We  have  not  been  successful  in  that,  and  we  have 
to  make  provision  for  getting  rid  of  this  sludge  which 
accumulates  at  the  rate  of  8,000  tons  a  day  immediately 
our  works  come  into  operation,  and  therefore  we  are 
now  going  to  do  it  by  a  process  which  will  be  about 
one- third  of  the  cost  of  pressing.  At  the  same  time  the 
Board  are  fully  alive  to  the  advantage  that  may  be 
gained  if  it  is  possible  to  produce  a  deposit  which  can 
be  used  as  manure. 

10.064.  (Mr.  Grenfell.)  And  sold  ?— And  sold. 

10.065.  Then  you  hope  this  to  be  temporary,  taking 
it  out  in  hopper  vessels  ? — We  hope  so,  but  I  am  afraid 
we  are  not  very  sanguine. 

10.066.  (Mr.  Bosanquet.)  What  is  the  cost  per 
annum  of  pourins:  in  these  chemicals,  can  you  tell  us 
roughly  ? — One  year  we  spent  about  80,000/.,  one  very 
hot  season,  when  there  were  very  great  complaints  of 
the  state  of  the  river.  We  were  then  using  manganate 
of  soda,  and  that  was  simply  to  an*est  the  decomposition 
and  not  to  remove  the  sludge. 

10.067.  (Chairman.)  Who  were  the  contracts  for  the 
chemicals  made  with  ? — With  various  firms. 

10.068.  Who  determined  that  ?  Who  had  the  charge 
of  that  department  ? — It  was  mainly  in  the  hands  of 
the  chemist,  but  I  was  jointly  responsible  with  him. 
He  consulted  me  always  upon  an3rt,hing  that  was  done, 
and  I  may  say  that  when  we  began  we  ha«l  to  pay  for 
manganate  of  soda,  I  think,  40/.  per  ton.  We  set  to 
work  and  manufactured  it  ourselves  at  Crossness ;  we 
manufactured  it  at  a  very  greatly  reduced  cost,  and  we 
brought  the  price  down  in  the  market  very  largely, 
until,  at  last,  the  manufacturers  supplied  us  at  a  less 
rate  than  we  could  manufacture  it  ourselves,  and  I 
think  we  are  paying  now  14/.  a  ton  instead  of  40/. 

10.069.  (Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Is  80,000/.  a  year  about 
what  you  have  been  spending  ? — No,  I  think  that  is 
extreme.  This  year  has  been  a  wet  season  and  not 
^hot,  and  we  have  done  veiy  little ;  in  fact  we  have  now 

stopped  it.  Sir  Henry  Roscoe  is  now  our  advising 
cliemist.  We  have  under  his  advice  stopped  it  within 
the  last  few  days. 


10.070.  You  are  using  bo  cbeuicalB  now? — No, 
not  at  the  present  moment. 

10.071.  (Chairman.)  Has  he  advised  a  permanent 
stopping  ot  it  ?— No  ;  he  is  watchiog  the  state  of  the 
river  from  day  to  day,  and  will  vary  it  if  it  appears 
necessary.  He  is  testing  the  coiuiition  of  the  water 
chemically  from  time  to  time. 

10.072.  (Mr.  Bosanfluet.)  80,000/.  is  the  largest 
sum  vou  have  spent  in  any  one  year  on  chemicals 
alone  ? — I  think  it  is.  Of  course  I  speak  in  round 
numbers.  Your  Lordship  was  going  to  ask  me  some 
questions,  I  understood,  about  the  ferry  across  the 
river  or  the  tunnel  across  the  river. 

10.073.  (Chairman.)  I  want  to  know  when  this 
subway  at  Greenwich  was  determined  upon,  and  the 
circumstances  connected  with  it? — Will  your  Lord- 
ship allow  me  to  state  very  shortly  how  this  question 
arose.  It  was  in  the  year  1882  that  I  was  instructed 
to  report  generally  upon  communications  across  the 
Thames  below  London  Bridge,  and  in  that  report  [ 
pointed  out  that  whilst  there  were  12  bridges  above 
London  Bridge  and  three -fifths  of  the  population  in 
immediate  communication  with  those  bridges,  the  other 
two-fifths  below  London  Bridge  had  no  communication 
across  the  Thames.  The  12  bridges  altogether  cost 
about  6^  millions,  and  the  people  below  London  Bridge 
had  contributed  towards  that  cost.  It  waa  thought 
reasonable,  therefore,  that  they  should  have  proper 
communications  below  London  Bridge.  I  then,  in 
that  report,  recommended  three  points  of  crossing. 
The  first,  at  the  Tower  ;  the  second,  at  Shadwell ; 
and  the  third,  at  BlackwalL  They  are  shown  upon 
this  map  attached  to  tliat  report  (handing  same  to  the 
Chairman).  The  two  latter  points,  Shadwell  and 
Blackwall,  were  chosen  because  they  were  the  only 
two  points  at  which  the  river  could  be  crossed  without 
coming  in  contact  with  docks  on  one  side  or  the  other. 
So  that  this  would  be  an  arterial  line  of  communica* 
tion  which  would  be  cut  off*  after  you  got  aerobes  the 
river  by  dock  entrances  and  interrupted  when  veswls 
were  passing  through.  That  is  the  reason  for  fixing 
upon  those  points.  I  should  say  that  the  corporation 
ai-e  constructing  a  bridge  at  the  Tower,  and  tlie 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  are  just  about  to 
oommence  the  tunnel  at  Blackwall. 

10.074.  That  is  what  is  called  Greenwich  subway. 
I  suppose  it  is  the  same  thing  ? — No,  it  is  Blackwall ; 
that  is  not  Greenwich. 

10.075.  Is  the  Greenwich  subway  adifferent  thing? 
— The  Greenwich  subway  was  a  subway  for  which 
private  parties  got  an  Act  about  the  year  1883. 
They  proposed  to  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works 
that  they  should  take  that  subway,  and  they  would 
construct  it  on  payment  of  a  sum  of  126,000/.  That 
subway  was  to  be  10  feet  in  diameter,  with  inclines  of 
1  in  12  at  each  end,  and  steps  to  get  up  to  the 
shore.  That  would  have  been  a  very  useful  subway 
for  workmen  to  get  across,  but  as  a  public  means  of 
communication  was  quite  inadequate.  The  company 
then  proposed  to  the  Board  that  they  should  add  to 
that  another  subway,  which  would  have  a  roadway 
17  feet  wide,  upon  the  Board  paying  the  sum  of 
400.000/.,  but  it  is  so  situated  that  the  approaches 
could  not  be  made  to  it,  and  it  was  to  have  hydraulic 
lifts  at  each  end.  The  working  of  these  hydraulic 
lifts,  was  estimated  by  the  promoters  for  a  very  mode- 
rate amount  of  traffic,  3,000/.  a  year,  but  probably 
would  cost  a  great  deal  more,  and  capitalised,  you 
might  call  it  half  a  million. 

10,076.  You  mean  the  half  million  with  the 
400,000/.  ?— Yes.  The  Metropolitan  Boord  of  Works 
are  going  to  construct  three  tunnels  at  Blackwall, 
which,  instead  of  sriving  17  feet  and  8  feet,  25  feet, 
will  give  50  feet;  will  give  two  18  feet  6  inches 
roadways  and  J  3  feet  footway,  being  just  double  the 
amount  of  accommodation  that  would  be  given  by  the 
other  subway.  It  will  have  good  approaches,  ap- 
proaches made  from  Woolwich  and  Greenwich  up  to 
the  East  India  Dock  Road  and  the  East  India  Docks, 
at  inclinations  of  1  in  40,  so  that  really  the  one  is 
a  public  arterial  thoroughfare  such  as  would  be  proper 
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to  be  used  in  years  to  come  between  north  and  sonib, 
whilst  the  other  would  have  been  restricted  and 
unsatisfactory. 

10.077.  Is  there  a  very  great  amount  of  traffic 
across  at  Bhickwall  ? — No,  there  is  not  a  great  deal. 
There  is  a  good  deal  of  traffic,  but  it  all  goes  round. 
What  we  find  is  this,  that  the  measure  of  the  advan- 
tage of  a  thoroughfare  of  that  kind  cannot  be  ascer- 
tained by  seeing  what  the  existing  traffic  is.  It 
develops  the  traffic.  The  traffic  does  not  exist  because 
there  is  no  means  of  communication ;  open  the  com- 
munication and  the  traffic  at  once  becomes  developed. 

10.078.  No  doubt,  but  is  thei*e  any  estimate  which 
indicated  that  the  25  feet  would  not  be  enough  for 
any  likely  traffic  ? — The  25  feet  probably  would  be 
enough  for  some  few  years,  and  if  it  is  to  be  developed 
at  all  like  what  we  find  does  exist  where  good  communi- 
cations are  made,  then  it  would  be  quite  inadequate  to 
have  it  of  these  dimensions ;  therefore,  what  the  Board 
have  felt  is  that  if  they  make  a  thoroughfare  of  this 
kind  it  must  be  made  in  the  first  instance  so  that  it 
will  last  for  many  years. 

10.079.  What  is  the  estimate  for  this  ?  —  The 
parliamentary  estimate  was  one  million  and  a  quarter. 
It  would  be  something  under  a  million  and  a  half.  I 
can  only  give  the  works.  I  cannot  state  wha^.  the 
property  will  come  to.  There  may  be  modifications 
in  it. 

10.080.  When  was  that  work  determined  upon  ? — I 
should  like  to  lay  before  your  Lordship  four  reports 
which  I  made  in  the  years  1884  to  1886  upon  the 
Greenwich  subway.  It  will  he  found,  1  think,  that  I 
in  no  way  opposed  it,  but  pointed  out  that,  ro  far  as 
it  went,  it  would  be  a  useful  thing  (handing  reports 
to  his  Lordship), 

10.081.  {Mr,  Bosanquet,)  Is  there  a  large  popula- 
tion on  each  side  where  you  propose  to  construct  this 
subway? — There  is  a  very  large  population  at  the 
docks  and  on  the  north  side.  Woolwich  and  Greenwich 
are  at  some  little  distance  fix)m  the  point  of  crossing, 
but  it  will  afford  to  those  two  places  as  good  a  position 
for  crossing  as  could  otherwise  be  given  to  them,  and 
it  also  has  the  advantage  that  as  between  Essex  and 
Kent  they  are  saved  going  round  the  whole  way  to 
I^ndon  Bridge,  as  they  go  now  between  those  places. 
The  1,400,000/.  includes  property  I  do  not  know 
that  I  made  that  clear. 

10.082.  (Chairman,)  At  the  time  this  proposal 
wavS  being  made  for  the  subway  the  Board  were 
obtaining  powers  to  run  a  steam  ferry  ?-»— Yes.  I 
forgot  to  mention  that  our  steam  ferry  at  Woolwich 
which  we  are  constructing  will  cost  us  113,000/., 
which  would  have  been  in  many  respects  a  better  and 
much  cheaper  arrangement. 

10.083.  On  the  28fch  November  1885,  your  report 
seems  rather  in  favour  of  accepting  that  proposal  of 
the  subway  ?  —  Yes,  but  not  to  do  away  with  the 
Blackwall  tunnel  as  a  thoroughfare,  but  as  a  local 
thing. 

10.084.  How  near  would  that  be  to  the  Blackwall 
tunnel? — You  will  see  on  the  map.  The  blue  is 
where  the  tunnel  would  be.  That  is  6  inches  to  the 
mile.     That  is  the  Blackwall  subway  (poifUing). 

10.085.  That  is  about  a  mile  or  a  mile  and  a  quarter, 
or  something  of  the  sort,  between  the  two,  or  more 
than  that,  perhaps  a  mile  and  a  half? — Yes.  There 
is  now  a  cattle  ferry  being  established  here,  and  there 
is  a  ferry  across  for  foot  passengers  there, 

10.086.  This  does  not  seem  very  much  occupied  on 
tliis  side  of  the  line  ? — No,  the  immediate  neighbour- 
hood is  not  But  it  is  as  good  a  way  as  it  is  possible 
to  go  from  Gh*eenwich ;  in  fact,  you  cannot  get  into 
the  Isle  of  Dogs  v,  ithout  being  stopped  at  the  dock 
entrance.  That  is  a  serious  obstruction.  Therefore 
you  must  get  outside  the  Isle  of  Dogs  somewhere,  and 
that  is  the  next  nearest  place. 

10.087.  You  can  go  from  here  without  going  to  the 
dock  entrance  ? — ^No  {expfmning  an  the  plan), 

10.088.  At  this  time,  in  October  1885,  was  this 
Blackwall  subway  in  contemplation  ? — It  was. 

10*089.  When  was  it  determined  on  by  the  Board? 


(Mr.  Freeman.)  The  Hill  was  in  I^irliaiuent  in 
1887. 

(Chairman,)  But  when  was  it  determined  on  by 
the  Board? 

(Mr,  Freeman.)  About  18  months  before  then. 

(Mr»  Bosanquet,)  That  was  the  first  session  it  was 
brought  in. 

(Mr.  Freeman,)  Yes,  it  was  passed  the  first  session. 

10.090.  {Chairman.)  "  Plam?  deposited  November 
1886." 

(Mr,  Freeman,)  It  took  a  long  time,  because  there 
were  three  suggestions  made.  While  they  were 
debating  the  city  took  one  and  made  the  bridge  at 
the  Tower  ? — I  must  say  there  is  very  considerable 
difficulty  to  be  encountered  in  constructing  that 
tunnel.  It  goes  through  treacherous  ground  and 
water.  We  shall  do  it  by  pneumatic  pressure.  Wo 
are  proposing  to  construct  the  smaller  tunnel  first  in  * 
one  contract,  with  approaches  at  a  probable  cost  of 
200,000/.  We  think  we  shall  learn  then  better  how 
to  do  it,  and  the  contractors  will  see  how  to  do  it,  and 
we  shall  get  it  done  cheaper  and  as  quickly  as  doing 
it  in  that  way. 

10.091.  (Mr.  Grmifell.)  What  is  the  soil  ?— We 
know  what  it  is.  It  is  running  sand  and  water  from 
the  river  communicating  very  freely. 

10.092.  (Chairman,)  Was  this  matter  of  the  bridges 
considered  by  any  committee  of  the  Board,  or  the 
whole  Board  ? — There  is  a  bridges  committee. 

10.093.  W^hich  considered  this  question  ? — Yes,  I 
think  this  would  go  before  the  bridges  committee. 

10.094.  I  should  like  to  know  who  were  on  the 
bridges  committee. 

(Mr,  Meadows  White.)  The  books  will  show  that. 
Of  course  ultimately  the  question  comes  before  the 
Board ;  it  is  considered  by  the  committee,  and  then 
reports  are  made  to  the  Board  ? — Oh,  yes. 

10.095.  (Mr.  Meadows  White)  ITie  mode  of  pro- 
cedure in  these  things  is  referred  to  the  bridges  com- 
mittee. Here  is  an  instance  about  Battersea  bridge. 
A  report  is  made  and  brought  up  by  the  chairman  of 
the  bridges  committee,  and  that  is  made  to  the  Board, 
and  is  considered  and  debated  by  the  Board,  and 
resolutions  are  passed.  I  believe  the  general  question 
of  crossing  the  Thames  will  be  referred  to  the  works 
committee,  that  is  a  committee  of  the  whole  Board. 

10.096.  (Chairman.)  I  see  on  this  plan  there  is 
marked,  **  Proposed  Greenwich  Dock ;"  what  is  that  ? 
— That  is  abandoned.  They  did  get  an  Act  of  Par- 
liament for  a  dock  there,  but  it  fell  through;  the 
time  has  expired. 

10.097.  They  have  no  power  to  make  it  now? — 
They  have  no  power  to  make  it  now. 

10.098.  Had  it  expired  when  this  plan  was  de- 
posited ? — No,  it  had  not  expired,  but  we  thought  we 
conld  make  arrangements  if  necessary  for  not  carrying 
it  on.     It  was  not  in  a  condition  likely  to  go  on. 

10.099.  Or  else  that  would  have  made  a  dock 
entrance  right  across  the  approach  from  Greenwich  ? 
— It  would;  it  would  have  entirely  interfered  with 
that  arrangement. 

10.100.  The  Greenwich  and  Poplar  people  were  in 
favour  of  that  subway,  were  they  not,  the  Greenwich 
and  Millwa?!  subway  ? — I  do  not  think  that  they  ever 
expressed  an  opinion  upon  it.  The  member  for 
Greenwich,  Mr.  Richardson,  was  on  our  Board,  and 
I  think  he  did  not  advocate  it. 

10.101 .  Was  there  a  near  division  upon  it  on  the 
Board  ? — ^That  I  do  not  remember. 

10.102.  It  is  suggested,  I  see,  that  there  were  12 
voted  in  its  favour  and  13  against  it  ? — ^I  have  not 
looked  at  the  minutes  to  see  if  that  was  so  or  not. 

10.103.  As  to  this  proposed  road  it  is  marked  in 
the  plan  red  on  the  south  side  of  the  river ;  would 
that  require  land  to  be  taken  ? — It  will;  it  is  not  very 
costly.  As  you  see  it  is  at  present  not  very  much 
built  over.  It  can  be  done  dieaper  now  than  it  can 
some  years  hence. 

10.104.  The  other  subway  would  require  no  land 
practically  to  be  taken  except  just  at  the  immediate 
approach  ?— No,  bo  approaeh  roads* 
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10yl(l5.  How  much  is  the  eHtimate  for  the  land  as 
distinct  from  the  works  for  this  Blackwall  subway  ? — 
The  parliamentary  estimate  was  444,200/.  with  a 
recoupment  of  80,000/.,  but  arrangements  have  been 
made  as  to  some  of  the  property ;  for  not  purchasing 
important  properties  it  has  been  reduced  considerably, 
to  what  extent  I  do  not  know. 

10.106.  That  would  be  about  360,000/.  ?— Yes,  but 
I  think  it  will  come  to  considerably  less  than  that. 
I  believe  the  architect  is  now  looking  at  that  question. 

10.107.  How  does  that  come  into  the  architect's 
department  ?  —  The  purchase  of  property  is  in  his 
department. 

10,108-9.  Your  own  department  determines  what 
must  be  purchased,  does  not  it  ? — Yes,  I  lay  out  the 
scheme.  I  show  the  scheme,  and  what  property  must 
be  taken. 

10^110.  I  do  not  quite  understand  how  the  architect 
deals  with  it  ? — Then  I  have  done  with  it,  and  I  hand 
him  a  plan  showing  what  land  we  require,  and  he 
values  the  land  and  negotiates  for  the  purchase  of  the 
land.  He  hands  over  the  land  to  me,  and  I  put  my 
works  upon  it. 

10.111.  I  quite  understand  that.  He  cannot  say 
that  any  of  the  land  you  have  marked  to  be  taken  is 
not  to  be  taken? — No.  1  show  him  what  land  is 
required  for  the  scheme.  I  give  him  plans  showing 
the  land  to  be  taken. 

10.112.  {Mr.  Meadows  /FAiVc.)  The  chief  difference 
is  this,  that  there  is  a  large  property,  a  large  manu- 
factory and  wharf  property,  which,  if  purchased, 
would  involve  a  very  large  expenditure  indeed,  and  an 
arrangement  has  been  made  by  which  the  owner  of 
that  property  allows  of  aa  easement  underneath  the 
property  instead  of  compelling  the  Board  to  purchase 
the  whole  of  it,  which  makes  a  very  great  difference. 
It  makes  a  very  considerable  difference  ;  a  difference 
of  something  like  40,000/.  or  50,000/. 

10.113.  {Chairman?)  Has  the  contract  been  entered 
into  for  this  matter  ? — No. 

10.114.  But  the  land  has  been  taken  ?— Some  of 
the  land  has  been  purchased.  We  have  to  remove  a 
certain  number  of  artizaas,  and  wo  have  made  appli- 
cation to  the  Home  Secretary  for  permission  to  house 
them  in  a  manner  which  we  represent  to  him,  before 
we  go  on  and  complete  our  contract  drawings. 

10.1 15.  Where  have  you  to  remove  the  artizans  to  ? 
— ^There  are  a  number  of  houses  in  the  neiglibour- 
hood  on  the  north  side. 

10.116.  What  is  to  be  the  width  of  the  street,  the 
approach  on  the  north  side  of  the  river? — 00  ^o^\. 
I  do  not  know  whether  I  am  speaking  quite  ac- 
curately, bnt  I  think  it  is  fully  that  at  any  rate. 

10.117.  What  is  the  width  of  the  subway  ? — There 
are  three  subways,  two  25  feet  in  diameter,  and  one 
16  feet,  giving  a  total  width  of  roadway  and  footway 
of  50  feet. 

10.118.  {Mr.  Bosanquet,)  There  is  practically  no 
popnlation  to  the  east  of  this  proposed  subway,  is 
there,  on  either  side  ? — Yes,  Woolwich  is  to  the  east. 
It  will  be  used,  1  take  it,  very  largely  for  Woolwich 
Arsenal.  It  will  be  of  great  {^vantage  to  the 
Government  bringing  the  stores  and  things  in  con- 
nexion with  the  docks. 

10.119.  Things  of  that  kind  would  come  easier  by 
river  ? — ^The  information  we  have  had  is,  that  it  will 
be  of  great  advantage. 

10.120.  {Mr.  Freeman.)  All  the  witnesses  were 
called  before  the  parliamentary  committee  from  that 
neighbourhood  to  prove  the  want  of  thb  ? — At  Wool- 
wich it  is  regarded  as  a  very  great  improvement,  and 
people  in  the  neighbourhood  are  all  very  keen  about 
it.  That  is  an  old  plan.  There  has  been  a  great  deal 
of  building  in  the  neighbourhood  since  that. 

{Chairman.)  Have  you  the  minutes  of  the  bridge 
committee  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Those  are  the  minutes  as 
to  Battersea.  We  will  get  the  others  after  luncheon. 
Those  particular  minutes  are  not  here. 


10.121.  (Mr.  Bosanquet.)  You  have  told  us  that 
the  largest  conti-acts  practically  had  been  taken  by  Mr. 
Webster  ? — The  v  have. 

10.122.  Was  his  always  the  lowest  tender,  do  you 
remember  ? — No,  I  think  not ;  frequently  the  lowest, 
but  on  some  occasions  there  have  been  lower  tenders 
either  withdrawn  or  the  report  upon  them  was  not 
satisfactory,  or  something  of  that  kind. 

10.123.  Sometimes  his  was  the  lowest,  you  think  ? — 
Most  frequently  the  lowest. 

10.124.  Can  you  tell  us  in  what  way  you  obtain  ten- 
ders ?  Do  you  advertise  for  everybody  to  tender  that 
likes,  or  do  you  take  a  selected  class  ? — No,  we  advertise. 

10.125.  Anybody  may  tender? — ^Anybody  may 
tender. 

10.126.  It  is  advertised  for  public  tender  ?— Yes, 
for  public  tender. 

10.127.  How  are  the  tenders  submitted  ?  Are  they 
sent  in  to  you  or  the  Chairman  ? — No,  tbey  are  opened 
at  the  Bofl^  by  the  Chairman. 

10.128.  They  do  not  pass  through  your  hands,  or 
that  of  any  official  until  they  get  to  the  Board  itself, 
or  to  the  Chairman  ? — No. 

10. 1 29.  Everybody  is  equally  at  liberty  to  tender  ? — 
Yes,  everybody. 

10,180.  For  all  contracts  ?— Yes. 

10.131.  {Mr.  Stu€id.)  I  wish  to  call  your  attention 
first  to  the  contract  which  was  given  to  Mr.  Fumess 
for  the  Embankment.  You  told  us  that  Mr.  Ridley's 
was  the  lowest  tender  for  that  contract  ? — I  did. 

10.132.  And  you  say  that  you  considered  it  un- 
satisfactory ? — ^I  did  not  say  that  I  considered  it 
unsatisfactory. 

10.133.  It  was  considered  unsatisfiactory  ? — It 
was. 

10.134.  Mr.  Ridley's  tender  was  accepted  in  the 
first  instance,  was  not  it  ? — I  think  not. 

10.135.  And  subject  to  the  usual  inquiries  ? — ^Well, 
1  cannot  say,  it  may  be. 

10.136.  Did  you  report  upon  Mr.  Ridley's  tender  ? 

I  did. 

10.137.  Did  you  report  unfavourably  of  it  ? — Yes;  I 
reported  that  I  had  received  information  respecting 
Mr.  Ridley,  and  that  1  thought  ho  was  not  the  person  to 
undertake  a  contract  of  that  kind. 

10.138.  I  must  press  you  to  give  the  reason  that  led 

you  to  the  conclusion  that  he  was  not  a  fit  person  ? 

Well,  the  reason  was  that  I  called  upon  Mr.  Charles 
Waring  with  Sir  Charles  Gregory,  who  was  then,  I 
think.  President  of  the  Institution  of  Engineers,  to 
make  inquiries,  and  we  found  that  Mr.  Ridley  had 
hai  transactions  with  him,  I  do  not  wish  to  say  more 
about  them ;  but  which  were  not 

10.139.  Building     transactions     or     financial  P 

Financial. 

10.140.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  Mr.  Ridley  offered 
to  deposit  20,000/.  ?— I  believe  he  did. 

10.141.  Would  not  that  have  answered  for  his 
financial  position  ? — It  might  have  answered  for  his 
financial  position,  but  if  a  man's  character  is  not  as 
good  as  his  financial  position  it  would  not  remove  that 
difficulty. 

10.142.  Had  not  Mr.  Ridley  carried  out  works  of  a 
somewhat  similar  character  before  ? — Not  that  I  am 
aware  of. 

10.143.  Had  Mr.  Furness  ?~I  cannot  say. 

10.144.  Did  you  not  know  that  Mr.  McCormick 
was  to  be  joined  with  Mr.  Ridley  in  doing  this  work  ? 
— Subsequently.  I  know  that  subsequently  Mr. 
Ridley  communicated  with  Mr.  McCormick,  and  that 
Mr.  McCormick  was  willing  to  join  him. 

10.145.  And  he,  I  suppose,  would  have  been  quite 
qualified  to  carry  out  the  work  ? — Personally,  and 
horn  experience,  quite  so,  but  for  reasons  I  have 
already  stated  we  thought  not. 

10.146.  I  believe  those  were  financial  reasons  ? — 
They  were. 

10.147.  We  now  know  that  Mr.  Ridley  ofiiered  to 
deposit  20,000/.  ? — ^Well,  I  do  not  remember  it, 

10.148.  I  do  not  know  whether  you  did  tell  my 
Lord  how  much  you  were  to  have  receiveil  on  the 
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Odessa  contract? — I  do  not  remember  what  the  figure 
was. 

10,149-  Do  you  know  what  Sir  John  Bennie  re- 
ceived ? — No,  I  do  not. 

10.150.  Did  he  ever  receive  his  money  on  that  ? — I 
do  not  know.  I  know  nothing  whatever  about  it  afler 
1  left  the  matter. 

10.151.  Was  it   a  sum  of  12,000/.   you   were  to  • 
receive  ? — I  do  not  know,  I  cannot  say. 

10.152.  You  cannot  remember  at  all  ? — No. 

10.153.  When  this  came  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
Board  was  not  there  an  inquiry  held  into  your  conduct 
in  the  matter  ? — There  was. 

10.154.  That  inquiry  was  held,  I  believe,  by  a 
committee  of  the  whole  Board  ? — I  think  it  was ;  yes. 

1 0. 1 55.  With  closed  doors  ? — If  it  were  a  committee 
of  course  it  was  with  closed  doors. 

10.156.  Was  a  motion  made,  I  believe  by  the 
chairman,  that  the  report  of  that  committee  should 
not  be  sent  as  is  usually  the  case  to  the  vestries,  but 
should  only  be  sent  to  the  members  of  the  Board  ;  do 
you  recollect  whether  that  was  so  or  not  ? — No,  I  do 
not. 

10.157.  You  remember  this  committee  of  the  House 
of  Commons  that  had  an  inquiry  on  the  sewage 
matter  ? — I  do. 

10.158.  Do  you  remember  any  member  of  the  Board 
when  he  was  before  that  committee  stating  that  had 
the  Board  then  known  that  you  were  engaged  in  this 
Odessa  contract  in  any  way  they  would  not  have 
voted  for  Mr.  Purness  ? — I  do  not  remember  that. 

10.159.  The  next  highest  tender,  I  believe,  was  Mr. 
Baker's — Yes. 

10.160.  I  believe  you  said  he  himself  would  not 
agree  to  the  terms  of  the  Board's  contract  ? — Yes,  and 
withdrew. 

10.161.  Was  not  the  reason  of  his  withdrawal  that 
thew  wife  no  arbitration  clause  in  the  contract  ? — I 
think  it  was. 

10.162.  And  when  there  is  no  arbitration  clause, 
that  meant  that  you  would  have  a  perfectly  arbitrary 
power  over  the  way  in  which  the  contract  was  carried 
out? — I  should  be  the  arbitrator  in  fact,  yes.  That 
has  been  so  in  all  the  Board's  contracts. 

10.163.  I  suppose  if  this  arbitration  clause  were 
inserted  in  these  contracts  you  would  get  a  great 
many  more  tenders  than  you  do  ? — Well,  I  think  not. 

10,104.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  most  of  the  principal 
firms  of  builders  will  not  tender  when  there  is  no 
arbitration  clause  ? — Oh,  dear  no,  it  is  not  so. 

10.165.  It  is  not  the  fact  ? — No  ;  wo  get  tenders 
from  the  very  best  firms. 

10.166.  -Ajid  you  think  the  tenders  are  just  as  high 
without  that  clause  as  they  would  be  with  it  ? — I 
think  the  contractors  know  my  character  pretty  well. 
Amongst  themselves  they  know  whether  I  deal  iairly 
with  them  or  not ;  and  I  do  not  believe  it  operates  in 
that  way. 

10.167.  Mr.  Webster,  I  believe,  was  the  contractor 
for  the  Southern  Low  Level  works  ? — ^Yes,  he  was. 

10.168.  Did  Mr.  Webster  use  in  caiTying  out  that 
contract  the  bricks  that  should  have  been  used  accord- 
ing to  the  specification  ? — I  have  no  doubt  he  did. 

10.169.  Was  not  it  your  duty  to  see  whether  he  did 
or  not  ? — ^Yes ;  but  you  are  asking  me  now  to  speak 
to  a  matter  in  1863  from  recollection.  I  believe 
he  did. 

10.170.  Have  you  nothing  that  will  show  ?  Did 
you  make  any  report  that  he  did  not  ? — What  I  should 
require  to  do,  is  to  look  at  the  contract  to  see  what 
was  specified  (I  do  not  remember  at  this  time),  and  see 
what  the  bricks  used  were  before  I  could  answer 
positively  ;  but  I  have  no  doubt  about  it. 

10.171.  Have  you  the  contract  here? — No,  I  have 
not. 

10.172.  You  cannot  say  that  he  did  use  the  proper 
sort  of  bricks  ? — I  have  no  doubt  about  it. 

10,178.  That  he  did  ?— I  have  no  doubt  that  he 
did. 

10,174.  What  would  be  the  proper  class  of  bricks  ? 
— I  do  not  remember  what  was  specified. 


10.175.  I  must  go  back  to  Mr.  Forness'  contract 
once  more  for  something  I  left  out  with  regard  to  thia 
filling  in.  It  was  to  have  been  done  with  the  sand 
from  the  Thames  ? — It  was. 

10.176.  And  as  a  matter  of  fact  it  was  not? — It 
was  to  a  large  extent. 

10.177.  To  a  large  extent  it  was  not  ? — As  far  as 
it  could  be  obtained  it  was. 

10.178.  Do  you  say  that  you  could  not  obtain  the 
sand  ? — I  say  that  the  Thames  Conservators  could  not 
dredge  the  sand  fast  enough  to  enable  us  to  go  on 
with  our  works.  To  delay  this  work  would  have 
been  a  very  serious  matter,  because  the  tide  was 
waishing  in  behind  our  dams  at  that  time,  and  wasli- 
ing  away  a  good  deal  of  it ;  and  it  would  have  delayed 
the  works  ;  and  it  could  not  be  allowed. 

10.179.  Do  you  remember  that  the  Thames  people 
wrote  to  the  C'Ommittee  of  the  House  of  Commons 
that  were  inquiring  into  these  matters,  and  com- 
plained that  the  contractor  would  not  take  the  sand 
from  them  ? — No,  I  do  not  indeed. 

10.180.  And  that  in  consequence  they  were  obliged 
to  stop.  They  could  not  employ  the  dredgers  ? — Oh, 
dear,  no.     I  do  not  remember  anything  about  it. 

10.181.  The  letter  is  in  the  report  of  the  select 
committee.  **  Thames  Conservancy  Offices,  41,  Trinity 
"  Square,  Tower  HiU,  E.C.  14th  July  1864.  My 
"  Lord, — In  reply  to  your  note  I  have  to  inform  you 
**  that  the  contractor  for  No.  1  section  of  the  Thames 
"  Embankment,  Mr.  Furness,  has  not  taken  any 
**  material  from  the  Thames  Conservancy  dredgers 
**  since  June  the  7th  ;  that  on  that  day  the  enginee 
"  to  this  Board  received  a  letter  from  Mr.  Williams 
"  the  lighterman,  stating  that  Mr.  Furness  would  not 
*•  take  any  more  material  from  the  dredgers.  The 
"  consequence  is  that  since  June  the  7th  all  the 
"  dredged  material  from  the  river  that  has  been  sup- 
"  plied  from  this  sei-vice  has  been  sent  to  No.  2  sec- 
"  tion,  Mr.  Ritson's  contract,  whicli  has  been  equal 
"  to  about  four  barge  loads,  or  140  yards  a  day.  In 
"  consequence  of  this  small  demand,  the  dredgers 
"  have  been  for  a  long  time  unoccupied.  I  have,  Ac., 
*<  E.  Burstall,  secretary.  To  Lord  Robert  Montague, 
"  M.P."  Then  there  is  a  memorandum  giving  the 
amounts  that  have  been  supplied  ? — That  may  have 
been  at  the  first  startii^  of  the  work.  You  see  it  is 
very  early  in  the  beginning  of  the  work.  He  was  not 
in  a  position  then,  and  not  prepai-ed  to  receive  the 
stuff ;  but  he  was  certainly  not  receiving  it  from  any- 
where else,  at  least,  so  I  imagine.  He  was  not  really 
to  take  it  at  that  time  >.  but  afterwards  when  he  got 
in  full  swing  with  his  work,  and  could  take  it,  then 
they  could  not  supply  it  anything  like  fast  enough. 

10.182.  {Mr.  GrenfelL)  You  stated  that  they  could 
not  supply  him  fast  enough.  Is  there  any  evidence 
of  that  ? — I  do  not  know.  I  daresay  we  could  look 
up  evidence  of  that.  I  will  look  up  the  corres- 
pondence. 

10.183.  {Mr.  Studd.)  Do  you  remembpr  that  evi- 
dence was  given  before  this  Committee  that  the  con- 
tractor, by  this  using  of  rubbish,  and  so  on,  instead 
of  sand,  would  make  80,000/. ;  it  would  make  a  dif - 
ference  of  80,000/.  in  his  favour  on  the  contract  ? — 
No,  I  do  not  remember  what  you  state. 

10.184.  Do  you  think  yourself  that  it  would  ? — No 
I  should  think  nothing  like  it. 

10.185.  Referring  to  Mr.  Ridley,  you  say  you  were 
told  by  some  persons  that  his  financial  position  was 
not  what  it  should  be,  that  they  had  dealings  with 
him  ? — It  was  not  as  to  his  financial  position. 

10.186.  What  was  it  as  to?— It  was  as  to  his 
character. 

10.187.  Character  ;  in  what  way  ?— Well,  one  does 
not  wish  to  state  it  publicly. 

10.188.  In  any  way,  that  would  affect  his  carrying 
out  the  contract  in  a  proper  manner  ? — ^Well,  I  think 
it  would. 

10.189.  Do  you  know  that  that  conversation  was 
subsequently  denied  by  these  persons  ? — I  know  that 
it  was ;  but  I  know  that   Sir  Charles  Gregory  wai 
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^rtsaeat  at  the  time,  and  tbat  he  distluctly  confirmed 
the  conversation. 

10.190.  Is  it  part  of  your  duty,  or  is  it  usual  for 
you  to  make  these  inquiries  as  to  character,  apait 
from  the  financial  position  ? — ^It  is  not.  I  do  not 
make  inquiries,  as  a  rule,  now ;  but  in  those  days  at 
that  time  I  was  instructed  to  make  inquiries  with 
respect  to  them,  and  I  went  to  Sir  Charles  Gregory, 
the  president  of  the  institution  at  that  time,  and  in- 
quired where  I  could  get  the  information,  and  he 
went  with  me  to  Messrs.  Wearings.  There  the 
statement  was  made  which,  I  think,  disqualified  Mr. 
Ridley. 

30.191.  As  to  Battersea  Bridge,  was  any  compensa- 
tion paid  to  anyone  in  consequence  of  the  changed 
j)lans — I  mean  over  the  first  Act  that  you  had,  Waa 
any  compensation  paid  in  consequence  of  your 
changing  your  plans? — No. 

10vl92.  You  think  not?— No.  I  do  not  know 
what  you  allude  to  at  all. 

10,193.  1  an)  alluding  to  wlyit  I  ask  you. — I  do  not 
know. 

1()>194.  Who  was  th9  person  who  principally 
benefited  by  this  change  ? — I  suppose  the  vestry  of 
Battersea. 

10.195.  I  mean  financially  who  would  receive  the 
largest  compensation  ? — I  do  not  know  ;  I  have  nothing 
to  do  with  compensation. 

10.196.  You  have  nothing  to  do  with  that? — 
Nothing  whatever. 

10.197.  After  the  plans  had  been  passed  Ly  Parlia- 
ment, did  not  you  alter  them  so  as  to  include  some 
property  that  was  not  previously  included  after  the 
second  plan  had  been  passed  ? — I  do  not  exactly  know 
what  you  mean. 

10.198.  I  will  refresh  your  memory,  perhaps.  It 
was  with  regard  to  property,  I  am  told,  which  was 
called  the  Little  Hell? — I  do  not  kn.iw  it  by  that 
name,  nor  do  I  know  of  any  alteration.  I  do  not 
know  what  alteration  you  mean  in  the  plan.  The 
plan  is  deposited,  and  within  certain  limits  of  deviation 
J  believe  it  is  carried  out  as  deposited. 

10.199.  I  am  instnicted  there  was  an  alteration 
made,  and  that  this  property  was  taken  in  subse- 
quently, though  it  was  not  in  the  plans  as  befoi-e 
Parliament,  and  that  a  very  small  portion  of  that 
l)roperty  has  been  used  ? — When  you  talk  of  property 
I  cannot  answer  you,  but  1  can  tell  you  the  })lan  is 
carried  out  in  accordance  with  the  line  approved  by 
Parliament  without  any  de\iation  that  I  am  aware  of. 

Adjourned  for  a  short  time. 

10.200.  (Mr.  Winch.)  Before  my  learned  fx-iend 
begins,  in  consequence  of  something  which  has  this 
morning  reached  me,  I  should  like  to  ask  Qne  question 
in  connexion  with  the  contracts  for  road  and  sewer 
work*?.  Have  a  firm  of  the  name  of  Nowell  and 
Robson  had  any  contracts  for  that  work  ? — Do  you 
mean  the  low-level  sewer  ? 

10.201.  As  far  as  I  can  read  the  name  here  it 
appears  to  be  Nowell  and  Robson  ? — I  know  the  name 
of  Nowell  and  Robson. 

10.202.  Contractors  for  road  and  sewer  work  r — 
Can  you  give  me  the  date  of  the  contract  i 

10.203.  I  cannot.  I  want  you  to  help  mo  upon 
that  ? — I  have  got  one  in  1885.  They  have  had  a 
good  many  contracts  with  the  Board. 

10.204.  Was  that  a  contract  for  stoning  a  road; 
would  that  come  in  their  work  ? — Queen's  Road, 
Dalston,  and  sewers  in  1885.  Then  there  is  one  in 
1872,  sewers.     Then,  the  Fleet  storm  relief  in  1882. 

(Mr.  Winch.)  Before  I  trouble  you  with  any  more 
about  it,  perhaps  I  had  better  get  more  information. 
I  will  hand  in  a  letter  that  I  received  in  my  corre- 
spondence this  morning  {handing  in  same  to  the 
Commission).  I  can  hardly  upon  that  ask  Sir  Joseph 
what  particular  contract  it  was. 

10.205.  (Chairman,)  Had  they  large  paving  con- 
tracts for  tiie  Board  in  London  ?— From  time  to  time 
they  seem  to  have  had  considerable  contracts. 


1CV206.  What  streets  do  the  Board  pave  ?  They 
pave  the  Embankments  we  know,  but  are  there  any 
streets  in  London  paved  by  the  Board? — All  new 
streets  are  laid  out  by  the  Board,  paved  and  completed, 
and  then  handed  over  to  the  district  boards. 

10.207.  After  that  the  Metropolitan  Board  have 
nothing  to  do  with  the  paving  ? — Nothing  to  do  with 
it. 

10.208.  Coram  Street.  Would  you  have  anything 
to  do  with  the  paving  of  that  ? — Little  Coram  Street 
was  an  artlzans*  dwellings  scheme  which  they  had  the 
contract  for. 

10.209.  Nowell  and  Robson  ? — Nowell  and  Robson, 

10.210.  (Mr.  Winch.)  Now  I  can  get  on.  Will 
you  kindly  turn  to  where  the  contract  was  ? — I  ha\e 
only  got  before  me  a  hst  of  contracts  for  10,000/.  I 
understand  this  was  a  small  contract. 

10.211.  It  was  for  putting  stones  down  in  Coram 
Street  j  that  would  be  part  of  their  work  ?— No  doubt. 

10.212.  Could  you  get  the  contracts? — Yes. 

10.213.  Those  contracts  would  show  the  depth  of 
stone  they  should  put  down  ? — Yes. 

10.214.  Whose  district  would  that  be  in,  or  who 
would  superintend  the  work  in  Coram  Street  ?  You 
personally,  I  suppose,  did  not? — It  would  be  the 
assistant  engineer,  Mr.  Lovick. 

10.215.  He  would  have  the  certifying  as  to  whether 
that  contract  had  been  properly  carried  out  in  Coram 
Street  ? — lie  would. 

10.216.  Was  anybody  eke  connected  with  him,  or 
would  he  actually  see  it  with  his  own  eyes? — Yes,  he 
would  see  it. 

10.217.  He  would  see  whether  it  was  done  ? — Yes. 

10.218.  And  would  report  to  you  so  that  you  could 
give  your  certificate  ? — Yes. 

10.219.  You  yourself  know  nothing  about  it  ? — ^I  do 
not,  from  memory. 

10.220.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  With  regard  to 
this  last  matter  this  was  a  very  small  artizan's  scheme, 
if  I  remember  rightly,  including  part  of  Coram  Street 
— the  block  of  buildings  between  Guildford  Street  and 
Great  Coram  Street,  lying  behind  Great  Coram 
Street  ?— Yes. 

10.221.  It  was  a  small  matt4?r,  I  think? — It  was  a 
small  contract,  becauee  I  have  not  got  it  in  my  list  of 
important  contracts. 

10.222.  It  might  l)e  included  in  one  of  those 
contracts,  because  I  do  not  see  it  here  myself.  This 
list  is  only  of  those  contracts  nlwve  10,000/.? — ^Yes, 
above  10,000/. 

10.223.  As  I  think  you  tohl  us,  you  came  to  tlie 
Board,  having  been  previously  engineer  to  the  Com- 
missioners of  Sewers  ? — I  was. 

10.224.  And  you  ha<l  very  great  experience  in  all 
the  works  relating  to  sewering  ? — Yes. 

10.225.  And  all  those  classes  of  works  with  which 
the  Board  had  to  do  ? — Yes. 

10.226.  Before  I  go  into  the  matters  as  to  which  you 
were  specially  examined,  with  his  Lordship's  per- 
mission, I  will  very  rapidly  give  a  notion  of  what  the 
work  has  been  under  your  superintendence.  First, 
the  establishment  of  the  Metropolitan  Board,  under 
the  Act  of  1865,  had  chiefly  to  do  with  providing  a 
system  of  intercepting  drainage  and  preventing  the 
sewage  going  into  the  Thames  ? — Yes,  the  Board  was 
originally  established  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out 
the  main  drainage. 

10.227.  There  were  also  other  powers  confened  on 
them  even  by  that  Act  of  Parliament  ? — ^Yes,  and  in 
subsequent  years,  but  that  was  the  principal  purpose. 

10.228.  One  of  the  chief  objects  of  their  establish- 
ment was  to  establish  an  intercepting  system  of 
drainage  ? — It  was. 

10.229.  I  will  ask  you  to  give  me  very  shortly 
some  idea  of  the  magnitude  of  the  works  which  they 
have  undertaken  in  that  particular.  May  I  say  that 
about  80  miles  of  main  intercepting  sewers  have  been 
formed  ? — Yes.  I  may  say  in  the  first  instance  that 
the  plan  which  should  be  adopted  for  divei^ng  the 
sewage  from  the  River  Thames  occupied  a  very  con- 
siderable time  in  consideration  by  the  Board,    Under 
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the  system  which  existed  when  they  came  into  office 
the  whole  of  the  sewage  passed  down  sewers  from  the 
high  ground  at  right  angles  to  the  Thames  into  the 
low  grounds  adjoining  the  Thames,  where  at  high 
water  it  was  pent  np  in  the  sewers,  forming  great 
elongated  cesspools  of  stagnant  sewage,  and  then  when 
thei  tide  went  down  and  opened  the  outlets  that 
sewage  was  poured  into  the  river  at  low  water  at  a 
time  when  there  was  very  little  water  in  the  river, 
and  the  incoming  tide  carried  it  up  the  river  instead 
of  down.  That  was  the  condition  of  things  when  the 
Doard  took  office,  and  they  had  to  cure  it,  and  they 
did  it  eventually,  after  considering  many  plans,  by 
determining  upon  having  intercepting  sewers  at  diffe- 
rent levels,  through  which,  where  they  were  high 
enough  to  carry  it  by  gravity,  the  sewage  would  be 
carried  down  the  river  and  discharged  at  high-water 
instead  of  at  low  water,  so  that  when  discharged  the 
out-going  tide,  and  not  the  in-coming  tide,  would 
carry  it  away.  Then  it  was  not  possible  for  those 
sewers  to  carry  off  heavy  rainfalls.  The  sewage  varies 
in  flow.  At  certain  times  of  the  day  it  is  much 
greater  than  at  others.  That  quantity  could  be  easily 
ascertaineil,  but  the  quantity  of  rain  which  falls  in 
London  during  a  thunderstorm  could  not  be  deter- 
mined. It  is  enormously  variable,  and  it  is  a  hundred- 
fold greater  than  the  maximum  flow  of  sewage. 
Therefore  the  plan  they  determined  upon  was  this, 
namely*  to  make  intercepting  sewers.  First,  they 
ascertained  on  how  many  days  in  the  year  rain  fell  of 
a  given  quantity ;  they  fixed  the  quantity  so  that  it 
should  be  only  on  very  exceptional  days,  probably  a 
fortnight  or  three  weeks  in  the  year,  in  which  there 
would  be  a  greater  quantity  fall,  and  they  carried  off^ 
the  sewage  and  so  much  rainfall  as  fell,  except  on 
those  particular  days.  On  those  days  an  enormous 
quantity  may  fall,  and  it  has  to  be  carried  off  still  into 
the  river  mixed  with  sewage,  but  highly  diluted,  and 
at  a  time  when  the  river  is  in  a  swollen  condition,  and 
does  not  receive  the  same  injury  from  it.  So  that  the 
intercepting  sewers  carried  off  the  sewage,  and  gene- 
rally the  rainfall,  down  to  Barking  and  Crossness, 
discharged  it  there  at  high- water  when  the  tide  carried 
it  away,  and  in  that  way  the  condition  of  things  was 
altered  from  what  it  was  before.  It  would  be,  I  dare- 
say, in  his  Lordship's  recollection  that  at  that  time  the 
members  of  Parliament  could  hardly  sit  in  the  House 
on  account  of  the  state  of  the  river,  but  that  was  cured 
at  the  time,  and  the  river  continued  in  a  very  much 
better  state,  or  a  sufficiently  good  state,  until  of  recent 
years,  when  London  has  increased  in  population  so 
enormously  that  in  hot  weather  and  dry  seasons  the 
sewage,  even  discharged  at  Barking,  begins  to  be  a 
nuisance.  Upon  that  the  time  has  arrived  for  doing 
something  more. 

10,230.  I  do  not  know  whether  you  remember  the 
increase  in  the  population  in  millions  between  1855 
and  1888  ? — I  do  not  exactly,  but  I  think  it  must  have 
increased  from  about  three  to  nearly  five  millions, 
the  increase  is  enormous. 

1C,231.  Without  occupying  time  in  going  into  the 
details  of  the  matter,  am  I  right  in  saying  that  about 
80  miles  of  main  intercepting  sewers  of  various  dimen- 
sions were  constructed  ranging  up  to  11  feet  6  inches 
in  diameter  and  4  pumping  stations — that  is  for  lifting 
the  sewage  from  the  low  level  ? — Your  main  pumping 
stations  on  the  intercepting  sewers  and  other  auxiliary 
pumping  stations  at  some  of  the  storm  outfalls.  We 
have  had  floodings  at  the  outfalls  because  when  the 
tide  is  up  the  storm  water  cannot  get  into  the  river, 
and  we  have  auxiliary  pumps. 

10.232,  I  think  in  addition  to  that  for  the  purpose 
of  dealing  with  the  storm  water  the  Board  have 
caused  to  be  constructed  under  your  superintendence 
and  by  your  designs  about  28  miles  of  large  inter- 
cepting sewers  ? — That  is  so. 

10.233.  I  think  also  they  have  re-constructed, 
deepened,  and  covered  in  old  main  sewers  formerly  open 
watercourses,  and  T  think  250  miles  of  such  sewers 
have  been  denlt  with  ? — That  is  so. 


10.234.  I  think  about  three-quarters  of  a  million 
was  spent  in  re-constructing  these  open  sewers,  and 
with  regard  to  the  other  works  about  6^  millions 
sterling  had  to  be  spent  ? — ^I  believe  that  is  so, 
including  easements  and  property  and  so  on ;  that  is 
the  total  expenditure. 

10.235.  I  think  yon  have  told  us  that  now  the 
Board  are  carrying  out  as  welf  as  they  can  the 
recommendation  of  the  Royal  Commission  for  deodor- 
ising the  sewage  poured  into  the  river  in  large  tanks, 
and  they  have  constructed,  or  caused  to  be  constructed, 
deodorising  plant? — It  is  rather  precipitating  than 
deodorising — separating  the  solid  matters  from  the 
liquid  and  so  purifying  the  liquid. 

10.236.  The  Commission,  I  think,  also  suggested 
that  it  might  be  expedient  at  some  time  or  other  to 
carry  the  sewers  much  lower  down  the  river  ? — I  think 
they  went  further  than  that.  I  think  they  said  they 
considered  it  would  be  necessary.  They  thought  that 
the  effluent  would  not  be  pure  enough  to  continue  to 
purify  the  river  and  something  more  would  have  to  be 
done. 

10.237.  Apart  from  any  other  difficulties  that  might 
exist,  what  would  be  the  cost  of  carrying  out  such  a 
work  as  that  ? — Very  enormous. 

10.238.  Many  millions  P—Yes. 

10.239.  And  the  Board  are  carrying  out  the  first 
suggestion,  as  I  understand,  of  precipitation,  so  as  to 
separate  the  solids  from  the  liquids,  and  pi.rify  the 
affluent  so  far  as  they  can  before  it  leaves  the  land  and 
is  discharged  into  the  river  ? — Yes.  They  are  also 
giving  a  great  deal  of  attention  to  the  subject  of  by 
what  chemical  or  electrical  or  other  means  tlie  sewage 
can  be  purified  to  a  greater  extent  without  the 
necessity  of  spending  these  many  millions  on  land  for 
purifying  it,  and  they  ho|:ie  to  find  some  solution  of 
that  question  by  and  bye. 

10.240.  (Mr.  Grenfell,)  I  understand  your  estimate 
of  the  cost  for  the  necessary  measures  would  depend 
rather  on  the  success  of  those  experiments  you  are 
now  making  ? — Yes, 

10.241.  Therefore  you  in  fact  could  give  no  estimate 
whatever  ? — No ;  we  hope  in  time  to  get  more  infor- 
mation. 

10.242.  (Mr.  Meadows  White,)  I  have  some  statis- 
tics extracted  from  the  census  which  I  should  like  to 
give.  By  the  census  of  1861  the  inhabited  houses  in 
the  metropolitan  area  were  360,085,  and  2,808,862 
persons.  In  1881  there  were  488,895  inhabited 
houses  and  3,834,354  persons  ? — Yes,  the  increase  is 
enormous. 

10.243.  I  believe  the  total  area  of  the  metropolitan 
district  is  75,462  statute  acres.  That  is  an  enormous 
area,  and  an  enormous  population  to  deal  with  ? — Yes, 
about  120  square  miles. 

10.244.  I  believe  you  also  have  under  the  Acts  of 
Parliament  not  only  to  deal  with  the  main  sewers, 
but  to  deal  also  with  the  examination  of  plans,  and 
the  Board  has  to  approve  the  construction  by  vestries 
and  district  boards  of  local  sewers  ? — ^Yes.  I  should 
explain  that  whilst  the  Board  has  the  chai'ge  of  what 
under  the  schedule  in  the  Act  are  scheduled  as  main 
sewers,  and  the  main  intercepting  sewers,  each  of  the 
district  boards  has  charge  of  all  the  other  sewers 
within  their  districts.  They  are  called  local  sewers  ; 
but  in  order  that  the  whole  system  of  drainage  may 
be  one  complete  system,  and  that  a  district  we  will 
say  lying  in  the  centre  with  another  district  above  it 
may  not  construct  sewers  which  would  not  allow  the 
sewage  from  the  district  above  it  to  flow  through 
these  sewers,  and  in  order  to  make  it  one  complete 
system,  they  are  bound  to  send  in  plans  of  any  sewere 
they  propose  to  construct  to  the  Metropolitan  Board 
of  Works  and  get  its  approval  of  those  plans.  B) 
that  means  one  complete  system  is  always  maintained, 
although  the  works  are  constructed  by  a  number  of 
different  district  boards. 

10.245.  I  believe,  apart  from  any  local  sew«-rs 
there  were  existinc^  at  the  time,  the  new  sewers  which 
h«^•o  lieen  con?»tructfH|  after  examination  of  the  plan? 
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and  with  the  approval  of  the  Board,  have  amounted  to 
about  1,155  miles  in  limgih  ? — Yes. 

10.246.  Passing  from  the  sewers  and  what  the 
Board  have  had  to  do  in  that  department,  the  Com- 
missioners have  had  before  them  the  contracts  which 
have  been  made  from  time  to  time  for  the  embank- 
ment of  the  Thames  ? — Yes. 

10.247.  That  is  a  work  with  regard  to  which  the 
contracts  si)eak  for  themselves  ;  but  1  think  hi  the 
wliole  about  52^  acres  have  been  reclaimed  from  the 
river  ? — Yes. 

10.248.  We  all  know  the  End)ankment«.  The 
Victoria  Embanknient  I  believe  was  completed  in 
1871 ;  the  Chelsea  Embankment  in  1874,  and  the 
Albert  Embankment  in  1869  ? — Yes. 

10.249.  Have  the  Board's  street  improvemenfs 
been  conducted  in  your  depaitment ? — Yes. 

10.250.  State  shortly  what  your  department  has 
to  do  with  the  street  improvement? — Each  street  im- 
provement being  determined  upon,  it  is  my  duty  to 
lay  out  the  line  of  street,  and  consider  the  width  of 
.street,  and  report  upon  it  and  prepare  it 

10.251.  The  business  of  your  department  only 
begins  when  the  improvements  have  been  determined 
upon  ;  or  do  you  advise  the  Board  as  to  the  improve- 
ments ? —  The  moment  a  street  improvement  is 
proposed  I  have  to  report  upon  it,  and  see  whether  it 
is  the  best  thing  that  can  be  done,  and  if  I  can  see 
anything  better  to  report  upon  it. 

10.252.  These  street  improvements  are  suggested 
by  the  different  districts? — They  are  generally  sug- 
gested by  the  different  local  authorities. 

10,25.S.  And  by  deputations,  and  from  all  quarters 
the  Board  receives  suggestions  as  to  street  improve- 
ments ? — It  does. 

10.254.  And  possibly  they  originate  suggestions 
themselves  at  times  ? — Yes. 

10.255.  I  have  a  long  list  here,  which  I  should  like 
to  get  before  tlio  Commissioners,  of  the  main  improve- 
ments which  have  been  undertaken,  and  I  see  that 
the  first  improvement  on  the  list  is  Garrick  Street  ? — 
Yes. 

10.256.  We  are  familiar  with  most  of  these  streets  ? 
— Yes.  Garrick  Street  was  the  first  we  constructed 
and  the  first  that  was  constructed  with  a  subway 
under  it.  We  have  introduced  the  system  of  subways 
in  the  main  thoroughfares  in  order  that  the  gas  and 
water  pipes  may  be  laid  in  the  subways  under  tiiose 
thoroughfares  and  the  streets  may  not  be  pulled  up 
from  time  to  time  afterwards.  It  will  only  do  in 
impoitant  main  streets  because  it  is  costly,  but  it  is 
a  great  improvement. 

10.257.  That  improvement  was  introduced  by  the 
Boanl  ? — Yes. 

10.258.  Then  Burdett  lioad,  that  was  an  East  End 
improvement  ?-  -Yes. 

10.259.  That  was  completed  and  opened  in  May 
18G2?— Yes. 

10.260.  Thei!  South wark  Street,  leading  from 
Blackfriars  Road  to  London  Bridge,  opened  in  January 
1864.  We  know  that  very  well  Then  Holborn  was 
widened  by  the  demolition  of  Middle  Row  in  No- 
vember 1867.  Kensington  High  Street  was  widened 
in  October  1869.  Commercial  Road,  Whitechapel,  I 
think  was  extended  in  May  1870.  Hamilton  Place 
was  widened  so  as  to  form  a  better  opening  from 
Piccadilly  into  Park  Lane  in  Juno  1871.  Then 
Queen  Victoria  Street,  a  new  street  leading  from  the 
Victoria  Embankment  and  Blackfriars  Bridge  to  the 
Mansion  House  was,  completed  and  opened  in 
Novemb<T  1871  r — Yes. 

10.261.  That  was  done  in  conjunction  with  the 
City,  I  think  ? — No,  we  constructed  it  and  handed  it 
over  to  the  City  as  the  local  authority. 

10.262.  Was  that  a  continuation  of  the  embank- 
ment ? — Yes. 

10.263.  Towards  the  heart  of  the  City  ?— Yes. 

10.264.  Then  Stingo  Lane  (as  it  was  formerly 
called),  now  part  of  Seymour  Place,  was  widened  in 
August  1872.  That  was  in  Marylebone.  Then 
Northumberland  Avenue,  which  we  have  heard  of  bo 


much  in  this  inquiiy,  was  opened  in  March  1876. 
Then  Great  Eastern  Street,  a  new  street  in  Shoreditch, 
was  completed  and  opened  in  October  1876.  Then 
Shoreditch  High  Street  was  widened  in  the  early  part 
of  1877 ;  Newington  Butts  was  widened  in  July 
1877  ;  Harrow  Road,  at  its  junction  with  Edgware 
Road,  was  widened  in  November  1877  ;  Wapping 
High  Street  and  Lower  East  Smithfield  were  widened 
in  1877  and  1878;  Theobald's  Road,  extending  from 
Veraon  Place  to  Gray's  Inn  Road,  and  consisting 
partly  of  the  old  street  of  that  name,  and  partly  of 
another  street  in  continuation  of  it,  was  completed  and 
opened  in  April  1878;  Clerkenwell  Road,  extending 
from  Gray's  Inn  Road  to  Goswell  Road,  and  consist- 
ing partly  of  an  old  thoroughfare  widened,  and  partly 
of  a  new  thoroughfare,  was  completed  and  opened  in 
August  1878.  Then  Bethnal  Green  Road  was 
widened  and  completed  in  March  1879.  Then  Appold 
Street,  a  new  street  between  Sun  Street  and  Worship 
Street,  was  completed  and  opened  in  July  1879.  Then 
Mare  Street,  Hackney,  was  widened  in  part  of  its 
course  in  October  1879;  Goswell  Road,  near  the 
Angel  at  Islington,  was  widened  in  December  1879; 
Union  Road,  Rotherhithe,  was  widened  in  April  1880; 
Coventry  Street  was  widened  in  April  1881  ;  Tooley 
Street  and  other  streets  in  continuation  of  it,  were 
>videned  in  September  1882;  Camberwell  Road,  Chnrch 
Street,  and  Peckham  High  Street  were  widened  in 
December  1882 ;  Jamaica  Road,  Rotherhithe,  and 
Free  School  and  Thornton  Streets,  B^rmondsey, 
were  also  widened  in  December  1882.  Kentish  Town 
Road  widened  for  a  considerable  length  in  its  narrowest 
part  in  September  1883.  Gray's  Inn  Road  from  Hd- 
born  to  Theobald's  Road  was  widened  in  March  1884. 
Then  Shaftesbury  Avenue  was  completed  and  opened 
in  June  1886  ;  South  Lambeth  Road  was  widened  in 
part  in  November  1880;  Bermondsey  New  Road  and 
Star  Corner  were  widened  in  February  1887.  Charing 
Cross  Road,  a  new  street  from  Tottenham  Court  Road 
to  Charing  Cross,  providing  a  direct  means  of  com- 
munication with  the  north-western  districts,  was  com- 
pleted and  opened  in  February  1887.  Upper  Street^ 
Islington,  was  widened  in  January  1888.  High  Street 
and  Church  Place,  Hampstead,  have  been  widened 
and  a  new  street  formed  from  Church  Row  to  High 
Street,  opposite  Heath  Street.  These  improvements 
were  completed  and  thrown  open  to  the  public  in 
February  1888,  and  the  vestry  of  Hampstead  paya 
half  the  cost  of  these  improvements? — ThiU;  is  so,  and 
I  would  add  that  all  those  are  exceediogly  important 
thoroughfares,  and  but  for  the  completion  of  those 
with  the  increase  of  the  population  and  of  the  traffic 
in  London,  the  streets  of  London  would  at  this  time 
have  been  in  a  state  of  block.  Had  we  not  kept  pace 
with  the  increased  want  of  communication  we  should 
have  been  in  a  state  of  block  in  our  streets. 

10.265.  I  believe  about  14,000,000/.  have  been 
expended  in  these  improvements? — 1  believe  tliat 
iaso. 

10.266.  Then  had  you  anything  to  do  with  the 
consideration  of  local  improvements  to  which  the 
Board  contributes  as  lc»cal  improvements  ? — Yes. 

10.267.  Any  engineering  matter  in  connexion  with 
the  street  woidd  come  before  you  ? — Local  improve- 
ments are  very  frequently  contributed  to  by  the 
Metropolitan  Board. 

10.268.  (Chairman,)  Are  the  contributions  to  local 
improvements  on  a  large  scale? — Yes. 

10.269.  Is  that  determined  on  any  settled  basis,  or 
is  it  merely  a  consideration  in  each  pai'ticular  case  of 
how  much  they  would  contribute  ? — There  can  be  no 
defined  basis. 

10.270.  (Chairman,)  They  do  not  assist,  with  a 
certain  fixed  proportion  of  the  cost  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.^  1  think  I  can  answer  that. 
Lately,  half  is  considered  to  be  the  contribution  the 
Board  make.  If  a  street  is  not  worth  it,  no  contribu- 
tion is  made,  but  if  it  is  worth  it,  half  is  the  contri- 
bution.    In  olden  times  it  was  more  than  that. 

(The  Witness.)  The  question  you  put  tome,  I  think, 
was  how  do  you  define  what  should  be  contributed  to 
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and  what  should   not?    That  mu^t  be  a  matter  of 
judgment. 

10^71.  {Mr.  Meadows  WkUe,)  Yonr  Lordship 
may  take  it  that  that  is  the  usual  proportion — about 
half.  ( To  the  witmss,)  I  believe  during  the  32  years 
of  the  Board's  administration,  about  3,000  new  streets 
have  been  laid  out.  Had  you  anything  to  do  with 
laying  oat  of  new  streets,  that  is  to  say,  the  considera- 
tion of  the  plans  on  which  new  streets  are  laid  out  ? — 
All  of  them,  more  or  less. 

10.272.  I  believe  about  3,000  new  streets  have  been 
laid  out  after  examination  of  the  plans  by  the  Board, 
and  they  go  into  your  department  to  report  upon  ? — 
Yes. 

10.273.  Have  you  anything  to  do  with  the  number- 
ing of  houses  or  the  naming  of  streets  P — No. 

10.274.  That  is  not  in  your  department  ? — No. 

10.275.  With  r^ard  to  the  bridges.  You  have 
given  us  your  evidence  as  to  one  or  two  to-day.  Can 
you  very  shortly  state  what  has  been  done  with 
regard  to  the  bridges.  First  of  all,  with  regard  to 
the  freeing  of  bridges  from  toll.  The  interests  of  the 
the  bridge  companies  and  other  proprietors  were  pur- 
chased under  an  Act  of  Parliament  which  we  well 
know,  and  I  believe  you  had  to  do  with  the  compen- 
sations payable  for  those  bridges  P — ^Yes. 

1 0.276.  Evidence  was  prepared  in  your  department  ? 
— ^Yes,  I  had  first  to  examine  the  condition  of  those 
bridges,  and  then  to  estimate  the  expenditure  which 
in  my  judgment  would  be  necessary  as  soon  as  those 
bridges  were  made  free,  and  the  amount  of  traffic 
over  them  was  enormously  increased. 

10.277.  Yon  had  also  to  consider  the  difference  of 
burden  those  bridges  would  have  to  bear  after  they 
were  freed  as  ccmipared  with  what  they  had  to  bear 
when  thev  were  toll  bridges  ?— Yes,  it  was  a  totally 
different  thing.  The  loads  going  over  a  bridge  when 
under  the  control  of  a  toll  keeper  with  gates  and  so 
forth  are  very  different  to  what  they  are  when  you 
throw  it  open  free,  and  it  is  crowded  as  much  as 
possible. 

10.278.  After  these  bridges  were  purchased  you 
had  to  deal  vnth  the  question  of  strengthening? — 
Before  the  bridges  were  purchased  it  was  my  duty  to 
see  what  the  condition  of  the  bridges  was,  and  what 
in  my  judgment  would  have  to  be  done  to  them,  and 
present  that  to  the  arbitrator  to  show  him  if  the  Board 
purchased  the  bridge  in  its  then  condition  what  ex- 
penditure would  have  to  be  laid  out  on  it  in  all 
probability  to  make  it  fit  for  public  use. 

10.279.  Before  this  matter  went  to  Parliament  yon 
had  to  deal  with  it  prospectively,  and  when  the  pur- 
chases were  made  you  had  to  i^pear  before  an 
arbitrator  and  show  what  would  have  to  be  done  and 
what  was  the  condition  of  the  bridges,  and,  in  fact, 
all  these  matters  came  under  your  supervision  ? — We 
have  done  works  to  nearly  all  the  bridges.  Com- 
mencing with  Waterloo  Bridge  we  have  underpinned 
the  foundations  of  Waterloo  Bridge.  The  water  is 
soooring  the  channel  very  mudi  there,  and  it  is 
deepening  enormously. 

10.280.  In  that  case  careful  evidence  was  given  as 
to  certain  signs  ot  weakness  which  had  begun  to  be 
manifested  by  reason  of  the  great  scour  of  the  river  ? 
— Yes,  and  cracks  in  the  bridge. 

10.281.  You  had  to  give  evidence  upon  that  point? 
—Yes. 

10.282.  And  therefore  in  all  these  cases  these 
matters  came  under  your  personal  consideration  ? — 
Yes;  everyone  of  the  bridges  when  they  became 
public  property  required  something  done  to  them, 
which  we  have  since  done  and  whidi  we  represented 
to  the  arbitrator  we  should  have  to  do. 

10.283.  And  under  the  Act  of  Parliament  and 
under  the  control  and  supervision  of  the  Metropolitan 
Board  all  the  toll  bridges  were  fre^  ? — ^They  were. 

10.284.  I  believe  at  a  total  cost  of  nearly  one  and  a 
half  millions  ? — Yes. 

10,286.  It  became  necessary  that  yon  should  re- 
construct entirely  some  of  the  bridges  ? — ^Yes. 
i    54142. 


10.286.  Will  you  give  us  the  names  of  those 
bridges  ? — Battersea,  Jitney,  and  Hammersmith  were 
entirely  re-constructed ;  Battersea  is  now  being  done, 
but  the  other  two  have  been  re-construct^  and 
Chelsea  Bridge  has  had  additional  chains  put  upon 
it.  With  regard  to  Lambeth  Bridge  we  are  now  « 
strengthening  the  anchorage. 

10.287.  You  have  had  considerable  work  also  at 
Waterloo  Bridge? — Yes,  we  had  to  underpin  the 
foundations. 

10.288.  And  I  believe  also  that  Vauxhall  Bridge 
has  to  be  done  under  the  Act  of  Parliament  ?«- 
Vauxhall  Bridge  has  not  been  done,  but  it  will  have 
to  be  done.  Probably  in  the  course  of  some  few 
years  hence  it  will  be  rebuilt  altogether  and  that  will 
be  the  cheapest  and  best  way  of  dealing  with  it. 

10.289.  Now  take  this  head  which  is  connected 
with  river  works.  A  very  important  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment was  passed  which  imposed  on  the  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works  the  working  of  the  machinery  devised 
by  the  Act  for  the  prevention  of  floods  in  the  Thames  ? 
— ^That  was  so. 

10.290.  That  was  a  very  important  matter  that  had 
to  be  considered  before  the  scheme  was  proposed  in 
Parliament  and  was  sanctioned  by  Parliament,  and 
you  have  had  the  carrying  out  of  that  ? — That  is  one 
of  the  most  difficult  and  intricate  things  the  Board 
have  had  to  do.  Whilst  it  would  have  been  easy  to 
have  embanked  the  river  on  both  sides  as  we  have 
done  at  the  Victoria,  Albert,  ana  Chelsea  embank- 
ments, it  would  have  destroyed  the  whole  trade  in  the 
river  to  have  done  that ;  and  therefore  in  dealing  with 
the  rest  of  the  river  we  have  had  to  raise  the  iMmks  in 
such  a  way  that  each  wharf  may  carry  on  its  business 
with  as  little  interruption  as  possible,  still  providing 
that  it  should  be  raised  so  that  the  wharves  should 
not  be  overflowed  and  that  the  flooding  of  the  districts 
behind  them,  which  are  much  lower  than  those 
wharves,  should  not  take  place  to  the  injury  of  the 
poor  people  who  live  behind  them. 

10.291.  How  many  miles  of  river  frontage  have 
you  dealt  with  in  that  way  ? — 40  miles  of  river  fron- 
tage, and  every  wharf  has  had  to  be  de%lt  with  and 
plans  prepared  carefully  for  each  particular  wharf 
after  conference  with  the  persons  in  occupation  to  see 
tlie  nature  of  their  business  and  how  it  was  conducted, 
and  to  devise  those  works  in  such  a  way  that  that 
businesis  could  be  carried  on  with  as  little  interruption 
as  possible. 

10.292.  And  the  Board  in  carrying  out  the  Act  of 
Parliament  have  had  the  delicate  task  of  dealing  with 
private  riverside  property  so  as  to  interfere  as  little 
as  possible  with  the  business  ? — Yes. 

10.293.  And  it  was  very  onerous  on  the  adjoining 
proprietors  to  submit  to  this  P— Yes. 

10.294.  But  I  think  I  may  say  they  have  carried 
that  out,  and  that  only  in  one  case  was  there  litiga- 
tion ? — There  was  only  one  case  in  which  there  was 
litigation. 

10.295.  Has  that  work,  in  your  judgment,  looking 
at  the  result  of  it,  been  satisfactorily  accomplished  ? — 
It  has,  very  satisfactorily. 

10.296.  That  Act  of  Parliament  is  the  42nd  and 
48rd  Victoria,  chapter  198.  The  result  has  been  that 
the  floods  so  disastrous  to  the  poor  people  on  the 
south  of  the  Thames,  and  in  these  low-lying  parts 
further  removed  from  the  banks  have  been  prevented  ? 
— ^Yes,  and  the  property  of  the  poorer  classes  has 
been  saved,  particuku'ly  on  the  Surrey  side,  to  an 
enormous  extent. 

10.297.  In  your  department,  I  believe,  the  Artizans* 
Dwellings  Act  has  been,  to  a  certain  extent,  adminis- 
tered ? — Yes. 

10.298.  You  have  to  prepare  the  scheme  and 
suggest  how  the  street  is  to  be  laid  out  ? — Yes. 

10.299.  And  advise  as  to  what  should  be  done  ?— 
Yes,  and  to  carry  out  the  street  improvements,  clear 
the  ground  ready  for  buildings  to  be  erected. 

10.300.  It  is  all  done  by  you  with  the  exception 
of  the  purchase  of  the  property  ? — With  the  exception 
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of  tbe  parchaae  of  the  property  and  the  erection  of 
the  buildings, 

10,801.  1  believe  the  Board  hare  no  power  to  erect 
buildings,  but  they  could  only  prepare  tlie  site  and 
let  it  for  the  purpose  of  the  buildings  to  other  people  ? 
—Tea. 

10.302.  I  believe  22  areas  have  been  dealt  with  ? 
— ^They  have. 

10.303.  Aiid  I  believe  on  most  of  them  blocks  of 
artiians'  dwellings  have  been  erected  ? — ^Tes.  Some 
of  the  worst  property  in  London  has  been  cleared 
sway  by  that  mesans. 

10.304.  Without  going  ftirther  into  it,  I  think  I 
may  say  that  nearly  one.  and  a  half  millions  sterling 
have  been  spent  by  the  Bpard  ? — Yes. 

10.305.  And  there  are  the  arixjsans'  dwellings  on 
them  for  anyone  to  see  ? — Yes. 

10.306.  {Chairman.^  You  have  had  nothing  to  do 
with  the  letthig  of  those  sites  ? — ^No. 

10.307.  (Mr.  Meaiaws  Jf^ite.)  You  have  nothing 
to  do  with  the  purchase  or  letting  of  the  property  in 
any  way  ? — ^No,  nothing. 

10.308.  Those  are  the  chief  matters  which  are 
dealt  with  in  your  department  ? — ^Yes. 

10.309.  Now  I  wUl  ask  you  one  or  two  questions 
with  regard  to  matters  wiiieh  have  been  specially 
alluded  to  to-day.  You  have  tfiten  us  the  contracts 
and  inquhy  has  been  made  of  yon  with  re^rd  to 
them.  Many  of  your  assistants  whom  yon  have 
nluned  after  this  length  of  time  are  dead  ? — That  is 
so. 

10.310.  You  named  particularly  Mr.  Grant?— Yes. 

10.311.  He  died  I  think  only  last  ye^  ? — Only  last 
year. 

10^312.  t  think  he  had  been  employed  for  many 
years  by  the  Commission^a^  of  Sewers  ?— -Yes,  he  was 
employed  a  few  months  prior  to  my  own  appointment. 

10,3 i 3.  You  have  known  him  all  your  life  ? — I  have 
known  himi  the  greater  part  of  my  life. 

10.314.  Was  he  a  most  efficient  officer?  —  A 
thoroughly  efficient  officer  and  a  most  reliable  offloer, 
A  man  on  whose  word  I  could  depend  thoroughly  and 
a  most  careful  painst^Adng  officer  with  reference  to 
his  work.'  He  has  intr^uced  into  the  metropolis 
some  of  the  best  work  that  has  ever  been  constructed 
in  public  works,  and  he  has  been  the  means  of  im- 
proving the  manufacture  of  cement  for  which  the 
country  is  greatly  indebted  to  him. 

10.315.  With  regard  to  Mr.  Bennett  who  is  dead? 
— ^Mr.  Bennett  was  also  a  highly  respectable  man  in 
whom  I  could  thoroughly  place  every  confidence. 

(Ckairman,)  I  do  not  attach  much .  value  to 
evidence  of  this  de^ription  becaase  without  the  light 
of  recent  disclosures  the  same  might  have  been  said  of 
other  people. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  feel  that  very  much. 

(Chairman.)  I  do  not  mean  fot  a  moment  to 
suggest  of  course  that  these  gentlemen  were  not  of 
the  highest  character. 

(Mr,  Meadows  White.)  I  quite  feel  what  your 
Lordship  has  said,  and  I  felt  it  before  I  asked  the 
question,  but  there  was  something  very  special  about 
the  case  of  Mr.  Grant  who  unfortunately  has  died  so 
very  recently  that  I  t^Kmght  I  might  be  pardoned  for 
asking  that  one  question  with  r^ard  to  him  because 
he  was  an  especially  well-known  officer  of  the  Board. 

10.316.  He  was  mentioned  with  regard  to  the 
special  contracts  that  were  named,  and  that  is  the 
reason  I  have  asked  the  question.  With  reference 
to  Battersea  Bridge,  I  think  his  Lordship  has  dietted 
everything  with  regard  to  that ;  but  I  will  ask  you 
this  question.  The  altered  line  was  a  great  improve- 
ment on  the  other  ?-^It  was  an  improvement. 

10.317.  Instead  of  having  a  fine  straight  approach 
to  the  new  bridge  the  other  had  a  crook^  approach  ? 
— ^Yes.    It  had  a  bend  in  it* 

10.318.  (Chairman*)  You  did  not  think.it  was  a 
great  improvement,  I  rather  gathered? — I  looked 
upon  it  in  this  li^t ;  that  Battersea  Bridge  was  so 
near  to  other  bridges  that  it  was  not  so  important  a 
bridge  as  Putney  Bridge ;  and  I  was  disposed  to  lay 


it  out  in  as  economical  a  way  as  I  could.  I  looked 
upon  it  rather  as  a  local  than  as  a  great  metropolitan 
thoroughfare.  It  is  unquestionably  better  as  it  is ; 
and  it  has  relieved  us  of  a  great  deal  of  difficulty  and 
anxiety  in  having  got  rid  of  the  foundations  of  the  old 
bridge  before  we  began  our  new  bridge.  We  should 
have  had  a  great  deal  of  trouble  with  that. 

10.319.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Your  first  ^n- 
sideration  in  laying  out  the  original  line  of  the  bridge 
was  that  there  were  some  expensive  properties  that 
would  have  to  be  dealt  with ;  and  afterwards  those 
expensive  properties  were  dealt  with  ? — It  was  laid 
out  very  largely  with  a  view  to  economy. 

13.320.  With  reference  to  tbe  Greenwich  Ferry,  1 
think  the  Board  brought  into  Parliament  a  Bill  to  deal 
with  the  transit  over  the  river  at  that  point  by  means 
of  a  ferry  ?-— Yes. 

10.321.  That  is  nearer  the  point  where  the  subway 
is  made  ? — Yes,  you  may  call  it  the  same. 

10.322.  That  is  the  mode  in  which  at  that  point  the 
Board  thought  to  deal  with  it  ?^Yes,  and  if  they  had 
carried  it  out  the  money  would  have  been  better 
expended. 

10.323.  I  believe  when  that  got  into  Parliament 
there  were  existing  ferry  companies  who  claimed  to 
have  a  proprietary  interest  in  the  ferries  ? — ^Yes. 

10.324.  And  Parliament  gave,  as  it  were,  a  Parlia- 
mentary title  to  those  companies,  and  imposed  on  the 
Board  the  condition  of  purchasing  up  their  interests  ? 
— Tes. 

10.325.  And  that  was  estimated  at  such  an  enor- 
mous cost  that  tiie  scheme  had  to  be  abandoned  ? — 
That  was  so. 

10.326.  I  beHere  you  have  handed  in  the  report  to 
the  Commissioners,  which  fully  explains  your  views 
of  the  matter.  The  City  undertook,  and  carried 
through  Parliament,  a  Bill,  without  opposition  from 
the  Board,  for  their  scheme  for  the  Tower  Bridge, 
which  is  now  in  course  of  construction  ? — ^Yes. 

10.327.  That  did  away  with  the  necessity  of  pro- 
viding transit  at  that  point  ? — That  is  the  same  point, 
only  a  different  mode  of  doing  it.  They  did  it  by  «i 
opening  bridge,  and  I  proposed  a  bridge  to  take  the 
whole  river  in  one  span. 

10.328.  With  reference  to  the  Blackwall  Tunnel 
diat  matter  was  fairly  discussed,  and  evidence  was 
given  in  Parliament  to  satisfy  Parliament  that  it  was 
a  useful  public  work,  and  worth  the  money  which  it 
was  proposed  to  expend  upon  it.  That  was  so,  was 
it  not.  It  was  thoroughly  discussed  in  Parliament, 
and  it  was  not  an  unopposed  Bill  ? — That  wan  so. 

10.329.  (CJiairman.)  Was  there  any  opposition  to 
it  ?'— Yes,  there  was  a  very  long  inquiry  into  it. 

10,380.  (Chairman.)  Who  opposed  the  Blackwall 
Tunnel  ? 

(Mr.  Freeman.)  The  owners  of  land  on  the  oppomte 
side  opposed,  and  the  London  and  North-western 
and  five  of  the  other  companies  opposed  up  to  the  last 
moment.  It  was  simply  a  question  of  taking  land. 
There  was  no  opposition  by  people  who  objected  to 
the  site.  I  speak  to  this  because  I  was  in  the  case, 
but  a  mass  of  evidence  was  called,  and  another  mass 
was  ready  to  be  called,  only  the  Committee  said  they 
were  quite  satisfied. 

10.331.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  opposition, 
whatever  it  was  directed  to,  led  to  a  thorough  in- 
vestigation of  the  subject  by  Parliament? — Very 
thorough.  We  had  before  the  Committee  models  of 
the  mode  of  constructing  it,  and  a  great  deal  of 
evidence  was  given  on  the  subject. 

10.332.  That  vww  the  engineering  part  of  the 
business,  but  evidence  was  aJso  called  as  to  the 
usefulness  of  the  work  ? — ^Yes,  and  as  to  the  necessity 
of  it,  and  the  whole  subject  was  thoroughly  gone 
into. 

10^333.  And  as  to  the  site  being  appropriate  ?-<- 
Yes, 

,  10,334.  And  were  these  matters  that  have  been 
suggested  as  to  its  not  being  a  very  thickly  crowded 
population  on  the  south  side  all  gone  into? — ^They 
were. 
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10.336.  And  evidence  was  given  by  those  interested 
in  the  transit  of  the  river  that  at  that  point  it  would 
be  very  useful  ? — ^I  think  the  whole  question  was  very 
thoroughly  sifted. 

10,836.  Is  not  that  point  a  more  useful  point  for 
the  communication  between  the  two  counties  now 
divided  by  the  Thames  of  Bssex  and  Kent  than  the 
point  at  Greenvnch  which  was  suggested  ? — ^As 
r^i^ards  Kent  and  Essex  it  is  of  course. 

10.337.  You  get  your  crossing  more  to  the  eastward, 
which  is  of  importance? — Both  are  very  important 
points.  The  communication  is  very  much  v^anted  at 
both  points. 

10.338.  (^Chairman.)  Have  you  got  the  Parlia- 
mentary evidence  on  that  Bill  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White!)  Yes;  and  I  have  now  the 
minutes  that  your  lordship  was  asking  for  (handing 
m  the  satne). 

10,389.  The  important  point  was  that  the  ap- 
proaches were  at  a  good  gradient  there.  There  was 
no  necessity  for  hydraulic  lifts  or  mechanical  ap- 
pliances ? — ^No.  There  were  good  approaches,  which 
is,  of  course,  always  a  great  difficulty  in  a  crowded 
thoroughfare. 

10.340.  I  believe  before  power  was  granted  to 
make  the  Blackwall  Tunnel,  the  Board  had  made  in 
former  years  applications  to  Parliament  with  regard 
to  providing  better  transit  accommodation  bdow 
London  Bridge  ? — Yes,  two  or  three  times. 

10.341.  And  there  had  been  other  inquiries  before 
Parliament,  both  upon  your  Bill  and  on  the  Bill  of 
the  company  ? — Yes ;  two  or  three,  certainly. 

10.342.  And  also  private  Bills  ? — Yes. 

10.343.  I  will  now  pass  from  that  point,  and  go  to 
two  or  three  oUier  matters  which  have  been  gone  into 
with  reference  to  Mr.  Fumess'  contract,  and  others. 
I  think  you  have  given  your  evidence  for  the  most 
part  upon  it,  but  I  understand  the  objection  to  Mr. 
Ridley  imposed  on  you  the  necessity  of  making 
inquiries  as  to  Mr.  Ridley ;  and  you  obtained  under 
the  circumstances  the  aesistance  of  Sir  Charles 
Gregory,  then  the  president  of  the  Institution  of  Civil 
Engineers  ? — ^Yee. 

10.344.  You  did  make  inquiries,  with  the  help  of 
Messrs.  Waring,  in  whose  employment  Mr.  Ridley 
had  previously  been  ? — Yes. 

10,346.  I  do  not  want  to  go  into  the  details  of  it; 
but  you  did  find,  from  the  best  inquiries  you  could 
msikey  that  there  was  a  question  against  his  character 
which  you  thought  was  fatal  to  his  employment  as  a 
contractor  with  the  Board  ? — ^Yes,  which  I  rep<H*ted ; 
and  the  Board  thought  so  too. 

10.346.  You  reported  the  fects  ?— Yes. 

10.347.  And  the  Board  dealt  with  the  matter? — 
Yes ;  and  I  produced  evidence  of  the  fact. 

10.348.  {Mr.  Bosanquei.)  Was  that  a  written 
report? 

10.349.  {Mr,  Meadows  White.)  In  some  way  ot 
other  t^e  Board  had  knowledge  of  the  result  of  your 
inquiries  ? — I  forget  whether  it  was  a  written  report 
or  not;  but  I  produced  extracts  from  newspapers 
which  corroborated  the  statement. 

10.350.  You  are  rductant  to  state  these  matters 
in  open  court,  but  yon  would  be  willing  to  state  it  in 
writing,  or  in  any  other  way,  to  the  Chairman.  The 
question  is  not  whether  they  were  true,  but  whether 
they  were  the  result  of  the  best  inquiries  you  could 
make  ? — Quite  so. 

10.351.  Then  with  regard  to  Mr.  Baker^s  with- 
drawal, because  there  was  no  arbitration  clause  in  the 
contract;  that  is  to  say  arbitration  upon  points  in 
dispute  by  an  independent  arbitrator,  so  to  speak,  an 
ordinary  arbitration  clause,  or  a  general  reference  to 
any  one  to  be  appointed,  or  to  some  special  person 
outside  the  Board ;  has  the  form  of  contract  in  that 
respect  been  the  same  since  as  it  was  before  ? — Yes. 
The  Board  have  always  feh  that  in  case  of  arbitration 
it  would  lead  to  a  great  deal  of  litigation  and  un- 
necessary expense,  and  they  have  not  adopted  that. 
For  30  years  I  have  acted  as  arbitrator,  and  of  course 


I  have  not  given  watirfaction  to  all  those  contractors  I      jBi^ hteenth 
have  hod  to  cut  down,  but  nevertheless  they  have  taken          Day. 
up  other  contracts,  and  we  have  gone  on.  

10.352.  You  have  obtained  tenders  from  the  very  19  July  1888. 
best  men  ? — We  have.  — t 

10.353.  I  need  scarcely  ask  you  in  the  presence  of  j  ^^^^^ 
the  Commissioners,  who  loiow  these  matters  very  well,  '  (7^^  ' 
that  that  is  not  ol  all  an  uncommon  form  of  contract  ' 

that  the  engineer-in-chief  is  appointed  general  arbi- 
trator between  the  parties  to  ihe  contract? — ^No,  it  is 
a  very  old  form  of  contract,  and  a  very  common  one. 

10.354.  Now  I  think  you  have  ejqilained  with 
regard  to  the  sand  dredged  up  by  the  Thames  Con- 
servancy that  that  was  by  on  arrangement  with  them 
to  be  used  for  the  filling  in? — Yes.  I  hope  to  be  able 
to  look  up  that  correspondence. 

10.355.  As  I  understand  you,  when  the  work  was 
far  advanced  it  was  necessary  to  fill  in  very  rapidly 
because  of  the  difiiculties  of  the  tide  and  other  diffi- 
culties ;  and  the  Thames  Conservancy  could  not 
supply  it  with  sufficient  regularity  and  sufficient 
speed  ? — Yes. 

10.356.  And  therefore  you  were  obliged  to  resort 
to  other  matters  to  fill  in  P — Yes. 

10.357.  There  is  one  other  point :  when  your  works 
are  sufficiently  advanced  to  require  land  for  the  pur- 
pose of  handing  to  the  contractor,  do  you  send  in  a 
requisition  for  the  land  required  ? — Yes. 

10.358.  Then  the  Board  have  to  provide  the  land 
either  by  giving  notices  to  treat,  or  in  some  way  or 
other  getting  possession  of  it  ? — Yes. 

10.359.  For  instance,  in  a  street  improvement  you 
would  require,  not  piece  by  piece,  but  a  certain  length 
of  street  ? — ^You  would  require  to  have  the  buildings 
cleared  out. 

10.360.  You  cannot  do  it  in  small  pieces  ? — ^No ; 
the  contractor  must  have  room  to  put  his  men  into 
the  work ;  we  must  have  the  ground  cleared  to  lay 
out  the  street  in  fact 

10.361.  There  is  only  one  matter  I  think  I  should 
call  attention  to.  You  have  not  only  the  dutj  of  con- 
sidering the  Bills  which  tlie  Board  are  promoting,  but 
you  have  to  consider  other  Bills  which  are  in  Parlia- 
ment if  any  engineering  matters  arise  ? —  Yes,  all 
Bills  of  railway  and  other  private  companies  which 
interfere  with  the  rights  of  public  ways. 

10.362.  Particularly  water  companies,  railway  com- 
panies, and  gas  companies  ?-^Yee,  it  is  my  duty  every 
year  after  November,  as  soon  as  possible  alter  the 
Bills  are  deposited,  to  report  as  to  die  efiect  upon  the 
public  interests  of  all  private  enterprises  contemplated 
in  the  coming  session  ;  then  to  appear  before  Parlia- 
ment and  give  evidence  if  necessary  on  behalf  of  the 
public 

10.363.  With  regard  to  the  placing  of  hydrants, 
which  is  a  most  important  matter  relating  to  the  con- 
trol the  Board  has  over  the  means  of  extinguishing 
fires,  1  believe  you  have  that  matter  under  your 
control  ? — ^Yee. 

10.364.  And  to  a  certain  extent  you  advise  the 

Board  as  to  whei-e  the  hydrants  should  be  fixed  ? 

Yes. 

10.365.  I  suppose  you  would  have  the  assistance, 
or  act  jointly  with  the  chief  officer  of  the  Fire  Brigade 
in  that  matter  ? — Yes,  having  regard  to  the  condition 
of  the  pipes,  and  the  pressure,  and  so  on. 

10.366.  All  the  engineering  matters? — All  the 
engineering  matters;  the  hydraulic  pressure,  the 
throwing  of  jets,  and  so  on. 

10.367.  I  need  not  say  there  is  an  immense  deal  of 
work  in  your  department  to  carry  out  all  these 
various  duties  in  the  preparation  or  plans,  and  also 
clerical  work  ? — A  great  deaL 

10.368.  Have  you  anything  to  do  with  referencing  ? 
— ^Yes,  we  prepaie  die  reference  books. 

10,3t)9.  In  what  matters  ? — For  all  Parliamentary 
plans  deposited  by  the  Board  before  we  make  the 
refer^tice  as  well  as  the  survey. 

10,370.  I  think  that  is  for  artizans'  dwellings  j  do 
you  reference  the  street  improvements  ? 

Uu  2 
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10,871.  {Mr,  Bosanquei,)  I  understand  Sir  Ji>seph 
to  say  he  references  for  all  Aobemes? — For  all 
deposited  plans. 

I0»372.  In  the  case  of  all  deposited  plans  ? — Tes. 

(Chairman,)  But  then  the  street  improvements 
would  be  deposited  plans. 

10.373.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  What  is  called  the 
book  of  reference,  I  believe,  is  done  hj  the  architect 
of  the  department  in  the  case  of  street  improvements  ? 
— I  am  not  sure  about  that.  I  am  told  it  is  the 
architect  in  the  case  of  street  improvements. 

10.374.  Just  to  illustrate  the  proceedings,  when 
you  lay  before  tlie  Board  what  is  to  be  cbne  with 
reeard  to  public  works,  have  you  with  you  a  specimen 
schednle,  or  a  specimen  group  of  documents  ;  the  form 
of  advertisement,  tender,  specification,  and  drawings  of 
the  contract  ? — Yes,  I  have  a  form  of  each  of  those. 

10.375.  Take  the  last  of  these  contracts — Messrs. 
Mowlem's  contract  for  the  sewage  precipitation 
works  at  Barking  Outfall,  have  you  got  those  docu- 
ments with  you  ? — I  have  here  the  form  of  the  tender 
(producing  the  same), 

10.376.  (Mr.  Studd.)  Perhaps  I  may  be  allowed 
to  put  one  question  arising  out  of  this.  Did  you 
state  that  Mr.  Ridley  was  refused  by  the  Board.  I 
do  not  want  to  go  into  why  it  was,  in  consequence  of 
his  character,  something  you  found  out. 

16.377.  (Chairman.)  Yon  had  better  write  down 
on  a  piece  of  paper  what  the  reason  was,  and  hand  it 
to  me  ? — If  your  lordship  would  read  the  last  page  of 
tliat  document  (handing  a  document  to  the  Chair' 
man), 

10.378.  Do  yon    mean   the  man   named  ''John 
Coates  **  ? — ^Yes ;  John  Coates  Ridley. 

10,879.  This  is  the  report  to  the  Board  ?•— No ;  a 
private  report.     It  was  never  made  to  the  Board. 

10.380.  It  is  headed  *'  Report  to  the  Main  Drainage 
Committee  "  ? — I  do  not  think  it  was  ever  mode  to 
the  Board. 

10.381.  It  was  prepared  for  that  committee,  was 
it? — It  was. 

10.382.  (Mr.  Bosanquet.)  You  say  that  the  person 
who  is  here  named  "John  Coates"  is  really  Mr. 
Ridley  ? — Yes ;  that  is  a  confirmation  of  a  statement 
made  to  me  by  Messieurs  Waring. 

10.383.  Were  not  all  these  tenders  made  upon 
specifications  ? — Yes. 

10.384.  The  contractors  who  tendered  had  the 
specifications  supplied  to  thorn  and  tendered  upon 
them,  did  they  ? — Yes. 

10.385.  Then  Messrs.  Baker,  who  had  tendered  at 
some  amount  below  Mr.  Fumess,  had  tendered  upon 
the  specification  with  your  arbitration  clause  in  it?— 
Yes,  that  is  so.    They  backed  out  of  it. 

10.386.  Then  do  you  say  they  backed  out  of  their 
own  tender  although  there  was  no  new  clause  put  upon 
them  ? — That  is  so. 

10.387.  That  I  suppose  would  appear  by  the  corre- 
spondence with  the  Board  ? — ^Yes. 

10,888.  (Chairman,)  Has  anything  been  done  with 
respect  to  the  Shadwell  subway  ? — ^Nothing. 

10.389.  (Mr.  Studd.)  As  to  Mr.  Ridley,  whatever 
the  reason  was,  I  do  not  want  to  pry  into  it,  yon 
reported  it  to  the  Board  ? — ^I  did. 

10.390.  Was  it  a  wiitten  report  f — I  do  not 
remember. 

10.391.  Do  you  know  what  the  reason  was  that 
the  Board  gave  in  their  report  for  not  accepting  the 
tender  ? — I  do  not  remember. 

10.392.  I  see  here  Mr.  Nicolai,  who  was  a  member 
of  ^he  Board,  gave  evidence  before  the  Committee  of 
the  House  of  Commons,  and  he  is  asked  this :  ^'  It  is 
"  stated  in  this  report,"  that  is  a  repwt  of  the  Board 
which  I  have  not  seen,  *'  that  the  reason  why  the  con- 
"  tract  was  not  given  to  Mr.  Ridley  was,  that  though 
"  he  had  executed  certain  works  in  America,  yet  that 
^'  the  operations  he  had  conducted  in  this  country 
**  were  not  of  so  great  importance  as  the  Embank- 
"  ment "  f  And  the  answer  is :  "  The  committee 
<<  thought  so,  but  I  do  not  think  so.  I  think  that 
«'  Mr.  Ridley  gave  a  satisfactory  explanation,  and  as 


'*  a  proof  of  ikat  the  Board  without  any  hesitation, 
''  without  receiving  any  explanation  from  him  per- 
'*  sonally,  at  once  accepted  his  tender  subject  to  the 
*'  security  being  satisfactory  on  inquiry ;  and  I  think 
''that  the  Board  were  perfectly  satisfied  because  they 
''  accepted  his  contract  unanimously."  As  security 
he  offered  to  deposit  20,000/.  ? — I  do  not  remember 
how  it  WAS. 

10.393.  If  he  did  offei*  that, — ^they  say  here  he  did, 
-—that  would  be  satisfactory  security  ?  —  I  do  not 
know  whether  it  would  or  not.  I  am  not  the  judge  of 
that. 

10.394.  After  that  do  you  still  say  that  it  was 
because  bis  moral  character  was  not  satisfactory  that 
his  tender  was  refused,  though  the  report  here  says 
that  it  was  because  he  had  not  carried  out  similar 
works  ? — There  may  have  been  other  reasons,  I  do  not 
remember. 

10,396.  Do  you  say  this  report  is  true  or  untrue  ? — 
I  cannot  say  from  memory. 

10.396.  You  do  suggest  at  ail  events  that  that  report 
does  not  convey  a  true  impression  of  the  reasons  ? — 
I  do  not  suggest  anything. 

10.397.  The  report  states  that  it  was  because  he 
had  not  carried  out  works  of  a  simiUir  character  in 
England  ? — It  may  have  been  so. 

10.398.  Thi^  was  the  only  reason,  as  far  as  I  can 
gather  hece,  that  the  report  does  give,  but  I  have  not 
seen  the  report.  The  report  was  before  the  committee 
and  they  were  referring  to  that  report,  aud  that  was 
the  only  reason  that  thej  could  point  out  in  it  ? — ^I 
cannot  help  that. 

10,390.  You  now  say  the  I'eason  was  not  that^  or 
not  entirely  that  ? — Not  entirely  that  certainly. 

10.400.  This  report  i^  not  a  true  report  ? — I  really 
cannot  express  an  opinion  upon  the  report. 

10.401.  Then  the  next  question  was  this  :  •*  Then 
"  if  I  understand  you  rightly  you  mean  that  the  report 
''  in  representing  that  they  did  not  give  the  contract 
**  to  Mr.  Ridley,  because  he  had  not  conducted 
"  operations  of  sufficient  magnitude,  and  that  they  did 
"  give  it  to  Mr.  Fumess  because  he  ha<l  conducted 
"  such  operations,  was  putting  it  on  false  grounds." 
And  the  auswer  is :  '<  It  was  an  afterthought.  I 
**  consider,  as  your  lordship  states  in  very  forcible 
**  language,  that  it  was  upon  false  grounds."  Why 
did  this  member  of  the  Board  say  that  the  report  of 
the  committee  was  upon  false  grounds  ?  Do  you 
concur  in  the  opinion  expressed  by  that  member  ? — I 
do  not. 

10.402.  You  consider  then  that  the  report  was  a 
true  one  ? — I  do  not  remember  the  particulars  of  the 
report  at  all. 

I  have  read  you  the  particulars  of  the  raport. 
(Mr,   Meadows    White.)    You  have  read   two  or 
three  questions  out  of  the  evidence  of  one  witness. 

10.403.  (Mr.  Studd,)  I  read  what  the  Committee 
of  the  House  of  Commons  considered  was  the  purport 
oi  that  report.  At  any  rate  the  result  of  this  was 
that  Mr.  Fumess'  tender  was  accepted? — It  was. 

10.404.  And  the  ratepayers  lost  26,000/.  ?— I  do 
not  know  about  that. 

10.405.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Upon  that  I  think 
you  have  said  Mr.  Baker  refused  and  backed  out  of 
his  tender,  aud  then  there  was  another  gentleman, 
.Mr.  Moxon,  whose  financial  position  did  not  justify 
it,  and  you  recommended  a  re-advertisement,  but  the 
Board  preferred  to  take  Mr.  Fumess,  who  was  the 
next  in  order  ?— Yes. 

10.406.  (Mr.  Bosanquet,)  When  you  have  a 
scheme  for  widening  a  street  who  would  settle 
whether  you  gave  notice  to  take  a  part  of  the  premises 
along  the  side  of  the  street  or  took  the  whole  of  the 
houses.  Supposing  you  wanted  to  take  a  piece  of  a 
forecourt  to  enlarge  a  street  where  there  were  fore- 
courts in  front  of  the  houses,  who  would  settle 
whether  you  should  give  notice  to  take  the  whole  of 
the  premises  or  only  so  much  of  the  forecourt  as  you 
wanted  ?  Would  that  be  in  your  department  ?— ^The 
superintending  architect  would  report  to  the  Board, 
ai^  they  would  determine  that. 
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10.407.  Yon  would  merely  say  that  you  wanted 
land  for  carrying  out  your  improvements  ? — Up  to  a 
certain  line. 

10.408.  You  have  no  voice  in  saying  whether  they 
shall  give  a  notice  to  take  all  the  houses  along  the 
street,  or  take  so  many  feet  as  they  may  want  ? — No. 

10.409.  That  is  not  in  your  department  ? — No. 
(Mr.  Meadows   White,)    It   would  be   a  question 

of  «x)nsent ;  unless  them  was  some  special  provision, 
as  there  is  sometimes  in  the  Act  of  Parliament,  ex- 
cluding the  operation  of  the  92nd  section  of  the  Lands 
Clauses  Act,  taking  a  portion  would  involve  taking  the 
whole. 

{Chairman.)  Tt  may,  but  it  need  not. 

{Mr,  Basanquet.)  The  owner  may  make  you  take 
the  house  if  he  wishes  it. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  I  know  if  you  go  to  a  jury 
you  sometimes  have  to  pay  more  for  taking  a  pare 
than  if  you  purchase  the  whole  house. 

{Chttimuin.)  Can  you  toll  me  who  were  on  the  sub- 
committee on  the  Thames  crossings  in  1886  ?  This 
report  and  the  minutes  do  not  show  who  were  upon 
it.  The  report  of  the  sub-committee  on  the  Thames 
crossings  is  said  to  be  signed  by  the  chairman  and  six 
other  members. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.^  We  will  ascertain  that. 

10.410.  {Cliairman.)  On  the  3rd  August  1886,  you 
made  a  report  which  was  read  at  a  meeting  of  the 
sub-committee  on  bridges  on  that  day  on  the  question 
of  Thames  crossings.  There  appears  on  the  24th 
May  to  have  been  referre<l  to  the  sub-committee  on 
Thames  crossings  the  question  of  the  means  of  transit 
across  the  Thames.  You  wrote  a  report  on  the  3rd 
August  in  which,  referring  to  your  scheme  which 
you  have  mentioned  to  us  of  three  crossings,  one 
between  Little  Tower  Hill  and  Bermondsey,  another 
between  Shadwell  and  Rotherhithe,  and  another 
between  Blackwall  and  Greenwich  and  Woolwich, 
you  say  this:  "Where  no  communication  has  pre- 
**  vioualy  existed  it  is  impossible  to  produce  proof  of 
'^  the  priority  of  the  chums  of  those  two  points  of 
"  crossing,  but  taking  London  Bridge  as  a  centre,  and 
*'  having  regard  to  the  fact  that  the  population  is 
**  most  dense  and  trade  most  active  nearest  to  and 
**  decreases  gradually  with  its  distance  from  the 
^  centre,  and  considering  that  the  leading  lines  of 
**  thoroughfare  are  most  densely  crowded  with  traffic 
"  near  to  that  centre,  I  am  of  opinion  that  priority 
"  should  be  given  to  the  crossing  between  Shadwell 
**  and  Kotherhithe  over  that  between  Blackwall  and 
"  Greenwich  and  Woolwich."  That  was  your  recom- 
mendation, and  that  was  read  i^parently  to  the  sub- 
committee on  that  day.    Then  the  committee  report 


that  eaeh  of  the  several  points  suggested  has  some- 
thing in  its  favour  :  V  Upon  the  who&,  however,  your 
"  sub-committee  are  of  opinion  that  a  tunnel  or  sub* 
"  way  at  Blackwall  would  be  the  best  under  present 
"  circumstances?" — Yes. 

10.411.  You  have  pointed  out  that  not  only  should 
the  priority  be  given  to  the  one  between  Shadwell 
and  Rotherhithe,  but  that  as  Woolwich  was  about  to 
have  its  ferry,  and  the  Shadwell  crossing  would  also 
be  a  great  advantage  to  traffic  between  Greenwich 
and  Limehouse  or  any  point  to  the  east  of  it,  the  whole 
district  therefore  would  be  better  served  by  the 
Shadwell  crossing  being  made  first  ? — Yes,  I  dicL 

10.412.  (Mr.  Bosanquet.)  What  would  have  been 
the  cost  OT  the  Shadwell  scheme? — ^Two  millions. 
The  Shadwell  scheme  was  more  than  half  a  million 
more.  There  was  considerable  difficulty  about  the 
Shadwell  scheme;  it  had  to  go  askew  down  the 
river  on  account  of  the  entrance  to  the  docks,  and 
there  was  a  difficulty  also  about  forming  the  works 
across  the  mouth  of  the  docks. 

10.413.  The  Shadwell  scheme  according  to  tlie 
estimate  must  have  cost  a  great  deal  more  than  the 
scheme  now  in  contemplation  ? — It  would. 

{Chairman.)  What  district  does  Mr.  Shepherd 
represent  on  the  Board  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Bermondsey. 

{Chairman.)  I  see  this  scheme  was  moved  by  Mr. 
Shepherd,  and  seconded  by  Mr.  Richardson,  and  Mr. 
Richardson  represents  Greenwich  ? 

( The  Witness,)  I  was  showing  your  Lordship  the 
process  with  regard  to  one  of  these  contracts.  This 
is  the  form  of  advertisement  and  the  papers  in  which 
it  was  issued.  This  is  the  form  of  tender ;  this  is  the 
specification;  and  these  are  the  contract  drawings 
{showing  same)^  upon  which  the  contractor  makes  his 
estimate,  and  sends  in  his  tender. 

10.414.  {Mr.  Meadows  White,)  Does  that  lie  in 
your  office  for  tenderers  to  see  and  examine  ? — No ; 
these  are  printed  and  every  contractor  can  have  a 
copy  on  paying  5/.  We  have  put  that  sum  so  that 
persons  may  not  come  and  take  away  our  drawings, 
which  are  got  up  at  great  cost,  for  nothing.  They 
tender  upon  them. 

10,41  o.  Those  drawings  are  very  elaborate  ? — They 
are  very  elaborate. 

10,416.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Do  they  have  a  copy  o 
the  drawings  for  5/.  ?-^The  specification  and  drawings. 
It  is  to  secure  that  none  but  honii  fide  tenderers  shall 
send  in  their  tenders.  There  are  a  large  number  of 
drawings.  For  instance  there  are  attached  to  thia 
contract  57  drawings. 


>tb 
Day. 

18  July  1888. 

Sir 
J.  Buudgetfe. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Matthew  Goddabd  recalled  and  further  examined. 


10.417.  (Chairman.)  You  have  certain  points  on 
which  yon  desire  to  maAie  corrections  in  your  evidence. 
First  of  all  in  answer  to  Question  6211  :  **  Did  you 
**  do  that  at  all  because  Mr.  Stephens  was  your 
**  brother-in-law ;"  you  say,  **  He  was  not  my  brother- 
**  in-law  then  '*  ? — That  is  a  mistake.    He  was. 

10.418.  Then  you  have  something  you  wish  to  say 
about  "The  Cock"  in  Litchfield  Street?— Yes. 
There  was  some  evidence  that  I  was  enabled  to  obtain 
outside  the  office  amongst  friends  of  my  own,  publicans 
and  others,  and  I  think  if  it  had  not  been  for  the 
information  I  was  able  to  obtain  the  Board  would 
never  have  got  the  license. 

10.419.  Then  at  Question  6271  you  were  asked  if 
you  could  mention  the  name  of  anyone  who  went  into 
a  public  house  on  your  recommendation  who  did  not 
make  vou  a  present,  and  at  the  time  I  think  you 
remembered  one  only  ?  —  Yes,  indirectly  there  are 
several. 

10.420.  You  wish  to  add  the  names  of  several  ?~- 


You  have  the  names  there.    I  have  no  copy  of 
Evans.  —  A   house  in    Moor  Street, 


"  Three     Horseshoes," 


Yes. 
that. 

10.421.  Mr 
Soho?— Yes. 

10.422.  Mr.    Truman, 
Hampstead  ? — Yes. 

10.423.  Mr.  Britten.  ^  A  house  at  the  comer  of 
Ehn  Street,  Gray's  Inn  Road  ? — Yes. 

10.424.  Mr.  Migiittee.  —  A  house  in  Gray's  Inn 
Road  which  he  sold  to  the  Board  and  remained  on  as 
a  monthly  tenant  ? — Yes  ;  he  remained  for  two  or 
three  years. 

10.425.  Mr.  Robinson.  —  A  house  called  "  The 
Grapes,"  corner  of  Porter  Street,  Newport  Market  ? 
—Yes. 

10.426.  Mr.  Forster.  —  *'  Tavistock  Arms,"  Little 
Coram  Street,  and  one  other  whose  name  is  left  in 
blank.     The  "Newport  Arms,"  Newport  Market?- 
Yes  I  cannot  think  of  the  man's  name.     He  tried  to 
make  a  bargain  with  me  which  I  refused. 

Uu  3 


Mr. 
Goddard, 
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Mr. 
M,G0ddard. 


{Mr.  fVineh,)  The  qaestion  was  put  in  the  negalive 
— ^people  who  did  not  make  a  present,  bat  these  are 
people^who  did,  I  understand* 

The  witness  withdrew. 


(ChairfMan.)  No^  who  did  not.  At  that  lime  he 
could  only  remember  one  who  did  not,  and  he  wishes 
to  add  those  that  did  not. 


{Chairman.)  Have  you  got  the  tenders  for  carts 
and  horses  for  Victoria  Park  which  I  asked  for  last 
time? 


{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Yes,  these  are  the  original 
documents  {handing  in  same). 


Mr.  Horace  Gundry  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr.  10,427.  {Chairman.)  You  are  district  surveyor  for 

.  Gundry.     the  parish  of  Paddington  ? — Yes. 

10|428.  In  the  rooDth  of  March  1876,  did  you  make 

a  report  to  the  Board  with  regard  to  a  building  which 
wa8  being  ere^d  in  your  district  ?  —I  believe  I  did. 

iO,429.  It,  is  addressed  to  Mr.  VuUiamy :  *'  Dear 
*'  Sir*  .  In  accordance  with  the  special  conditions 
"  under  which  1  received  my  appointment,  I  have  to 
'*  report  to  the  Board  that  a  warehouse  containing 
^*  about  a  million  cubic  feet  is  being  erected  by  Mr. 
^^  Thomas  Elkington,  on  the  west  side  of  Queen's 
**  Road,  Bayswater."  Is  Mr.  Elkington  a  builder  ? — 
A  builder. 

10,430.  "As  I  have  reason  to  believe  that  the 
**  builder  has  no  intention  of  sub-dividing  this  build- 
"  ing  according  to  section  27,  Rule  4, 1  have  given 
**  Mm  full  notice  of  my  intention  of  taking  the  proper 
^^  steps  to  enforce  hk  oompliance.  The  walls  are  at 
**  the  present  time  built  up  to  about  two-thirds  of 
<<  their  intended  height,  and  I  consider  that  until  tbe 
*^  roof  is  defined  it  is  impossible  to  measure  the  cubiciu 
'^  conttuLts  of  the  building,  and  prove  an  irregularity. 
^^  But  as  the  Board  has  attached  so  much  importance 
*'  to  this  matter  as  to  mc^e  it  a  special  condition  in 
V*  the  appointment  of  district  surveyors,  I  think  it 
**  desirable  to  bring  the  matter  under  your  notice  at 
"  once."  Section  27,  Rule  4  is :  "  Any  warehouse  or 
'*  other  building  used  either  wholly  or  in  part  for  the 
"  purpose  of  trade  or  manufacture,  containing  more 
"  than  216,000  cubic  feet,  shall  be  divided  by  party 
*^  walls  in  such  manner  that  the  contents  of  each 
•*  division  shall  not  exceed  the  above-mentioned 
'*  number  of  cubic  feet  *^  ?— This  is  the  letter  contain- 
ing my  appointment  as  district  surveyor,  and  con- 
taining the  qualification  I  mentioned  in  that  letter.  I 
have  marked  it  on  the  second  page  {handing  in 
same). 

10,481.  I  see  one  of  your  special  duties  is  to  call 
thetitfeention  of  the  Board  to  those  cases  in  which  the 
Hmit  contained  in  the  Building  Act,  as  to  cubical 
contents  of  buildings,  are  exceeded  ? — Yes,  that  is  so. 

10,432.  Then,  on  the  16th  March  I87d,  you 
received  a  letter  from  the  superintending  architect : 
'^  Dear  Sir, — With  reference  to  the  building  in  Queen's 
*'  Road,  Bayswater,  which  I  presume  is  Mr.  White- 
'*  ley's  premises,  you  are  in  my  opinion  quite  right  to 
^'  be  exact  in  your  proceedings,  as  you  will  have  to 
*'  be  guided  not  only  by  the  size  of  the  building,  but 
^*  by  the  use  to  which  it  is  a^iplied.  A  warehouse  is 
'^  defined  in  the  schedule,  as  to  the  walls  of  such 
'<  buildings^  and  the  terms  of  the  27th  section  refer  to 
^  *  warehouse  or  other  building.'  The  word  *  other  ' 
'^  here  means,  according  to  the  courts  and  lawyers,  a 
^^  building  similar  to  a  warehouse,  not  as  the  sense 
^<  might  be  if  the  word  *  any '  had  been  substituted. 
**  It  takes  a  generic  meaning.  The  same  rule  applies 
^  to  section  5*6."  I  do  not  know  whose  law  that  is, 
beca.u8e  it  is  '^  Any  warehouse  or  other  building  used 
"  either  wholly  or  in  part  for  the  purpose  of  ti-ade  or 
*<  manufacture."  I  do  not  know  that  a  building  used 
for  the  purpose  of  a  manufactoiy  can  be  ejusdem 
generis  with  a  warehouse ;  I  should  think  it  could  not 
be  possible — ^another  genus  altogether.  '*  When  it  is 
*'  necessary  to  begin  your  proceedings,  probably  you 
**  will  give  i^e  further  particulars  and  a  plan,  under 
^<  section  88.  You  are  entitled  to  have  plans,  ^., 
*<  under  the  term  *  particulai's  of  any  such  proposed 
"  *  work.' "  Then,  on  the  2nd  April,  you  wrote  to 
Mr.  Vulliamy :  *<  Dear  Sir,— I  thank  you  for  your 


^*  letter  of  the  16th  ultimo.  The  only  information  I 
<*  have  is  upon  the  builder's  notice,  where  it  is  called 
"  *  a  warehouse  for  furniture.'  The  builder  is  quite 
^  aware  that  I  shall  require  section  xxvii.  to  be 
'^  observed,  but  he  has  not  suggested  ony  qualificatioa 
**  of  the  above  description.  I  shall  be  glad  to  see  you 
^  hereon  at  an  early  appointment.  The  state  of 
'^  progress  of  the  works  will,  in  less  than  a  week,  con- 
'<  sUtute  an  irregularity  under  the  above-named  rule/' 
On  the  8th  of  April  you  write  again :  ^<  It  has  been 
^  suggested  to  me,  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Whiteley,  that 
^'  after  reporting  to  the  Board  the  irregularity 
^  aocordiiig  to  the  terms  of  my  appointment  of 
^  December  12th,  1874,  it  is  not  my  duty  to  take  any 
<«  proceedings  without  the  further  order  of  the  Board. 
'^  I  shall  be  obliged  if  you  will  let  me  know  the 
*^  intention  of  the  Board.  Am  I  to  await  their 
<^  pleasure  upon  the  subject,  or  am  I  to  take  the  usual 
*^  course  under  the  Act."  Under  the  Act  it  is  the 
usual  course  for  you  to  take  proceedings  ? — To  take 
proceedings  in  my  own  name. 

10.433.  That  is  for  the  Board  P—No,  as  district 
surveyor. 

10.434.  Then  on  the  9th  April  Mr.  VuUiamv  writes 
a  memorandum:  *<Mr.  Gundry  reports  that  the 
•*  premises  now  in  course  of  erection  by  Mr.  Elkington, 
"  builder,  in  Queen's  Road,  Bayswater,  for  a  furni- 
"  ture  warehouse,  for  Mr.  Whiteley  of  Westbourne 
<'  Grove,  ai'e  now  approaching  completion,  and  as  the 
**  cubical  contents  greatly  exceed  the  capacity  allowed 
**  by  the  Building  Act,  Mr.  Gundry  asks  whether 
^<  such  a  building  is  a  warehouse  to  be  limited  to 
<*  216^000  cubic  feet,  and  divided  by  party  walls,  as 
<«  directed  by  section  27  of  the  Act."  Where  had  you 
asked  that  ?-— There  is  no  other  correspondence  except 
what  you  have  read. 

10,436.  I  do  not  observe  you  anywhere  ask  whether 
it  is  a  warehouse.  You  call  attention  to  die  fact  that 
tbe  warehouse  is  being  built  in  excess  of  the  Act? — 
That  is  so.  I  simply  did  what  they  asked  me  to  do 
in  this  appointment. 

10.436.  The  builder  under  the  Act  has  to  give 
notice  of  the  building,  and  in  his  notice  he  calls  it  a 
warehouse  for  furniture  ? — Yes. 

{Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Under  the  Act  the  notice  which 
the  builder  is  bound  to  give  is  primd  facie  evidence 
of  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  to  be  done. 

10.437.  {Chairman,)  Then  this  memorandum  con- 
cludes with  a  recommendation :  <*  that  this  matter  be 
'*  referred  to  the  Building  Act  Committee,  and  that 
"  the  parties  be  invited  to  attend."  Then  on  the 
same  day  at  the  Board:  ^'Read  a  report  by  the 
^'  superintending  architect  dated  9th  April  1875,  on 
"  a  letter  fvpm  Mr.  Horace  Gundry,  district  surveyor 
^'  of  the  district  of  Paddington,  stating  that  the 
•'  premises  in  course  of  erection  by  Mr.  Elkington  in 
*'  Queen's  Road,  Bayswater,  for  a  furniture  ware- 
"  house,  for  Mr.  Whiteley  of  Westbourne  Grove, 
**  were  approaching  completion,  and  asking,  as  the 
'*  cubical  contents  greatly  exceeded  the  limit  allowed 
^  by  the  Building  Act,  whether  such  a  buildmg  is  to 
*'  be  considered  a  'warehouse'  within  the  meaning 
**  of  the  Building  Act."  You  say  there  was  no  other 
correspondence  than  this  ? — ^No  other. 

10.438.  T  cannot  see  where  you  asked  that  question 
at  all  myself  ? — I  could  not  swear  there  was  iio  other 
correspondence,  but  that  is  my  impriBssion. 

10.439.  Then  :  '^  It  was  moved,  seconded^  and 
**  resolved,  that  the  matter  be  referred  to  the  Building 
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^  Act  Committee  for  consideration  and  report,  and 
^'  ihat  the  parties  interested  be  invited  to  attend  the 
<<  (XHnmittee  when  the  subject  shall  be  considered*'' 
Who  suggested  to  jou  it  was  not  necessarj  for  you  to 
take  proceedings  ? — When  I  saw  Mr.  VulUamy  and 
told  him  that  the  place  was  bdng  corered  in,  and  that 
I  must  take  proceedings,  otherwise  the  builder  would 
plead  that  I  bad  led  him  into  unnecessarj  expense  in 
not  beginning  sooner,  Mr.  Yuiliamy  said,  <^  It  is  a 
^  very  awkward  thing  to  commence  proceedings  as 
<<  to  a  subject  that  has  heeo  referred  to  the  Board,  it 
^'  is  not  respectful  to  the  Board,**  That  is  the  only 
conversation. 

10.440.  This  is  what  I  was  referring  to  on  the  8th 
April,  in  the  letter  you  wrote  to  Mr.  VuUiamy  :— **  It 
^*  has  boon  suggested  to  me  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Whiteley 
'*  that  after  reporting  to  the  Board  the  irregularis 
**  according  to  the  terms  of  my  appointment  of 
«'  December  the  12th,  1874,  it  is  not  my  duty  to  take 
^  any  proceedings  without  the  further  order  of  ^e 
"  Board"  ? — ^I  do  not  recollect.  It  must  have  been 
from  Mr.  White]ey*s  architect. 

10.441.  Who  was  Mr.  Whiteley's  architect  P-^Mr. 
Ebenezer  Saunders. 

10.442.  Did  you  see  Mr.  Whiteley's  solicitor  at  all 
in  the  matter,  do  you  remember  ? — ^I  am  not  sure  that 
I  saw  him  about  this  business  though  I  was  seeing 
him  at  the  time.  

10.443.  Who  was  Mr.  Whiteley's  solicitor  ?— Mr. 
Charles  Boche. 

10.444.  He  was  also  a  member  of  the  Metropolitan 
Board  ? — Yes,  he  was.  I  should  tell  you  about  the 
first  notice.  Although  the  builder  in  the  notice, 
which  I  will  hand  to  you,  called  it  '^a  warehouse  fbr 
furniture'*  it  is  endorsed  at  the  back,  '^ I  am  in- 
**  structed  by  my  client  that  this  building  is  tto  be 
<<  used  as  a  furniture  shop  for  sale  by  retail,  as  in  his 
'*  other  establishments.    J.  Ebenezer  Saunders.'* 

10,446.  Do  you  know  when  that  was  put  on? — 
Before  it  can^e  to  me.  This  has  never  been  out  of 
my  possession. 

10.446.  Then  on  the  10th  of  April  their  is  a  notice 
on  behalf  of  the  superintending  architect  to  you,  and 
to  the  builder,  and  to  Mr.  Whiteley  to  attend,  and 
then  that  is  adjourned  to  the  next  meeting.  Then  on 
the  13th  of  April  you  write : — "  Your  fetter  of  the 
**  12th  does  not  soy  when  the  next  meeting  of  the 
<'  Building  Act  Committee  will  take  place.  The 
^  building  is  now  being  roofed ;  and  if  proceedings 
^  are  not  commenced  at  once  I  fear  I  shall  be  open 
^<  to  a  charge  of  neglect;  and  that  the  magistrate 
^  may  give  the  defendant  the  benefit."  Do  you 
know  why  the  Building  Act  Committee  determined  not 
to  ^'  consider  the  same  until  their  next  meeting  "  ? — 
No,  I  am  not  conscious  of  anything  as  to  that. 

10.447.  Meanwhile  the  building  was  going  on  ? — 
Yes^  very  rapidly. 

10.448.  Then  on  the  22nd  April  you  write :— "  You 
<<  will  remember  that  on  ^e  14th  I  informed  you 
''  that  the  only  information  I  have  received  about  the 
*^  building  brings  it  under  section  27,  mle  4,  and  that 
<<  the  condition  and  progress  of  the  works  were  such 
^  that  proceedings  could  not  be  delayed  without 
^  incurring  a  charge  of  negligence  which  might 
**  constitute  a  defence.  Yon  then  agreed  that  in 
**  order  to  avoid  this  danger,  and  also  not  to  prejudice 
*^  a  question  whidi  is  befbre  the  Board,  I  should 
*'  issue  a  summons  to  appear  on  the  28th  instant  at 
^^  the  Police  Court  after  the  meeting  of  your 
^  Committee  on  the  27th.  I  write  to  inform  you 
**  that  I  have  issoed  a  summons  accordingly,  and  I 
^^  trust  the  matter  will  meet  with  the  approval  of  the 
«  Committee;'  Then  on  the  28lh  April  you  write :  **  I 
^  have  obtained  an  adjournment  of  the  summons  until 
<<  May  19th.  I  hope  I  shall  know  before  then  whether 
«  the  Board  have  any  special  orders  herein."  Then 
on  the  10th  May,  Mr.  Whiteley  writes :  "I  am  in 
"  receipt  of  your  communication  of  the  8th  instant, 
'*  inviting  me  to  attend  the  meeting  of  the  Building 
'*  Act  Committee  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works 

:  ^  to-morrow,  relative  to  my  building  in  the  Queen's 


"  Road,  Bayswater,  and  in  reply  b^  to  inform  you      ifi>^|^«» 
**  that  my  architect,  Mr.  Saunders,  will  attend  on  my  ^' 

**  behalf.^'     Then  on  the   11&  May?  "The  com-    isjulyisss. 

^  mittee    considered    the    letter  from  Mr.   Horace  

"  Gundry,  district  surveyor  of  F^dington,   stating  Mr, 

**  that  the  premises  in  course  of  erection  by  Mr.     ^'  Oumdr^. 

**  Elkington,  in   Queen's    Road,  Bayswater,    for    a 

"  furniture  warehouse,  for  Mr.  Whiteley,  of  West- 
^  bourne  Grove,  were  approaching  completion,  and 
^'  asking,  as  the  cubical  contents  greatly  exceeded  the 
<*  limit  flowed  by  the  Building  Act,  whdiier  such 
'<  a  building  is  to  be  considered  a  warehouse  within 
"  the  meaning  of  the  Building  Act  referred  by  the 
'<  Board  on  the  9th  April  1875  (No.  95).  Bead  the 
*<  report  by  the  superintending  architect,  presented  to 
"  the  Board  on  the  above-mentioned  day.  Mr. 
"  Gundry,  the  district  surveyor,  and  Mr.  J.  E. 
<<  SauDders,  the  architect  of  the  building,  attended 
"  the  committee.  Mr.  Saunders  stated  that  the 
^  building  in  question  was  to  be  used  for  the  purpose 
**  of  a  retail  shop  only,  and  not  a  ^  warehouse '  within 
^  the  meaning  of  the  27th  section  of  the  Building 
**  Act."  Mr.  Saunders  was  at  this  time  a  member  of 
the  Building  Act  Committee  ? — I  am  not  aware  of 
that.    He  was  a  member  of  the  Board. 

10.449.  **The  district  surveyor  stated  that  Mr. 
"  Whiteley's  business  was  a  retail  one,  but  inasmuch 
^  Us  the  notice  served  upon  him  by  the  builder  de- 
^  scribed  the  building  as  a  warehouse,  he  considered 
^'  it  his  duty  to  bring  the  matter  under  the  notice  of 
^*  the  Board.  Resolved,  on  the  motion  of  Mr.  Fowler, 
*^  seconded  by  Mr.  Cox,  that  it  be  reported  to  the 
<<  Board  that  the  committee  do  not  think  it  necessary 
*'  to  instruct  the  district  surveyor  to  proceed  in  the 
'<  matter."  That  was  apparently  a  decision,  and,  as 
for '  as  I  understand,  the  Builmng  Act  Committee 
decided  in  this  particular  case  that  a  building  used  for 
the  purpose  of  storing  furniture  for  the  purpose  of 
being  sold  retul,  was  not  a  building    used  either 

.  wholly  or  in  part  for  the  purpose  of  tnwle  ? — ^I  think 
the  effect  of  the  notice  was  that  it  was  not  for  storing 
furniture,  but  for  exposing  it  in  a  showroom  for  sale 
retail.  He  says,  '<  as  in  my  other  shops."  He  has  a 
lot  of  shops  in  the  Westboume  Grove. 

10.450.  One  has  seen  in  many  of  the  places  large 
stores  of  furniture  that  are  put  there  for  the  pur|>ose 
of  people  going  to  see,  and  there  are  great  quantities 
of  it  ? — ^Yes,  in  the  upper  parts  there  would  be.  As  a 
fact  this  building  became  a  pantechnicon  aiferwards. 

10.451.  As  a  matter  of  fact  other  people's  furniture 
was  stored  there  ? — Yes.    That  was  some  years  alter*  / 
wards.     That  was  a  business  Mr.  Whiteley  went  into 
some  years  afterwards. 

10.452.  And  that  building  was  burnt  down? — 
Yes. 

10.453.  I  suppose  it  was  partly  for  protection 
against  fire  that  these  separate  divisions  ace  required  ? 
— ^Yes;  it  is  to  enable  the  iir^nen  to  check  the 
progress  of  a  fire  in  large  buildings. 

10.454.  And  I  see  by  section  56  that  this  matter,  of 
any  warehouse  or  other  building  used  wholly  or  in 
part  for  the  purpose  of  trade  or.  manufacture  not 
exceeding  the  specified  dimensions  unless  divided  by 
a  party  wall,  is  a  matter  as  to  which  the  Board 
is  given  no  authority  to  deviate  firom  the  provisions  of 
the  Act? — ^Yes.  Of  course  their  argument  woidd  be 
that  this  was  not  a  warehouse. 

10,465.  But  supposing  it  is  not  a  warehouse,  why 
should  it  not  be  a  building  used  wholly  or  in  purt  for 
iiie  purpose  of  trade  ? — ^l^iat  is  founded  on  this  idea 
of  its  being  efuidem  generis  as  he  says  in  his  letter. 

10,456.  Then  the  report  of  the  Building  Act  Com- 
mittee came  before  the  Board  on  the  14th  May  1875 : 
**  It  appears  frran  the  statements  whidi  have  made  to 
**  your  committee  by  the  architect  of  the  buildii^,  that 
"  it  is  to  be  used  for  the  purposes  of  a  retail  shop 
**  only."  There  is  nothing,  I  suppose,  to  enable  you 
afterwards  if  it  is  turned  to  any  other  purpose  to  insist 
upon  walls  being  put  up  ? — ]N*o,  we  have  no  authoritjr. 
Afi;er  the  building  is  covered  in,  the  authority  of  the 
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district  surveyor  ceases,  unices  they  make  an  aiteratiou, 
aiid  then  they  have  to  give  a  further  notice. 

10,457.  (Mr.  GrenfelL)  If  it  is  humt  down  and  has 

18  July  1888.    to  he  rebuilt,  it  is  under  inspection  again,  is  not  it  ? — 
Yes. 

10.458.  {Chairman)  I  do  not  see  otherwise  what 
jurisdiction  you  have.  The  architect  tdls  you  to-day 
what  purpose  the  man  intends  to  use  it  for,  and  the 
next  day  the  man  nmy  depart  from  it  as  soon  as  the 
building  is  built  ? — That  is  so. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  It  is  **  used  "  in  the  section. 

10.459.  {Chairman.)  Perhaps  if  they  began  to  use 
it  for  anything  else,  tnen  they  might  insist  on  party 
walls ;  but  putting  this  case  if  it  was  not  a  warehouse, 
it  was  a  building  used  either  wholly  or  in  part  for  the 
purpose  of  trade. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  am  not  arguing  the 
question  of  law  with  your  Lordship. 

10.460.  {Chairman.)  It  is  a  question  of  common 
sense.  The  report  states :  "  It  appears  from  the  state- 
"  ments  which  have  been  made  to  your  Committee  by 
"  the  architect  of  the  building,  that  it  is  to  be  used  for 
'*  the  purposes  of  a  retail  shop  only,  and  is  not  a 


"*  '  warehouse '  within  the  meaning  of  the  27th  secl^il 
'*  of  the  Building  Act."  Suppose  it  is  not  a  ware- 
house. The  Building  Act  Committee  had  builders 
upon  it,  and  one  would  think  they  knew  the  Act  Mr. 
Fowler  and  Mr.  Saunders  do  not  seem  to  have  had 
their  eyes  open  to  these  other  words  ^  or  other  buildine 
**  used  either  wholly  or  in  part  for  the  purpose  of 
^^  trade."  '^  The  district  surveyor  has  also  attended 
'*  your  committee  and  stated  that  Mr.  Whiteley's 
*'  business  is  a  retail  one,  but  that  as  the  notice  served 
^*  upon  him  by  the  builder  described  the  buikling  as  a 
^  *  warehouse,'  he  consideced  it  his  duty  in  accordance 
<<  with  the  conditions  upon  which  he  was  appointed  to 
^'  bring  the  matter  under  the  notice  of  the  Board. 
'*  The  district  surveyor  has  also  formally  commenced 
<*  proceedings  before  the  magistrate,  but  has  obtained 
^  an  adjournment  of  the  summons  until  the  19th 
'*  instant,  in  order  that  he  may  before  that  day  receive 
'<  the  instructions  of  the  Board  in  Uie  matter.  Tour 
^  committee,  having  carefully  considered  the  &cte  of 
"  the  caee,  beg  to  report  that  thev  do  not  think 
^<  it  necessary  to  instruct  the  district  surveyor  to 
**  proceed  in  the  matter." 


Adjourned  to  Tuesday  next  at  11  o'clock. 
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10.461.  (Chairman.)  Have  vou  now  with  you  the 
original  letters  you  received  n*om  Mr.  VuUiamy? — 

Yes  {producing  same).    There  is  only  one  that  you 

17  July  1888.    have  not  read.    It  is  dated  in  1879. 

(^Chairman.)  Mr.  White,  perhaps  you  will  examine 
in  whose  handwriting  the  body  of  that  letter  signed 
by  Mr.  VuUiamy  is  {handing  letter  to  Mr.  Meadows 
White), 
{  Witness,)  I  know  the  handwriting. 

10.462.  {Chairman.)  Whose  is  it?  — Mr.  Walter 
Newall*s. 

10.463.  What  department  Was  he  in  ? 
{Mr.  Meadows  White.")  He  was  the  chief  clerk  in 

the  Building  Act  Department,  under  Mr.  VuUiamy. 
He  has  been  dead  some  years. 

10.464.  ( Chairman  )  On  the  last  occasion  when 
the  Commission  adjourned  the  report  of  the  Building 
Act  Committee  had  just  been  read,  that  they  did  not 
think  it  necessary  to  instruct  the  district  surveyor  to 
proceed  further  in  the  matter.  That  came  before  the 
Board,  and  was  confirmed  by  the  Board  ? — I  believe 
so. 

10.465.  Do  you  know  how  the  building  was  sued 
aftorwards — the  purpose  to  which  it  was  applied  ? — 
That  building  was  used,  as  proposed  in  the  notice,  as 
a  furniture  shop.  You  must  understand  that  this 
was  only  one  of  seven  buildings.  The  others  followed 
afterwards.  Some  portions  were,  as  I  said  last 
Friday,  used  as  a  pantechnicon  some  years  afterwards, 
but  there  was  one  building  in  the  group  of  buildings 
which  was  used  as  a  factory,  and  called  the  factory, 
and  that  building  was  divided  by  walls  according  to 
the  Act. 

10.466.  Has  this  building  we  have  been  speaking 
of,  with  regard  to  the  erection  of  which  the  question 


ai*ose,  been  destroyed  by  fire  P-^Tes.  Would  you 
allow  me  to  interrupt  fn*  a  moment  You  did  not 
ask  me  anything  about  the  meeting  of  the  committee 
that  I  attended.  Last  Friday  was  the  first  time  I 
had  heard  the  minutes,  and  it  seems  to  me  there  is  a 
very  important  omission,  because  I  was  distinctly 
given  to  understand  that  the  committee  were  acting 
on  special  legal  advice. 

10.467.  Will  you  be  good  enough  to  state  what 
passed  at  the  committee  ? — I  was  told,  I  cannot  now  say 
whether  it  was  by  the  chairman  or  by  the  architect, 
but  1  was  told  that  the  Board  had  received  advice  in 
accordance  with  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Mr.  Newall's 
letter. 

10.468.  You  mean  that  it  was  not  a  wardiouse,  and 
not  being  efusdem  generis  with  a  warehouse,  it  was 
not  within  the  Act  ? — Just  so.  I  remember  it  dis* 
tinctly,  because  that  was  one  of  the  grounds  that 
restrained  me  from  proceeding.  I  found  afterwards 
this  view  is  supported  in  the  Notes  to  Woolrydi,  although 
quite  recently  1  discovered  that  in  the  prefiuse  to  the 
second  edition  the  edited  acknowledges  his  indebted- 
ness to  Mr.  Walter  Newall  for  his  suggestions.  The 
notes  are  under  section  27,  and  in  the  first  schedule, 
part  2. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  may  tell  your  Lordship 
this  as  to  Mr.  Newall.  Mr.  Newall  was  the  oldest 
officer  in  the  Board,  and  he  had  e^>ecial  control  over 
these  matters.  His  special  business  was  to  deal  with 
these  matters,  and  that  had  been,  rightly  or  wrongly, 
I  do  not  say  which,  the  practice  of  the  Board  in  all 
cases. 

(Chairman.)  Was  he  a  lawyer  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  believe  he  was  not  a 
lawyer,  in  the  sense  that  he  was  not  a  trained  lawyer; 
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but  he  had  had  to  deal  with  a  great  many  matters  of 
this  sort,  and  had  had  to  consider  the  law. 

(Mr,  Bosanquet,)  Was  that  the  practice  in  all 
cases? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White,)  This  had  been  the  view 
taken  in  other  cases,  and  it  was  not  specially  taken  in 
Mr.  Whiteley's  case.  Your  Lordship  sees  the  district 
.surveyors  take  their  action,  and  only  occasionally 
bring  these  matters  to  the  notice  of  the  Board.  The 
district  surveyors  are  the  persons  who  have  first 
jurisdiction  in  these  nuitters. 

{Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Is  there  anything  which  gives 
the  Board  any  jurisdiction  in  the  matter  at  ail  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Only  if  the  district 
*»ur>-eyors  ask  for  legal  assistance.  That  is  the  only 
ground.  The  Board  cannot  take  the  proceedings  in 
anv  way. 

( Mr.  Bosanquet.)  It  seems  to  be  left  entirely  to 
the  district  surveyor  to  enforce  that  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  And  if  you  will  look  to  the 
words — I  have  called  attention  to  the  many  difficulties 
arising  on  the  constiuction  of  the  Act — they  are 
**  used  as."  It  is  not  a  matter  which  arises  in  the 
construction,  but  of  course  it  would  be  right  to  give 
warning  to  the  persons  engaged  in  the  buildin<<  as  a 
matter  of  courtesy,  aud,  perhaps,  propriety,  that  they 
Avould  be  proceeded  against  if  they  used  it  contrary  to 
the  Act. 

{Mr,  Bosanquet.)  If  that  had  been  the  objection 
taken  one  could  understand  it. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  had  that  in  my  mind, 
and  I  thought  I  would  call  attention  to  it. 

{Mr.  Bosanquet.)  That  would  only  have  deferred 
the  prosecution  till  they  had  began  to  use  the 
building. 

{The  Witness.)  The  same  words  are  used  in 
section  19, 

{Mr.  Bosanquet.)  The  district  surveyor  goes  to  a 
magistrate,  who  is  the  proper  judge. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  As  a  matter  of  fact,  what 
gave  Mr.  Newall  some  authority  was,  that  he  was 
very  much  engaged  in  the  preparation  and  drafting  of 
the  Building  Act. 

{Chairman.)  The  very  worst  person  to  construe  it. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Your  Lordship  has  of 
course  had  some  experience  of  the  Act. 

( Chairman.)  I  see  this  is  not  put  m  Woolrych  as 
the  editor's  view  of  the  law  at  all.  His  words  are, 
"usually  read  as  ejusdem  generis";  referring 
obviously  to  the  practice  of  the  Boiird. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  believe  this  has  been  a 
matter  that  has  been  very  much  discussed  amongst 
district  surveyors,  who  discuss  these  things  as  they  have 
the  responsibility,  and  that  has  been  the  sort  of  result, 
L  suppose,  from  the  extreme  inconvenience  of  dealing 
with  retail  shops  in  this  way  That  is  the  view  taken 
also  I  believe  by  one  of  the  tribunals  in  the  City  or 
one  of  the  Metropolitan  magistrates.  I  cannot  speak 
of  that  with  any  authority. 

{Chairman.)  Of  course  what  we  call  a  retail  shop 
of  this  description  is  really  open  to  all  the  evils  of  a 
warehouse.  It  does  not  matter  whether  you  store 
other  peoples'  furniture,  but  it  is  the  fact  of  having  a 
large  building  undivided  in  which  things  are  stored. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  In  which  inflammable  things 
are  for  the  moment, 

{Mr.  Bosanquet.)  It  is  ased  for  the  purpose  of 
trade  if  it  is  a  retail  shop. 

10.469.  {Chairman  to  the  witness.)  Then  sub- 
sequently to  this  there  was  another  building  of  the 
same  kind  erected  ? — Yes,  six  other  buildings. 

10.470.  But  the  correspondence,  I  think,  only  relates 
to  one  ? — It  relates  to  two  more,  the  second  and  third. 


10.471.  Was  Mr.  Saunders  the  architect  through- 
out ? — Yes,  of  the  whole. 

10.472.  Tell  us  the  particulars  of  those? — I  have 
not  got  the  exact  date,  but  you  probably  have  the 
letter  from  me  to  the  Board  which  opens  the  second 
subject.  It  was  late  in  1879  that  f  received  a  notice 
from  Mr.  Brass,  a  builder,  of  his  intention  of  erecting 
two  warehouses  and  giving  dimensions,  which  showed 
that  they  were  in  excess  of  the  cube  limit,  and  I  think 
I  wrote  to  Mr.  Vulliamy  to  acquaint  him  of  that,  and 
I  received  this  answer,  dated  the  6th  October  1879: 
"  Dear  Sir,  If  the  doubt  expressed  by  you  as  to  the 
"  size  of  the  so-called  *  warehouses '  now  being  erected 
*'  for  Mr.  William  Whiteley  in  your  district  is  similar 
"  to  that  which  was  considered  by  the  Metropolitan 
**  Board  with  reference  to  a  warehouse  built  by  him 
"  in  '76,  I  think  you  may  safely  take  the  decision 
"  then  arrived  at  by  the  Board  as  your  guide  in  the 
"  present  instance.  It  appeared  from  the  statements 
"  which  were  then  made  that  the  bu'lding  to  which 
**  exception  had  been  taken  was  to  be  used  for  the 
*'  purposes  of  a  retail  shop  only,  and  not  as  a  ware- 
**  house  within  the  meaning  of  the  27th  section  of  the 
"  Building  Act,  and  the  Board,  having  regard  to  this 
**  fact,  considered  proceedings  unnecessary.  It  may 
"  be  reas9nably  assumed  that  new  buildings  are 
"  required  to  affcrd  inci'eased  accommodation  for 
"  carrying  on  the  present  business  in  the  absence  of 
"  any  evidence  to  the  contrary.  I  am,  Dear  Sir, 
"  Yours  faithfully,  George  Vulliamy." 

10.473.  Then  the  building  went  on  and  was  com- 
pleted ? — The  whole  of  the  remainder  went  on. 
Immediately  following  on  this  I  had  notice  for  the 
remainder,  and  they  were  all  finished  in  August  1880. 

10.474.  They  have  all  been  burnt? — They  have 
all  been  burnt.  Some  parts  have  been  burnt  twice. 
One  part  that  was  burnt  twice  was  the  part  that 
was  built  according  to  the  Act. 

10.475.  {Mr.  Greufell.) .In  the  way  of  partitions? 
— Yes  ;  the  factory  building  built  with  the  partition 
walls  was  burnt  down. 

10.476.  There  were  some  holes  left  in  the  parti- 
tion ?— Only  those  allowed  by  the  Act.  The  section 
specifies  that  any  opening  shall  be  of  a  limited  size, 
and  shall  be  covered  with  iron  doors  at  each  side. 

10.477.  Only  the  openings  for  the  iron  doors  ? — I 
believe  so. 

10.478.  (Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Was  the  same  architect 
(Mr.  Saunders)  employed  in  1879  ? — Yes. 

10.479.  Did  you  generally  take  proceedings  tmder 
this  Act  without  any  reference  to  the  Board  ? — Yes, 
always  ;  invariably,  I  may  say. 

10.480.  {Mr.  Meadows  Hliite.)  Have  you  had  any 
case  of  this  sort  before  with  regard  to  a  retail  shop  ? 
— I  do  not  know  that  I  had  before.  I  had  only  beien 
appointed  a  few  weeks  when  I  had  this  notice. 

10.481.  You  do  not  know  whether  or  not  these 
cases  have  been  tried  before  any  of  the  tribunals  ? — I 
do  not  know ;  I  do  know  of  a  previous  case  that 
was  before  the  Board.  I  knew  of  it  from  the  district 
surveyor  of  the  district  where  it  was  built. 

10.482.  There  is  a  District  Surveyors  Association,, 
is  not  there  ? — Yes. 

10.483.  Where  they  discuss  these  things,  and  keep 
a  record  of  cases  ? — Yes. 

10.484.  Do  you  happen  to  know  of  any  previous 
decision  in  any  ca^e — I  am  not  speaking  of  the 
Superior  Courts,  but  of  the  Police  Courts  or  in  the 
City  before  the  aldermen  ? — On  what  precise  point  ? 

10.485.  Upon  this  point  about  the  retail  shop,  and 
whether  it  comes  under  that  particular  sub-section  of 
the  27th  section  or  not  ? — I  believe  there  are  some 
decisions  under  section  19,  but  [  do  not  remember 
them  now. 


Nineteenth 

17  July  1888. 

Mt. 
H.  GuHdrys 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Augustus  Harris  recalled  and  further  examined. 


10,486.  {Chairman.)  You  have  observed  the  state- 
ment made  by  Mr.  Hebb   in   his  evidence  that  as 
i     .5414\ 


regards  the  tickets  he  obtained  from  you  for  the  Mr. 

theatre  he  asked  for  them  at  your  request.    I  believe     'A.  Harris. 
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Nineteenth 
Dfty. 

17  July  188Q. 

Mr. 
A.  Morris, 


you  have  expressed  a  desire  to  attend  to  make  a  state- 
ment with  regard  to  that  ? — The  only  communications 
I  have  ever  received  from  Mr.  Hebb,  as  far  as  I  am 
aware,  have  been  the  letters,  which  speak  for  them- 
selves. I  have  ^ever  requested  Mr.  Uebb  to  ask  for 
any  tickets,  and  that  statement  is  absolutely  false. 
The  letters  speak  for  themselves,  and  therefore  it  is 
for  the  Commission  to  see  whether  that  statement  is 
true  or  not. 

(Mr.  Hebb.)  If  your  Lordship  would  allow  me 
it  is  quite  true  wliat  Mr.  Harris  says.  I  had  no 
communication  with  him  personally.  When  I  said 
that  I  had  been  invited  to  write  it  was  at  the  suggestion 
of  Mr.  Harris'  manager,  not  Mr.  Harris  himself.  I 
did  not  mean  to  state  that  Mr.  Harris  himself  had 
asked  me  to  write,  but  Mr.  Harris'  manager. 

(Chairman,)  Who  was  the  manager. 

(Mr,  Hebb,)  I  do  not  know  his  manager's  name, 
but  Mr.  Harris'  manager  told  me  expressly  tliat 
he  would  not  admit  me    by  what    he   called    "  face 


presentation  "  ;  but  if  I  wished  to  come  to  the  theatre 
I  must  write  to  Mr.  Harris. 

(Chairman,)  That  is,  when  you  were  going  there 
avowedly  for  the  purpose  of  an  inspection  of  the 
theatre,  I  suppose. 

(Mr,  Hebb,)  If  I  went  and  told  him  who  I  was. 
I  may  mention  that  in  the  daytime  1  have  had  no 
difficulty,  but  this  was  going  in  the  evening. 

(Chairman^  With  a  friend. 

(Mr.  Hebb,)  And  sometimes  with  a  friend. 

(Chairman.)  And  it  was  then  that  the  manager 
told  you  if  you  wanted  to  come  you  must  write  to 
Mr.  Harris  about  it. 

(Mr.  Hebb,)  Yes. 

(Chairman.)  That  is  hardly  requesting  you  to  get 
the  tickets. 

(Mr,  Hebb.)  I  take  it  that  Mr.  Harris'  manager 
knew  Mr.  Harris'  business. 

(The  witness.)  That  is  hardly  a- request.  It  puts 
me  in  a  very  false  light ;  my  manager  simply  refused 
admission;  that  is  hardly  an  invitation. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Lord  MAGnKRAMORNE  sworn  and  examined. 


Lord 
Magheratnome 


10.487.  (Chairman.)  You  are  the  chaiiman  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ? — I  am. 

10.488.  How  long  have  you  filled  that  position  ? — 
I  was  elected  in  1870,  on  the  death  of  Sir  John 
Thwaites.  I  was  elected  for  one  year  at  the  instance 
of  the  Government  of  the  day,  who  said  they  wei-e 
going  to  alter  the  Government  of  London,  and  I  have 
been  elected  every  successive  year  for  18  years  by  my 
colleagues  as  chairman. 

10.489.  How  long  had  you  been  at  that  time  a 
member  of  the  Board  ? — I  had  been  a  member  of  the 
Board  three  years.  I  was  first  of  all  elected  in  1 867 
for  one  year  on  a  casual  vacancy  in  St.  George's, 
Hanover  Square.  In  1868  I  went  out,  and  I  was 
re-elected  in  that  year,  and  then  in  1870,  on  Sir 
John  Thwaites'  death,  I  was  elected  chairman. 

10.490.  The  oflSce  from  the  outset  was  a  salaried 
one  ? — Yes  ;  Sir  John  Thwaites  received  a  salary  of 
2,000/.  W^hen  I  was  elected  I  received  1,500/.  a 
year,  and  it  was  subsequently  raised  after  a  good 
many  years  to  2,000/. 

10.491.  In  addition  to  presiding  at  the  weekly  meet- 
ings of  the  Board  you  also  presided  at  the  meetings  of  the 
Works  Committee  ? — I  presided  always  on  Monday  at 
the  Works  Committee.  I  always  presided  on  Fridays 
at  the  Board,  and  I  am  a  member  of  every  committee 
and  every  sub-committee,  and  I  preside  at  the  sub- 
committee of  the  Works  Committee  if  1  am  able  to  do 
so — ir  I  have  got  time, — and  I  attend  the  committees 
as  far  as  it  is  possible  for  me  to  do  so. 

10.492.  There  were  several  sub-committees.  For 
instance,  the  The.itrcs  Sub-Committee  and  the  Building 
Act  Sub-Committee,  were  you  in  the  habit  of  attending 
those  ? — Now  and  then,  I  was.  I  used  to  go  in  ;  but 
sometimes  there  are  two  or  thi*ee  committees  sitting, 
and  manifestly  I  cannot  be  at  all  of  them. 

10.493.  Used  you  to  attend  generally  every  day  at 
the  Board  ? — I  attended  every  day  of  my  life,  almost. 
Sometimes  I  take  a  Thursday  or  part  of  a  Saturday, 
but  I  am  generally  there  every  day  of  my  life.  My 
habit  is  to  be  there  always  on  Monday  and  Friday  at 
10,  and  some  mornings  a  few  minutes  after,  and  to 
stay  till  the  business  is  over.  The  other  days  I  may 
go  a  little  after  10,  but  then  I  always  remain  till  the 
business  is  over. 

10.494.  Beyond  attending  and  presiding  at  meetings 
of  the  Works  Committee  and  the  Board,  and  of  the 
sub-committees  which  you  attended,  what  other 
duties  did  you  perform.  What  did  you  do  when  you 
were  at  the  Board  ? — First  of  all,  when  I  arrive  I 
have  to  go  through  my  letters,  and  then  see^Mr.  Bell, 
my  secretary,  and  those  letters  have  to  be  handed  over 
to  the  respective  departments. 

10.495.  Are  there  many  letters  directed  to  the 
chairman  of  the  Board  ?— A  good  many,  sometimes 


more,- sometimes  less.  Some  are  directed  to  me,  and 
some  are  directed  to  the  chairman.  Then  after  that 
I  have  to  sign  the  cheques  and  look  after  general 
business ;  see  the  officers ;  see  anyone  who  wants  to  see 
me  on  business ;  and  very  often  people  do  want  to  see  me. 

10.496.  Where  the  matter  that  had  to  be  determined 
was  any  matter  respecting  the  architect's  dep^urtment, 
for  example,  was  it  ever  brought  before  you  ? — Not 
unless  it  was  a  matter  of  great  importance  on  which 
they  required  any  advice.  All  the  matters  went  to 
the  respective  committees,  and  the  chairmen  of  the 
respective  committees  were  answerable  to  those 
committees  for  it,  but  anything  of  great  importance 
was  brought  before  me. 

10.497.  But  if  it  was  a  Building  Act  case  for 
example,  he  would  consult  the  chairman  of  the 
Building  Act  Committee  rather  than  you  ? — Yes. 

10.498.  Have  each  of  these  sub  -  committees 
chairmen  ? — No ;  not  the  sub-committees.  I  was 
chairman  of  the  'sub-committees  of  the  Works 
Committee  (cX'Officio)^  and  if  I  was  not  there  the 
deputy  chairman  of  the  Works  Committee  took  the  chair. 

10.499.  Is  the  Theatres  Committee  what  you  call  a 
sub-committee  ? — That  was  a  sub-committee  of  the 
Building  Act  Committee,  and  the  person  who  would 
sit  there  as  chairman  would  be  chairman  of  the 
Building  Act  Committee,  and  I  should  sit  under  him. 
Sir  John  Thwaites  was  chairman  of  every  committee 
of  the  Board,  and  when  I  was  elected  the  business  of 
the  Board  was  growing  so  very  fast  that  I  was  asked 
if  I  objected  to  sit  under  my  colleagues.  I  said,  en  the 
contrary,  I  thought  it  was  a  very  right  thing,  and 
would  give  my  colleagues  more  interest  in  the 
business,  and  I  said  I  should  have  the  greatest 
possible  i^leasure  in  sitting  under  my  colleagues  on 
the  respective  committees,  and  helping  them  as  far  as 
I  could. 

10.500.  So  that  when  you  attended  these  sub-'com- 
mittees  you  were  not  in  the  chair,  but  the  chairman  of 

*  the  sub-committee  ? — I  attended  the  committees — the 
Building  Act  Committee  and  the  other  committees — 
just  like  a  common  member. 

10.501.  What  are  the  committees  yon  call  the  sub- 
committees of  the  Works  Committee  ? — There  is  the 
Officers  Sub-Committee  for  one,  and  then  there  is  the 
Main  Drainage  Sub-Committee  and  a  variety  of  others ; 
but  the  Board  is  divided  into  so  many  committees, 
and  then  the  Works  Committee  appoints  its  own  sub- 
committees to  go  into  the  questions,  because  it  is  too 
large  a  body,  and  the  things  get  better  done  if  they 
are  done  by  fewer  men. 

10.502.  This  may  be  a  suitable  time  to  ask  this 
question  :  The  Board  had  a  very  large  amount  of 
property  to  deal  with  both  in  the  way  of  buying  and 
in  the  way  of  selling  ? — I'es. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


MINUTES   OP   EVIDENCE. 


347 


lOySOd*  And  I  understand  that  there  was  no  sub- 
committee to  whom  that  matter  was  entrusted  ? — 
Originally  there  was  a  sub-committee  of  the  Works 
Committee  which  was  calle<l  a  Valuations  Committee, 
nnd  they  used  to  meet  at  11  o'clock  every  Monday 
morning. 

10.504.  When  was  that  ? — When  I  first  became 
chairman.  I  cannot  tell  you  how  long  ago  it  was, 
but  it  went  on  for  several  years.  Then  some  of  my 
colleagues  thonght  it  would  be  better  to  have  it  before 
the  Works  Committee  altogether,  and  to  do  away  with 
tliat  Valuations  Committee,  so  it  was  done  away  with ; 
and  according  to  the  number  of  valuations  they  meet 
either  at  11  or  U.lo  as  necessary. 

10.505.  Was  that  done  away  with  by  resolution  of 
the  Board  ? — I  cannot  remember.  It  was  by  a  reso- 
lution cither  of  the  Works  Committee  or  of  the  Hoard. 
I  cannot  remember  which. 

10.506.  There  will  be  a  minute  of  it,  either  of  the 
Works  Committee  or  of  the  Board  ? — No  doubt. 

(Mr,  Meadows  White,)  It  was  done  by  the  Works 
Committee  in  point  of  fact. 

10.507.  {Chairman,)  Do  you  i-emenibcr  who  sug- 
gested doing  away  with  it  ? — Mr.  Edwards,  who  was 
lately  the  deputy  chairman.  I  knew  he  was  very 
strongly  in  favour  of  it,  and  I  believed  he  moved  it. 
Of  course  I  speak  under  correction,  but  that  is  my 
impression. 

10.508.  What  did  the  Valuations  Committee  do  ? — 
They  used  to  meet  every  Monday  morning  and  receive 
the  reports  from  the  architect,  from  the  accountant, 
and  from  the  solicitor.  The  way  it  is  done  is  this  : 
if  it  is  a  freehold  the  architect  gives  his  opinion,  and 
then,  if  it  is  necessary,  he  is  asked  his  reasons,  and 
then  he  states  :  "  I  think  that  it  is  worth  so  much." 
Then  the  man  asks  so  much,  and  the  architect  is  told 
to  negotiate  on  the  basis  ordered  by  the  committee. 
If  it  is  a  freehold,  or  leasehold  and  a  business,  then 
the  architect  says  :  **  I  think  the  land  is  worth  so 
much,"  and  then  Mr.  Gunn,  the  accountant,  says  :  "  1 
"  have  examined  into  the  business  department,  and  con- 
**  bider  it  is  worth  so  much,"  Then  when  these  two 
Ktatements  have  been  made  the  solicitor  gets  up  and 
Miys  :  "  I  have  seen  these  reports,  and  I  agree  with 
them,"  or  *•!  do  not  agree  with  them,"  as  the 
case  may  be.  Ther<  the  committee — the  Works  Com- 
mittee do  that  now — discuss  it,  and  then  the  officers 
are  ordered  to  negotiate  according  to  the  terms  they 
are  ordered  by  the  committee,  alter  having  read  tho 
reports. 

10.509.  The  Works  Committee  consists  of  all  the 
members  of  the  Board,  that  is  somewhere  over  40  ? — 
60  including  myself. 

10.510.  The  attendance  seems  to  be  often  as 
numerous  as  50  ? — Very  often.  The  attendance  was 
very  good. 

10.511.  I  may  tell  you  at  once  what  strikes  me,  that 
that  is  hardly  the  kind  of  body  Avhich  is  fitted  to  deal 
with  guch  a  matter  as  the  management'and  sale  of  a 
large  estate,  wilh  all  the  details  connected  with  it } — 
The  officers  report  to  the  Works  Committee. 

10.512.  Does  not  that  necessarily  leave*  the  matter 
very  greatly  in  the  hands  of  the  officers  ? — I  do  not 
think  so,  because  the  officers  have  to  report  and  give 
tlieir  reasons  for  their  report  to  the  Works  Com- 
mittee, and  there  are  very  often  long  discussions,  and 
very  often  they  are  cross-examined  and  then  the? 
jirchitect's  and  the  accountant's  reports  go  before  the 
solicitor,  so  that  there  is  a  legal  mind  brought  to  bear 
upon  it ;  and  I  must  say  I  think  ihc  mattei-s  receive 
the  greatest  possible  care. 

10.513.  A  body  of  50  people,  it  is  quite  true,  may 
hear  these  reports  read,  but  surely  they  cannot  go  into 
the  details  of  them  nnd  investigate  them  in  the  same 
way  as  a  small  body  woidd,  on  whom  Ihe  duty 
specially  devolved  ? — There  was  a  difference  of  opinion 
upon  it.  Some  of  my  colleagues  preferred  a  small 
body,  but  the  majority  seemed  to  like  the  larger. 

10.514.  The  result  seems  to  show,  does  not  it,  that 
the  matter  really  was  in  tlie  haiid^  of  the  officials 
of  the  Board,  and  that  they  did  pretty  much  what  they 


liked  ? — I  do  not  think  so.     In  some  cases  it  might  be, 
but  I  cannot  quite  agree  with  you. 

10.515.  **  Pretty  much  what  they  liked"  may  be 
too  strong  an  expression  ;  but  they  did  a  good  many 
things  that  the  Board  were  unconscious  of? — I  am 
sorry  to  say  this  investigation  shown  they  did  do  so. 

10.516.  Do  you  think  you  would  select  as  the 
best  machinery  for  managing  the  sale  of  large 
landed  property  a  committee  of  50  people?— I  ran 
only  deal  with  what  is  brought  before  me.  I  may  say 
that  the  attendance  of  the  Board  is  very  good ;  but 
there  are  not  always  50  members  present  at 
11  o'clock. 

10.517.  But  sometimes  there  will  be  one  set  ono 
day,  and  another  set  another  day  ? — Not  quite,  because 
a  certain  number  of  the  members  make  it  a  point  to 
attend,  very  much  like  the  House  of  Commons,  where 
some  members  attend  to  their  duties  thoroughly,  and 
others  do  not. 

10.518.  Still,  there  seem  to  be  generally  30  or  40 
persons  ? — During  the  day. 

10.519.  There  were  no  individuals  who  went  into 
the  architect's  department,  for  example,  and  investi- 
gated the  matters,  and  went  into  the  (juestion  of  what 
was  being  done  with  this  or  that  piece  of  land.  It 
was  only  dealt  with  as  ic  came,  officially  and  formally, 
before  the  Works  Committee? — Yes,  but  each  officer 
had  to  give  his  reasons  for  the  statement  he  made. 

10.520.  You  were  very  much  dependent,  necessarily, 
upon  thot^e  statements,  were  not  you? — When  you 
have  got  hundreds  and  hundreds  of  claims,  you  must 
trust  to  somebody,  and  the  architect  brings  up  his 
report,  and  the  accountant  brings  up  his.  Somebody 
must  investigate ;  it  is  impossible  that  the  members 
can  act  as  officers. 

10.521.  That  is  the  claims  made  against  the  Board, 
and  the  sale  of  land  to  the  Board  ? — Yes. 

10.522.  But  as  regards  the  purchase  of  land  from 
the  Board,  of  course  there  was  a  great  deal  of  that  to 
bo  dealt  with  ? — That  is  principally  done  through  the 
architect's  department. 

10.523.  It  seems  to  have  been  lefc  very  much  to 
the  architect's  department.  There  was  no  set  of  men 
on  the  Board  whose  special  duty  it  was  to  supervise 
and  see  that  all  was  being  rightly  done  ? — Every 
member  of  the  Board  had  a  right  to  ask  for  any 
information  he  chose.  With  regard  to  street  improve- 
ments, I  will  take  Shaftesbury  Avenue  for  example, 
of  course  the  engineer,  first  of  all,  lays  out  the  line  of 
street,  and  then  the  architect  plo^s  it  cut  in  a  manner 
he  tfiinks  will  be  most  conducive  to  the  public  interest 
and  when  that  is  done  he  puts  a  value  on  it.  In  days 
gone  by,  they  used  to  put  boards  up  inviting  tenders, 
and  the  tenders  were  brought  in  to  the  Works  Com- 
mittee every  Monday  at  half-past  12,  nnd  then  brought 
to  me,  and  I  opened  them  and  said  to  Mr.  Vulliamy, 
"Is  this  near  your  valuation,  or  how  is  it?"  Then 
he  would  say,  "  It  is  close  to  my  valuation,"  and  then, 
genei'ally  speaking,  they  would  say,  *'  Xegotiate  up  to 
your  valuation."  If  it  was  not  near  it  then  the  order 
of  the  Committee  was  passed,  "  Refuse  this  appHca- 
tion ;"  and  then  the  man  had  to  tender  again.  At  the 
present  time  that  is  not  the  case. 

10,521.  Were  you  under  the  impression  at  the  time 
that  the  people  who  tendered  were  tendering  without 
any  knowledge  of  what  the  architect's  valuation  was, 
or  what  was  likely  to  be  accepted?— I  had  not  the 
faintest  idea  that  they  had  any  knowledge  of  what 
he  had  fixed,  becaiisc  I  have  gone  as  far  as  this. 
When  I  have  been  in  the  chair,  and  some  membei-s 
have  aj'ked  to  know  tlie  architect's  valuation,  I,  as 
chairman,  have  absolutely  ref.iscd  to  allow  the  archi- 
tect's valuation  to  be  divulged  to  anybody.  1  have 
done  it  repeatedly. 

10.525.  It  now  looks  as  if  it  would  have  been  an 
advantage  to  have  had  it  divulged  to  everybody  ? — 
Y'ou  must  form  your  own  judgment  upon  that. 

10.526.  I  do  not  say  that  the  view  then  was  not  a 
natural  one,  but  the  result  was  that  it  was  communi- 
cated to  certain  persons  whilst  at  the  same  time  the 
Board  were  under  the  impressiop  that  the  offer  was 
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an  -entirely  independent  emanation  from  tlie  brain  of 
the  person  who  had  made  the  offer  ? — The  nnfortonate 
thing  is  we  have  had  one  or  two  rogaes,  and  they 
have  been  found  out,  and  I  trust  we  have  got  no 
more.  Perhaps  J  had  better  go  on  to  say  that  at 
the  present  time  instead  of  that  phin,  supposing 
there  is  anything  to  be  sold,  the  architect  having 
consulted  the  auctioneei ,  arranges  in  his  own  mind 
what  he  considers  ought  to  be  the  price.  He  comes 
to  me  and  gives  me  his  reasons  for  it,  and  when  he  has 
given  me  his  reasons,  I  then  either  agree  with  them 
or  disagree  with  them — I  generally  agree  with  them, 
because  he  knows  more  about  it  than  I  do, — and  I  take 
the  paper  and  sign  it,  put  it  into  an  envelope  and 
stamp  it  with  my  own  private  seal,  and  when  the 
auctioneer  gets  up  into  the  box  this  is  handed  to  him. 
So  that,  as  far  as  I  con  see  now,  it  is  impossible  for 
anybody  to  have  any  information  whatever,  because 
nobody  knows  it  excepting  the  architect  and  myself. 

10.527.  How  used  the  reserve  to  bo  fixed  before 
that  ? — The  reserves  were  fixed  by  the  architect,  and 
he  kept  that  to  himself. 

10.528.  When  was  it  communicated  to  the 
auctioneer?— I  think  he  had  it  put  before  him. 

10.529.  Some  time  before  the  sale  ? — No,  I  nm  not 
quite  certain  ;  but  I  believe  when  he  got  into  the  box 
he  was  told.     I  think  I  am  right. 

10.530.  I  thought  you  were  sjiying  this  recent  plan 
was  a  different  one  ? — A  different  one  now,  because 
nobody  knows  it  except  Mr.  Blasiiill  and  myself. 

10.531.  Who  knew  it  before  P—Evidently  the 
architect  must  have  consulted  two  or  three  people, 
and  they  evidently  told  others;  but  I  T^as  under  the 
impression  that  nobody  knew  it  except  the  architect. 

10.532.  You  mean  it  was  known  to  several  in  the 
architect's  department  ? — I  presume  it  must  have 
been,  as  it  has  been  divulged. 

(Mr,  Meadows  IVhite,)  There  is  a  sale  to  take 
place  this  week,  and  there  is  the  reserve  price  sealed 
4i|) — that  is  the  architect's  copy  {handing  in  same). 
There  is  another  copy  to  be  handed  to  the  solicitor 
who  attends  the  auction,  and  therefore  is  obliged  to 
know  what  the  reserve  price  is. 

10.533.  (Chairman,)  Have  we  now  dealt  with  all 
the  duties  tnat  you  discharge  at  the  Board,  or  is  there 
anything  you  would  like  to  add  to  that? — I  have  got 
other  duties  that  are  not  so  very  pleasant,  which  is 
going  out  on  committees  of  view.  I  think  thero  is  no 
horrid  noxious  business  that  I  have  not  had  to  view — 
gilt  and  tripe  boilers  I  have  had  to  go  to,  for  instance. 
I  considered  it  my  duty,  and  I  wont  round  and  saw  tliem 
all.  I  was  out  from  \2  to  nearly  6  last  Saturday,  on 
view  half  over  London,  and  it  took  up  part  of  our 
half-hoHday,  which  a  great  number  of  members  give 
up  \cry  cheerfully  in  the  public  interest. 

10.534.  That  does  noi  take  place  every  Saturday  ? 
— Certainly  not. 

10.535.  When  was  there  first  any  question  raised, 
Dr  any  suspicion  raised,  with  regard  to  the  conduct  of 
Mr.  Robertson  ? — The  first  was  about  12  years  ago, 
when  Mr.  Robertson — I  think  you  have  bad  it  before 
you — came  to  my  room  and  brought  me  a  letter,  I 
think  it  M'as  from  Mr.  Fuller,  making  some  accusation 
against  him.  He  en  me  to  my  room  and  asked  me  to 
read  it.  I  looked  at  it,  and  1  said  it  was  a  very 
serious  matter.  It  was  too  serious  for  me  to  deal 
with,  and  I  brought  it  before  the  Works  Committee, 
and  the  Works  Committee  appointed  a  sub-committee. 
They  went  into  it,  and  heard  all  Mr.  Robertson  could 
say.  They  had  previously  asked  Mr.  Fuller  to  come 
and  attend  and  substantiate  his  statement.  He  declined 
doing  anything  of  the  sort.  Mr.  Robertson  declared 
most  solemnly  he  never  had  done  what  he  was  accused 
of,  and  so  as  nobody  appeared  as  accuser  the  Board 
passed  a  resolution  that  he  was  not  guilty. 

10.536.  Did  Mr.  Fuller  produce  a  cheque,  or  send 
a  cheque,  or  produce  an  entry  in  his  book,  because 
tiiere  is  some  reference  in  Mr.  Fuller's  letter  to  his 
having  shown  his  book?  to  the  solicitoi-s? — That  I 
cannot  sav. 


10.537.  There  was  an  official  of  the  Board  dis- 
charged  for  the  o/Tisnce  which  Mr.  Fuller  alleged  Mr. 
Robeitson  had  committed  ? — Yes ;  there  was  a  gentle- 
man of  the  name  of  Bloomfield,  who  was  in  the 
solicitor's  department,  and  he  was  discharged  or 
he  was  allowed  to  resign  his  position. 

10.538.  Did  he  admit  he  liad  done  it,  or  did  he 
deny  it  ? — I  do  not  remember. 

10.539.  The  charge  was  that  he  had  received  some 
money  for  communicating  some  entry  in  the  book  of 
reference  of  property  to  be  taken  ? — Yes,  from  the 
book  of  reference,  that  he  had  allowed  some  valuer  to 
look  at  the  book  of  rc^ference  with  a  view  of  this  man 
being  able  to  approach  the  various  people  and  get 
business. 

10.540.  At  the  time  Mr.  Robertson's  explanation 
was  accepted,  and  lie  continued  in  the  service  of  the 
Board  ? — That  explanation  was  accepted,  and  he 
continued.'  Then,  of  course,  you  know  the  recent 
incidents,  and  the  charges  brought  by  the  Financial 
News,  I  sent  for  Mr.  Robertson,  and  told  him  that 
these  matters  were  excessively  serious,  and  that  he 
ought  to  consult  his  relations  and  his  solicitor  to  see 
whether  he  ought  not  to  bring  an  action  against  the 
newspaper.  He  did  not  take  any  step.  Then  the 
matter  was  taken  up  by  the  Works  Committee,  and 
a  sub-committee  was  appointed  of  17.  We  met  very 
often,  and  we  could  not  get  any  statement  against 
Mr.  Robertson.  Of  course  he  denied  everything,  and 
we  tried  to  get  evidence,  but  we  could  not  get  any, 
and  in  fact  it  ended  in  **  not  proven."  That  was  the 
hmg  and  short  of  it ;  but  there  was  one  admission  which 
he  made  himselfj  as  to  that  old  story  about  his  brother 
being  Mr.  Grey,  and  he  Mas  censured  by  the  majority 
of  the  committee  and  the  Board,  and  they  passed  a 
vote  of  censure  upon  him. 

10.541.  For  having  concealed  the  fact  that  his 
brother  was  of  the  name  of  "  Grey "  ? — Yes^  for 
having  concealed  that  fact,  and  having  had  money 
transactions  with  regard  to  tlie  **  Black  Horse." 
There  was  a  great  deal  of  division  of  opinion  in  the 
committee  of  the  Board  about  it.  Some  thpught  he 
was  guilty,  some  thought  he  was  innocent,  and  some 
thought  It  was  not  proven,  and  at  last  he  was  severely 
censured  for  that  concealment,  and  for  having  had 
these  transactions. 

10.542.  Ultimately  there  was  a  resolution  that  he 
was  to  be  removed  to  some  other  department  ? — Thai 
was  subsequently.  A  resolution  was  passed  that  he 
was  to  be  removed  from  the  architect's  department  to 
some  other  department*  That  was  gone  into  very 
fully,  but  no  other  department  seemed  anxious  for  his 
services,  and  then  the.  Boaril  passed  a  resolution  to 
dispense  with  his  services  at  the  end  of  three  months. 

10.543.  Had  you  at  any  time,  or  was  there,  any 
suspicion  suggested  of  the  action  of  Mr.  G^dard?  — 
Never.  I  was  never  more  surprised  in  my  life,  when 
Mr.  Selway  came  up  to  the  Board  and  told  me  about 
Mr.  Goddard,  I  could  hardly  believe  my  ears.  He 
was  trusted  entirely,  and  I  had  not  the  faintest 
suspicion  that  he  could  do  wrong.  I  looked  on  him 
as  an  honourable  and  a  straightforward  man. 

10.544.  How  long  had  he  been  in  the  employ  of  the 
Board  ? — Nearly  26  years. 

10.545.  He  was  there  before  you  went  there? — 
Nearly  five  years  before  I  went  there. 

10.546.  When  engineering  works  are  being  done, 
such  as  the  embankment  for  example,  is  that  specially 
taken  in  hand  by  any  sub-committee  or  is  that  merely 
dealt  with  on  any  question  that  arises  in  the  General 
Works  Committee  ?— Generally  the  Works  Com- 
mittee. 

10.547.  There  is  no  Building  or  any  Works  Sub- 
Committee  that  keeps  its  eye  on  these  matters  ? — If 
there  is  any  necessity  to  have  any  sub-committee,  one 
is  appointed. 

10.548.  That  is  no  part  of  the  system ;  there  is  no 
Ftanding  Works  Committee  7 — There  was  not  a  stand- 
ing Works  Sub-Committee  with  regard  to  the  em- 
bankment. 
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10,549.  {Mr.  Mecuhufs  White,)  Lord  Magbera- 
morne  has  stated  there  was  a  sub-committee  about  the 
main  drainage  ? — There  was  a  main  drainage  sub- 
committee, but  it  was  mostly  dealt  with  before  I  was 
there — the  greater  portion  of.it. 

10,650.  {Chairman.)  Take  a  work  like  the  Albert 
Embankment,  that  has  been  executed  since  your 
time?— Yes. 

10.551.  When  a  work  of  that  sort  U  undertakeoi 
is  there  not  a  Works  Sub-Committee  whose  business 
is  to  specially  look  after  tlmt  ? — No  ;  the  engineer 
and  sub-engineers  look  after  that,  and  the  Works 
Committee  deal  with  it,  and  now  and  then  while  the 
works  were  going  on  there  would  be  a  committee  of 
view  to  go  and  see  how  the  work  was  going  on. 

10.552.  Substantially  it  would  be  left  to  the 
engineer's  department  ?  —  Of  course ;  it  was  an 
engineering  work,  and  he  had  to  bring  up  the  speci- 
fications and  everything.  It  was  his  bu»ness  or  those 
under  him  to  carry  out  the  work,  but  he  had  to 
inspect  to  see  that  the  works  were  done  efficiently, 
and  reports  were  brought  up  to  the  Works  Committee 
constantly  saying  how  the  works  were  done,  and  the 
Board  in  committees  of  view  went  to  satisfy  them- 
selves after  these  reports  that  the  works  were 
going  on. 

10.553.  Has  there  been  any  sub-committee  charged 
with  the  duty  of  considering  and  investigating  this 
question  of  the  outfall  ?— That  is  the  works.  There 
is  a  sub-committee  of  main  drainage.  There  is  one 
upon  sewage  now,  I  think  it  consists  of  15  members. 

10.554.  How  were  the  appointments « made  to  posts 
in  the  Board  of  Works.  We  know  the  appointment 
of  the  principals  like  the  superintending  architect  and 
the  engineer  and  so  on  would  be  determined  by  the 
Board,  by  competition  between  several  applicants, 
and  then  discrimination  ;  but  how  would  the  ordinary 
officers  of  the  Board  be  appointed  ? — Take  the  clerks 
department.  If  any  young  clerk  is  wanted,  it  is  done 
by  advert isment,  they  advertise,  and  the  last  time  I 
think  there  were  nearly  100  applicants.  Their  papei*s 
are  gone  through  as  to  character,  and  then  they  are 
all  examined. 

10.555.  In  what  way? — They  go  through  an 
examination. 

10.556.  Who  conduct*  that? — If  it  is  for  the  clerks 
department,  Mr.  De  la  Hookc,  who  is  the  second  clerk, 
formulates  the  papers,  and  also  if  a  clerk  is  wanted  in 
the  accountant's  department — he  has  done  it  for  a  long 
time, — and  then  Mr.  Gunn  brings  in  the  questions  as 
reo^ards  accounts. 

10.557.  A  competitive  examination  ? — A.  competi- 
tive examination,  and  the  best  man  gets  it.  If  it  is  a 
case  in  the  architect's  depaitment  or  engineer's  or 
solicitor's  department  then,  of  course,  you  want  skilled 
labour,  and  their  names  are  brought  up  and  their 
characters,  and  the  Board  select. 

.   10,558.  Was  that  a  matter  that  went  before  a  sub- 
committee ? — There  is  an  Officers  Sub-Committee, 

10.559.  They  would  recommend  to  the  Boanl  who 
to  appoint  ? — ^Yes  ;  They  would  report  to  the  Works 
Committee,  and  then  the  Works  Comnuttee  would 
report  to  the  Board,  and  the  appointment  would  be 
made.  Excepting  the  competitive  examinations  they 
frequently  give  orders  to  select  three  or  five,  as  the 
case  may  be,  and  then  all  the  papers  are  brought  up 
stating  their  qualifications,  and  then  at  the  Board  the 
man  is  selected  by  a  show  of  hands.  Sometimes  it 
has  been  done  by  ballot — sometimes  one  way  and 
sometimes  the  other.  It  used  to  be  by  show  of  hands, 
but  some  people  have  taken  a  fancy  to  ballot  lately. 

10.560.  Were  you  aware  that  meiiibers  of  the 
Board  who  were  practising  as  architects  were  doing 
work  in  connexion  with  matters  that  came  before  the 
Board? — Once  or  twice  I  was  toll  after  buildings 
were  made  that  Mr.  Saunders  had  had  to  do  with  one, 
and  Mr,  Fowler  had  built  another.  I  did  not  know  it 
till  practically  it  was  built — yes,  one.  I  knew  when 
the  Hotel  Mitropole  was  going  «>n  that  Mr.  Saunders 
was  interesteil  in  it,  because  there  was  something  or 
other  about   pilasters — I  do   not  rememl>er  what — 


encroaching  on  the  footway,   but  I  rem(;mher  Mr.      Nineteenth 
Saunders  came  by  me  and  said,  "  I  or  my  firm  are  ^•y* 

**  interested  in  this,  and  I  shall  take  no  part,"  and  he      ^  j^^saa 
walked  out  of  the  room.     That  was  about  the  Hotel  ^_ 

M^tropole,  and  that  was  when  the  plans  were  there.  Lord 

10.561.  With  regard  to  what  buildings  did  you   Magkeixmome 
know  that  Mr.  Fowler  was  interested  ? — Mr.  Fowler,      ^— 

I  heard  after  it  was  built,  was  interested  in  the 
Avenue  Theatre,  but  I  certainly  did  not  know  what 
has  come  out  here,  about  the  tlieatres  and  hU  that. 

10.562.  Were  the  officers  of  the  Board  all  paid  b> 
salary,  or  were  there  any  paid  by  fees  ? — The  officen* 
of  the  Board  are  all  paid  by  salary,  but  the  district 
surveyors  are  paid  by  fees  for  what  they  do. 

10.563.  Ttiey  are  not,  strictly  speaking,  officers  of 
the  Board  ? — ^No,  they  are  not 

10.564.  You  have  a  certain  power  over  them,  bur. 
they  are  independently  appointed?  —  We  appoin* 
them ;  the  district  surveyors  are  appointed  by  th^ 
Board,  but  paid  by  fees,  accordinsr  to  what  they  do. 

10.565.  And  they  have  powers  independently  o! 
your  Board  ? — Quite  independently. 

10.566.  You  say  they  are  appointed  by  the  Board  ; 
how  is  that  determined?— Suppose  some  district  sur- 
veyor dies ;  it  is'then  reported  to  the  Board,  and  then 
there  is  an  advertisement,  and  there  are  plenty  of 
applications.  Then  a  day  is  appointed  at  12  o'clock, 
and  various  district  surveyors  attend.  When  they 
have  attended  it  used  to  be  decided,  as  I  have  told 
you,  by  a  show  of  hands',  but  now  it  is  done  by  ballot. 
There  is  a  ballot-box  taken  round,  and  the  man  who 
gets  the  highest  number  of  votes  is  elected.  Of  course 
they  all  have  certificates  from  the  Institute  of  British 
architects. 

10,667.  They  are  elected  by  ballot?  — They  are 
elected  by  ballot. 

10.568.  Is  there  any  committee  that  discriminates 
between  them  and  advises  the  Board  ? — No ;  they 
send  their  applications  to  the  members.  They  used 
In  days  gone  by  to  canvas,  but  the  Board  passed  a 
resolution  that  no  canvassing  should  be  allowed, 
because  it  was  found  to  be  such  an  intolerable 
nuisance  to  be  cnnvassed  everlastingly ;  so  that 
nobofiy  is  allowed  to  do  it  now,  but  they  send  their 
papers  round  with  their  testimonials. 

10.569.  Were  you  canvassed  from  time  to  lime 
yourself  at  all  by  those  who  were  putting  plans  before 
the  Board  as  to  passing  them.  We  have  heard  that 
people  were  in  the  habit  of  going  to  some  of  the 
members  of  the  Board  asking  them  to  assist  in  passing 
the  plans  ? — They  knew  better  than  to  come  to  me. 

10.570.  They  did  not  in  point  of  fact  ?— No. 

10.571.  I  understand  you  to  say  there  was  no 
payment  made  to  any  of  the  clerks  or  officials  or 
architects  of  the  Board  except  salary.  There  was  no 
payment  beyond  that  ?— None.  'ilie  officers  are 
divided  into  classes  and  they  rise,  and  according  to 
merit  sometimes  they  are  raised.  If  an  officer  is  very 
efficient  sometimes  he  is  unclassified  and  gets  a  rise  of 
salary. 

10.572.  Did  yr.»j  hear  of  many  complaints  about 
plans  not  being  f»assed,  and  the  difficulty  of  knowing 
why  they  were  not  passed,  or  what  would  satisfy  the 
Board  ? — I  only  recollect  one  about  a  theatre.  I  did 
not  know  what  was  going  to  be  asked,  and  I  am  only 
speaking  from  memory  now ;  but  I  think  that  I  did 
have  a  letter  from  somebody  about  the  Criterion 
Theatre,  and  I  think  there  was  some  complaint  of 
delay.  I  handed  that  letter  to  the  ch'»irman  of  the 
Building  Act  Committee.  That  is  my  constant  habit, 
whenever  I  receive  a  letter  I  always  hand  it  to  the 
department  or  the  conunittee  that  has  to  deal  with  it. 
I  do  not  recollect  anything  else. 

10.573.  Mr.  Vulliamy,  the  superintending  architect, 
fell  into  ill-health,  T  believe,  a  few  years  before  he 
died  ?— He  did.     He  was  ill  and  he  retired. 

10.574.  When  he  retired,  was  a  pecsion  of 
1,020/.  16*.  8d.  awarded  to  him  ?— Yes. 

10.575.  Then  nfter  that  date  he  came  back,  he  said 
he  found  he  was  fit  for  work  ?— He  did  do  so;  but 
the  Board  wt\s  trying  to  get  a  successor,  and  they 
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ficdled,  and  I  think  it  was  a  mutual  accommodation 
that  he  came  back  to  do  the  work  of  the  Board  till  a 
successor  could  be  found.  Then  he  unfortunately 
died,  poor  man. 

lOyoTG.  What  I  wanted  to  ask  about  was  this :  Was 
not  he  paid  down  to  the  time  of  his  death,  not  only 
the  salary  or  the  pension^  but  the  salary  and  a  propor- 
tion of  the  pension  as  well  ? — He  was,  he  had  both. 

10.577.  Why  was  that  ? — I  only  guess  this,  but  I 
suppose  my  colleagues,  or  at  least  the  majority  of 
tliem,  considered  that  they  would  have  had  to  pay 
somebody  anyhow,  and  Mr.  Vulliamy  would  have  his 
pension  all  the  same.  I  am  presuming  this  because 
1  took  no  part  in  it. 

10.578.  Was  it  discussed  at  the  Board  ? — It  was, 
and  there  were  half-a-dozen  divisions  about  it. 

10,679.  It  seems  somewhat  strange  that  if  his 
services  were  only  worth  1,750/.  at  the  time  wheu  he 
was  in  full  health,  that  when  he  was  in  infirm  health 
he  should  get  both  his  salary  and  his  pension,  and 
that  really  he  was  getting  a  wdary  of  2,770/.  instead 
of  1,760/.  ? — That  is  quite  true,  he  got  both  for  three 
months.  The  majority  of  my  colleagues  agieed  with 
that,  I  have  the  minutes  here  with  regard  to  that,  and 
all  the  divisions. 

{Mr,  Meadoics  fF/itte.)  I  believe  it  was  after  his 
death  that  that  was  discussed;  what  was  due  to 
Mr.  Vulliamy  to  be  paid  to  his  widow.  'The  question 
arose  wliethcr  he  was  to  have  for  his  temporary 
services  salary  as  well  as  the  pension. 

10.580.  (Chairman.)  I  see  that  the  Works  Com- 
mittee i-eported  that,  "  Your  Committee  have  pro- 
"  ceeded  upon  the  resolution  of  the  Board  of  the 
**  3rd  instant  (No.  22),  referring  it  to  them  to  con- 
**  sider  as  to  ihc  rerauneratiou  to  be  given  to  therepre- 
"  sentatives  of  the  late  superintending  afchitect."  I 
do  not  quite  understand  why  the  matter  wn3  referred 
to  the  Works  Committee  and  then  back  to  the  Board 
when  it  was  exactly  the  Kimc  body.  What  was  the 
object  of  that  ? — Because  they  considered  that  when 
it  got  to  the  Works  Committee,  with  closed  doors, 
you  would  have  a  better  discussion  than  if  you  sat  in 
public. 

10.581.  Then  was  the  question  publicity  or  privacy  ? 
— The  discussion  comes  on  the  Works  Committee, 
and  it  is  more  ample.  People  are  able  to  speak  half- 
a-dozen  times,  Avhereas  in  the  Board  they  can  only 
s[>eak  once. 

10.582.  **  Your  Committee  have  proceeded  upon 
"  the  resolulioii  of  the  Board  of  the  3rd  instant 
"  (No.  22),  rtferring  it  to  them  to  consider  as  to  the 
"  remuneration  to  be  given  to  the  representatives  of 
"  the  late  superintending  architect,  in  consideration 
*'  of  his  services  given  at  the  special  request  of  the 
**  Board,  from  and  after  the  date  of  his  resignation 
"  to  the  day  of  his  decease.  Your  Committee  have 
**  conferred  with  your  solicitor,  who  considers  that 
*'  under  the  resolution  of  the  Board  of  28th  May 
**  last  (No.  2)  the  late  Mr.  Vulliamy  was  entitled  to 
"  a  pension  at  ihe  rate  of  1,020/.  IQs.  8d.  per 
*^  annum  from  the  29th  September  last ;  also  that  he 
"  was,  in  addition  entitled  to  such  a  reasonable 
^^  amount  as  the  Board  might  determine  for  salary  in 
'*  resi>ect  of  sei-vices  rendered  to  the  Board  pursuant 
**  to  their  resolution  of  6th  August  last  (No.  10), 
**  under  which  he  was  appointed  superintending 
**  architect  for  a  period  of  three  months,  but  which 
**  resolution  does  not  ^x  any  rate  of  remuneration." 
Was  not  that  in  effect  simply  continuing  him  in  office 
as  superintending  architect  for  the  period  of  three 
raonfchH,  overriding  his  resignation  ? — The  majority  of 
my  colleagues  did  not  seem  to  think  so. 

10.583.  **  Your  Committee  have  now  to  report  that 
**  they  are  of  opinion,  under  all  the  circumstances, 
'*  that  a  reasonable  and  proper  amount  to  be  paid  to 
"  the  representatives  of  the  late  superintending  arehi- 
"  tect  in  respect  of  superannuation  allowance  and  for 
**  services  reodered,  at  the  request  of  the  Board, 
**  after  the  date  of  his  resignation  would  be  500/." 
I  do  not  understand  how  a  man  is  superannuated  if  he 
is  doing  the   work   ho  has  always  done? — He  was 


superannuated  and  got  a  pension,  and  then  came  back 
again,  or  rather  he  did  not  go  away. 

10.584.  There  never  was  any  interval  of  time  when 
he  ceased  to  act  ? — He  did  not  go  away  altogether. 

10.585.  Then  :  —  "  An  amendment  thereon  was 
moved  by  Mr.  Hunts,  pursuant  to  notice,  and  seconded 
by  Mr.  Garrett :  That  before  deciding  the  amount  to 
"  be  paid  to  the  late  Mr.  VuUiamy's  representatives, 
*'  it  is,  in  the  Board's  opinion,  desii'able  to  ascertain 
*^  what  is  the  lule  followed  in  the  public  depart- 
*•  ments,  and  sanctioned  by  Parliament,  with  respect 
'*  to  the  remuneration  of  an  official  Avho,  after  a 
"  pension  has  been  awarded  to  him,  is  requested  to 
'^  continue  or  resume  for  a  time  the  discharge  of  the 
^'  duties  of  his  oflice ;  and  that  it  be  referred  to  the 
'*  Works  and  General  Purposes  Committee  to  make 
'*  inquiry  of  the  Treasury  accordingly,  and  to  report. 
*^  After  discuesion,  the  amendment  was  put  to  the 
*^  vote,  when  there  were  for  it  18,  against  it  18.  A 
'^  division  having  been  demanded  and  granted,  the 
'^  names  of  the  members  voting  were  taken  down, 
^  when  there  were  for  the  amendment  22,  against 
"  the  amendment,  18."  Then  that  was  declared  to 
be  carried.  ''The  amendment  was  then  put  as  an 
*'  original  motion.  Wiiereupon  an  amendment  was 
'*  moved  by  Mr.  Selway,  and  seconded  by  Mr. 
'*  Shepherd :  That  the  amount  to  be  paid  to  the 
"  representatives  of  the  late  superintending  architect 
"  in  respect  of  his  services  from  the  end  of  the 
''  September  quarter  until  the  date  of  his  death  be 
*'  at  the  same  rate  as  the  payments  previously  made 
^'  to  him,  that  is  to  saj,  at  the  rate  of  his  full  salary 
'*  of  1,750/.  a  year.  After  discussion  the  ameud- 
"  ment  was  put  to  the  vote,  when  there  were  for  it 
'*  23,  against  it  11  ;  and  it  was  declared  by  the 
"  chairman  to  be  carried.  The  amendment  was 
"  then  put  as  an  original  motion.  Whereupon  an 
**  amendment  was  moved  by  Mr.  Richardson,  and 
**  seconded  by  Colonel  Munro :  That  in  addition  to 
**  the  retiring  allowance  granted  to  the  late  Mi\ 
**  Vulliamy  by  the  Board's  resolution  of  28th  May 
"  last,  the  remuneration  for  his  services,  rendered  to 
"  the  Board  from  29th  September  la&t  to  the  date  of 
"  his  decease,  be  at  the  rate  of  1,750/.  per  annum. 
"  After  discussion  the  amendment  was  put  to  the 
"  vote,  when  there  were  for  it  23,  against  it  18,  and 
*^  it  was  declared  by  the  chairman  to  be  carried. 
**  The  amendment  was  then  put  as  an  original 
"  motion,  when  there  were  for  it  24,  against  it  17. 
*'  A  division  having  be^n  demanded  and  granted,  the 
"  names  of  the  members  voting  were  taken  down, 
**  when  there  were  for  the  motion  25,  against  the 
**  motion  18."  Then  the  teller  for  the  motion  was 
Mr.  Eichardson,  and  the  teller  against  jNIr.  Selway, 
The  first  amendment  I  see  was  that  the  rule  followed 
in  the  public  departments  should  be  ascertained  from 
the  Treasury,  and  when  it  became  a  substantive 
motion  it  was  defeated  by  another  amendment?— 
Yes. 

10.586.  So  that  the  inquiry  was  never  made? — 
The  inquiry  was  never  made. 

10.587.  1  do  not  know  if  you  are  awai'e  that  when 
an  individual  is  pensioned  off  from  the  public  service, 
if  he  takes  any  other  office  under  the  public  service 
his  pension  ceafecs  so  long  as  he  fills  it  ? — I  believe 
that  is  so. 

10.588.  That  is  to  say,  he  gets  the  salary  of  the 
office  if  it  is  more  than  the  pension,  and  nothing 
beyond ;  but  if  it  is  less  than  the  pension  ho  simply 
gets  the  pension.  I  see  that  Mr.  Iluntz,  who  seemed 
animated  by  the  desire  to  know  what  was  done  in  the 
public  departments,  voted  for  this  resolution  to  pay 
the  salary  in  addition  to  the  pension  ? — Others  were 
there. 

10.589.  He  moved  the  amendment  with  regard  to 
obtaining  the  opinion  of  the  Treasury,  but  he  voted 
for  the  motion  ? — There  was  a  good  deal  of  discussion 
about  it. 

10.590.  Who  is  chairman  of  the  sub-committee 
which  you  say  has  to  deal  with  the  question  of  this 
sewage  outfall  and  the  disposal  of  sewage  ? — 1  am. 
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I  am  ex'officio  chairman  of  all  the  sub-committees  of 
the  Works  Committee. 

10.591.  Do  you  particularly  attend  that,  or  are  you 
«ble  to  attend  that  ? — Generally  speaking,  I  do. 

10.592.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  The  matter  of  dealing 
with  the  sewage  has  been  before  two  or  three  Royal 
Commissions  ? — Yes. 

10.593.  And  it  was  last  before  one  presided  ovejr  by 
liOrd  Bramwell? — Yes. 

10,59  i.  I  understand  that  they  rec»ommended  as  a 
temporary  measure  some  process  of  deposition  or  pre- 
cipitation ?— I  believe  so.  I  did  not  know  that  I  was 
going  to  be  examined  about  sewage,  but  I  have  no 
doubt  you  are  correct. 

10.595.  The  Board  have  taken  some  action  upon 
this  report,  have  they  not  ?  —  They  have.  The 
engineer  could  tell  you  more  about  it,  but  we  have 
had  works  going  on  at  this  side  of  the  river  ami 
works  begun  on  the  other. 

10.596.  The  works  were  taken  in  hand  under  that 
committee  of  which  you  were  chairman  ? — Yes,  the 
Boai*d  opened  the  tender,  and  the  engineer  is  carry- 
ing it  out. 

10.597.  Is  this  right,  that  you  called  in  the  assist- 
ance of  four  eminent  chemists  ? — Yes. 

10.598.  And  did  you  ask  the  four  chemists  to 
report  what  was  the  best  way  of  dealing  with  the 
sewage  in  the  way  of  precipitation  ? — They  sent  a 
report  in. 

10.599.  What  I  am  asking  you  is  this ;  Was  not 
the  action  of  the  Board  to  present  to  the  four  chemists 
some  plan  of  the  engineer  of  the  Board,  and  merely 
ask  the  four  chemists  to  report  upon  that  ? — I  believe 
not.  I  think  they  were  asked  for  an  independent 
opinion.     That  is  my  opinion. 

10.600.  Then  what  you  are  doing  now  is,  I 
understand,  a  tempoj-ary  measure  ? — I  hope  it  will  be 
found  so  satisfactory  that  there  will  not  bo  any 
necessity  for  any  more  expenditure. 

10.601.  I  do  not  know  whether  you  have  studied 
the  report  of  Lord  BramwelVs  Commission,  or  whether 
you  have  left  that  chiefly  to  the  engineer  ? — 1  have 
looked  at  it,  but  I  confess  I  have  not  studied  it  with 
a  view  to  be  examined  upon  it. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White,)  I  think  if  you  remember 
on  the  last  occasion  Sir  Joseph  Bazalgette  told  you 
of  the  temporary  measures  which  you  were  your- 
self examining,  as  to,  namely,  the  palliative  of 
throwing  in  chemicals ;  but  what  is  being  done  now 
is  not  that  only,  but  that  large  precipitation  works 
are  to  be  carried  out  on  the  banks  of  the  outfall,  which 
.  was  the  first  step  recommended  by  the  Commission. 
Those  are  permanent  works  to  separate  the  solids  from 
the  liquids. 

{Mr.  Bosanquet,)  lam  asking  Lord  Magheramorne 
about  that.  He  seems  not  to  know  personally  a 
great  deal  about  it. 

10.602.  The  minutes  of  the  Board  are  by  your  Acts 
open  to  the  public  ?— Yes,  the  minutes  of  the  Board 
are  sent  round  to  the  vestries  and  district  boards. 

10.603.  But  they  are  open  to  the  inspection  of  the 
ratepayers,  are  they  not,  by  Act  of  Parliament  ? — 
Yes,  I  believe  so. 

10.604.  As  I  understand,  you  constitute  the  wholo 
Board  from  time  to  time  into  what  you  call  the  Works 
and  Greneral  Purposes  Conunittee  ? — Yes. 

10.605.  Were  the  minutes  of  that  committee  treated 
as  open  to  the  ratepayers  ? — No. 

10.606.  Then  the  Board  sitting  with  its  full  force  " 
upon  questions  referred  to  that  committee  not  only 
sat  with  closed  doors,  but  no  ratepayers  could  see 
what  they  did  or  any  minutes  of  what  they  did  ? — 
If  the  questions  came  to  the  Works  Committee  they 
sat  with  closed  doors,  and  then  they  reported  what 
they  had  done,  generally  speaking,  to  the  Board. 

10.607.  They  reported  some  result  to  the  Board, 
but  nothing  which  took  place? — I  think  lean  point 
out  to  you  that  it  would  be  impossible  in  justice  to 
the  ratepayers,  or  to  any  business,  to  conduct  it  in 
public.    Take  the  compensation   cases   which  Lord 


Herschell  has  asked  me  about.  If  you  were  to  meet 
with  open  doors  in  comper.sation  cases  all  the  people 
would  know  what  your  figures  were,  and  everything 
about  it. 

10.608.  I  am  referring  to  something  else  You 
have  told  mo  tliat  the  minutes  of  this  committee  of 
the  wholo  Board  were  not  open  to  the  public.  We 
had  one  case  before  us  of  Mr.  Brown,  a  member  of 
the  Board,  against  v/hom  a  complaint  was  made  with 
reference  to  some  premises  in  Lisson  Street  ? — There 
was  such  a  case. 

10.609.  You  know  the  case  ?— Well,  I  know  there 
was  a  complaint. 

10.610.  Are  you  not  aware  of  what  has  gone  on 
before  this  Commission  about  it? — I  am  speaking 
from  memory,  but  I  think  we  had  a  committee  to 
investigate  that  case. 

10.611.  Was  that  complaint  against  Mr.  Brown, 
as  a  member  of  the  Board,  referred  to  the  Works  and 
Geneml  Purposes  Committee  ? — Yes. 

.  10,612.  That  was  a  complaint  made  by  some 
members  of  the  public  against  one  of  your  own  Board. 
Can  you  tell  me  why  that  was  dealt  with  with  closed 
doors,  so  that  no  ratepayers  could  be  present  or  read 
the  minutes  ?  — It  was  the  habit  to  deal  with  all  these 
things  with  closed  doors,  and  the  Works  Committee 
did  not  make  an  excej)tion  in  Mr.  Brown's  case. 

10,613.  Every  complaint  against  any  member  of  the 
Board  would,  according  to  your  general  practice,  go  to 
the  Works  Committee  ? — I  think  so. 

10,014.  Do  you  think  that  is  a  satisfactory  way  of 
dealing  with  complaints  against  repre-entatives  of  the 
public  ? — It  has  been  the  practice  of  the  Board,  and  I 
think  it  has  worked  very  well. 

10.615.  (Chairman,)  I  do  not  quite  see  the 
advantage  of  it.  I  can  understand  referring  a  matter 
of  that  sort  to  a  committee  of  limited  numbers  as 
being  a  more  convenient  body  to  discuss  any  such 
question,  but  if  you  are  going  to  have  the  whole  force 
of  the  Board  present,  I  do  not  see  what  particulai* 
advantage  there  is  in  having  it  unJer  the  name  of  the 
committee  rather  than  under  the  name  of  the  Board  ? 
— That  is  the  practice  of  the  I^oard.  As  I  have  told 
you,  the  Works  Committee  divide  themselves  very 
often  into  sub-committees  to  work  out  any  particulai* 
question  that  requires  elucidation. 

10.616.  {Mr.-  Bosanquet,)  They  would  report  of 
course  to  the  Works  and  Greneral  Purposes  Com- 
mittee, which  appointed  them  a  sub-committee? — 
They  would  report  for  the  information  of  the  Works 
and  General  Purposes  Committee,  who  would  most 
likely  report  it  to  the  Board. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  If  you  take  any  of  these 
minutes  at  haphazard  you  will  find  the  reports  of  the 
Works  Committee,  which  are-  extremely  full,  are  put 
on  the  minutes. 

{Mr,  Bosanquet,)  We  have  seen  some  of  them. 

10.617.  When  any  of  the  officers  were  appointed 
by  the  Board  were  the  terms  of  their  appointment 
generally  in  writing  by  a  minute  or  by  a  contract? — 
lliere  was  no  contract.     They  are  on  the  minutes. 

10.618.  Mr.  Selway  said  that  in  his  opinion  there 
was  some  sort  of  understanding  that  no  oflicer  would 
do  any  other  work  except  for  the  Board  ? — I  think 
he  said  so. 

10.619.  What  do  you  say  about  that  ? — There  is  a 
standing  order  to  that  effect,  I  believe;  that  they 
would  not  do  other  work. 

10.620.  Was  that  in  any  way  communicated  to  the 
officers  on  their  appointment.  We  have  heard  of 
various  officers  who  said  they  have  done  work  for 
other  people  and  received  sums  of  money.  I  wanted 
to  know  whether  there  was  an}'thing  in  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  officers  which  prohibited  them  from  doing 
work  for  other  people  ? — They  must  all  know  the 
terms  on  which  they  are  engaged. 

10,621-2.  I  am  asking  you  how  they  are  to  know  the 
terms,  or  where  the  terms  are  contained.  Do  you 
know  ?  —  1  do  not.  It  is  on  the  minutes  of  the 
Board. 


Nineteeuth 
l>tT. 

17  July  188S. 

Lord 
Magheramonte 
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(Chairman.)  But  then  if  there  is  a  standing 
order  they  would  not  know  it  unless  it  was  com- 
municated to  tl  em  at  the  time  of  their  appointment. 

10.623.  (Mr.  Bosanquet.)  How  would  anybody 
who  was  appointed  an  assistant  in  the  architect's  or 

Maghermnonte  surveyor's  depftrtment,  for  instance,  know  that  he  was 

only  to  serve  the  Board  and  not  to  do  other  work  ? — I 

presume  his  chief  would  tell  him  that. 

10.624.  Do  not  the  Board  when  they  appoint  any 
offif  ers  communicate  to  those  officers  what  their  duties 
are,  and  the  terms  of  their  appointment  ?  —  They 
are  appointed  in  eacli  respective  department.  If  any- 
body is  appointed  in  the  architect's  department  the 
architect  tells  him  what  to  do. 

10,626.  The  architect  does  not  settle  the  salaries  ? 
— No,  the  Board  settles  their  salaries. 

10.626.  Does  not  the  Board  settle  their  duties  ? — 
or  course  that  has  been  done  by  the  Board. 

10.627.  Then  I  do  not  understand  if  the  Board 
settles  their  duties  why  the  Board  does  not  take  the 
trouble  in  the  same  way  to  communicate  to  the  people 
it  employs  what  their  duties  are.  You  think  they 
ought  to  find  out  from  their  chiefs? — From  their 
chiefs. 

10.628.  Did  you  ever  communicate  to  their  chiefs 
how  their  different  officers  were  to  be  employed  ? — 
Certainly  not.  The  various  officers  have  got  their 
duties  assigned  to  them  by  the  chiefs,  not  by  me. 

10.629.  It  is  the  Board  who  settles  the  duties  of 
the  officers  ? — ^The  Board  select  the  officers,  but  when 
they  go  into  the  various  departments  the  chief  of  that 
department  telb  the  young  man  what  he  is  to  do. 

10,6<'0.  I  am  not  talking  about  what  the  young 
men  were  to  do,  but  what  were  the  terms  of  their 
appointment,  as  to  acting  for  the  Board  only.  That 
is  not  a  matter  of  what  they  are  to  do  when  i  a  the 
office,  but  a  term  of  their  appointment.  However, 
you  do  not  know  any  way  in  which  it  was 
communicated. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White,)  I  think  it  refers  only  to 
the  chiefs.  The  inile  is  that  the  engineer,  architect, 
or  any  other  officer  of  the  Board  arc  not  to  undertake 
works  for  any  corporation  or  other  parties,  either  as 
consulting  engineer  or  architect  or  otherwise  unless 
notice  appears  in  the  Board's  agenda,  that  is,  in 
the  Board's  pocket-book.  Ii  has  reference  to  the 
byelaws. 

10.631.  {Mr,  Bosanquet)  There  are  some  byelaws 
of  the  Board  which  were  published  in  this  form  of  a 
pocket-book  ? — This  is  it  at  page  92  : — "  In  future  no 
**  permission  is  to  be  granted  to  the  engineer,  or  to 
**  the  superintending  architect,  or  any  officer  of  the 
"  l^ard  to  under tdte  works  for  any  corporation  or 
'*  other  parlies,  either  as  consulting  engineer  or 
"  architect  or  otherwise,  unless  notice  thereof  be 
"•  inserted  in  the  agenda  paper  issued  to  the  members 
**  of  the  Board."  That  is  a  standing  order.  I  have 
got  here  now  the  list  of  sub-committees  that  were 
appointed  for  this  year,  1888.  lliere  is  the  Artisans 
Sub-Committee;  the  ^Examination  of  Accounts;  the 
Supplementary  Main  Drainage  ;  the  Municipal  Govern- 
ment of  the  Meti'opolis ;  the  Officers  Sub-Committee ; 
the  Tramways  Sub-Committee;  the  Coal  and  Wine 
Dues  Sub-Committee ;  Overhead  Wires  Sub-Com- 
mittee ;  and  the  Sewers  Emanation  Sub-Committee. 
These  are  the  sub -committees  of  the  Works  Committee 
{handing  in  the  list).  When  any  of  those  questions 
arises  it  goes  to  the  sub-committee,  and  they  meet 
when  necessary,  and  then  report  what  tliey  have  done 
to  the  Works  Committee,  and  they  report  to  the 
Board. 

10.632.  Who  would  settle  how  the  various  frontages 
are  to  be  used,  and  whether  licensed  public  houses 
and  things  of  that  kind  are  to  be  put  up  ? — The 
architect  would  report  to  the  Board  or  the  Works 
Committee. 

10.633.  That  is  chiefly  left  to  the  architect?— To 
report.  For  instance,  if  there  is  an  improvement,  and 
there  are  several  public  houses,  the  Board  generally  do 
away  with  one  or  two  and  retain  the  license  of  a  third. 
Those  that  are  the  least  value  are  reported  by  the 


architect,  and  then  their  sites  are  built  on  in  the 
ordinary  way,  and  the  license  is  given  for  the  other 
one. 

10.634.  It  would  be  the  architect  who  would  settle 
that  ? — The  architect  would  settle  that. 

10.635.  We  have  had  before  us  a  man  of  the  name 
of  Pett,  who  was  employed  to  do  work  for  the  Board. 
It  seems  that  his  work  came  to  something  close  upon 
5,000/.  a  year  ? — So  I  have  seen  in  the  evidence. 

10.636.  Do  ^ou  recollect  that  it  was  reported  by 
the  committee  which  sat  upon  Mr.  Robertson  ? — \ 
believe  so. 

10.637.  Who  would  have  the  power  of  employing  a 
man  like  that  to  the  extent  of  5,000/.  a  year  ? — The 
architect. 

10.638.  Would  not  that  come  before  any  committee 
at  all  ?  Would  the  architect  employ  a  man  without 
any  contract  to  any  extent? — I  think  that  was 
for  shoring.  The  architect  could  tell  you  about  that 
better  than  I  can.  It  was  for  odd  jobs,  and  the 
payments  would  come  before  the  Finance  Committee, 
and  he  would  have  to  explain  to  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee vihether  such  and  such  things  were  done. 

10.639.  {Chaimmn,)  What  was  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee. Was  that  a  committee  of  the  Works  Com- 
mittee ? — No.  It  was  a  special  committee  appointed 
by  the  Board. 

10,640  This  Examination  of  Accounts  Committee 
was  separate  from  the  Finance  Committee  } — Yes. 

10.641.  {Mr,  Bosanquet,)  The  Finance  Committee 
would  see  from  year  to  year  that  this  man  was 
employed  to  do  repairs  and  the  extent,  whether  it 
was  1,000/.  or  5,000/.  that  his  account  came  to  ? — 
Those  things  would  come  to  the  Finance  Committee. 

10.642.  {Mr.  GrenfelL)  They  would  see  that  in 
the  examination  of  the  accounts  ? — Yes. 

10.643.  {Mr,  Bosanquet.)  It  was  found  that 
Mr.  Pett  was  doing  these  odd  jobs  to  the  extent  of 
5,000/.  a  year  ? — I  have  seen  that  and  heard  it. 

10.644.  And  that  no  contract  existed  at  all?— No, 
I  believe  not.  I  hardly  know  how  it  would  be  possible 
to  get  a  contract  for  those  odd  works. 

10.645.  That  would  be  on  the  employment  of  the 
architect.  We  have  heard  how  Mr.  Pett  was  paid  ? 
— It  was  by  a  schedule  of  prices,  I  think. 

{Chairman,)  I  do  not  think  there  was  any  particular 
schedule  of  prices  in  his  case.  His  accounts  were 
checked. 

{Mr.  Meadows  JVhite.)  Yes,  there  was  a  schedule 
of  prices. 

{Mr,  Bosanquet.)  He  sent  in  his  prices,  and  they 
were  checked  by  somebody  in  the  accountant's  office — 
that  is  his  account. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  They  were  priced  ot  a 
schedule  of  prices. 

10.646.  {Mr,  Grenfell.)  I  wish  to  ask  you  a  few 
questions  as  to  the  procedure  of  the  office.  You  were 
not  only  chairman  of  the  deliberative  Board,  but  also, 
in  fact,  the  chief  executive  officer? — Yes,  I  was  the 
head. 

10.647.  In  the  case  of  discipline  over  the  whole 
office  and  of  any  misconduct,  if  anybody  misconducted 
themselves  in  the  staff,  were  the  cases  brought  to  you 
at  once  ? — Yes,  and  if  it  was  a  minor  matter  I  would 
deal  with  it  myself,  and  lecture  the  man  or  have  the 
chief  up  and  tell  him  what  I  thought  of  his  conduct. 
If  it  was  repeated,  then  I  should  be  under  the  painful 
necessity  of  reporting  it  to  my  colleagues  to  be  dealt 
with  as  they  thought  right. 

10.648.  May  I  ask  if  you  had  the  power  of  suspend- 
ing an  officer  temporarily  until  the  question  of  mis- 
conduct was  brought  before  some  committee  or  other  ? 
— I  do  not  know  that  there  is  anything  in  the  byelaws 
about  it,  but  I  should  not  have  had  the  slightest 
hesitation  in  suspending  anybody  if  I  thought  tliey 
had  done  wrong,  and  I  should  report  to  my  colleagues 
to  tell  them  what  I  had  done. 

10.649.  And  then  the  case  would  be  dealt  with  by 
some  committee  ? — Yes,  lam  talking  of  grave  cases. 
A  chairman  must  take  some  i-esponsibility,  and  I  am 
not  afraid  of  it. 
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10»650.  That  did  not  apply  to  any  member  of  the 
Board,  they  are  independent  ? — The  members  of  the 
Board  are  independent.  I  could  do  nothing  with 
them. 

10.651.  And  if  any  complaint  were  made  of  the 
conduct  of  any  member  of  the  Board,  that  had  nothing 
to  do  with  you  ? — Nothinff ;  that  would  have  to  do 
with  the  dbtrict  that  sent  them. 

10.652.  I  think  you  said  you  were  chairman  of  most 
of  the  committees,  and  especially,  I  presump,  of  the 

.  Finance  Committee  ? — I  was  on  them  all,  but  I  am 
not  chairman  of  any  of  them. 

10,658.  You  are  chairman  of  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee ? — No. 

10.654.  Is  there  any  chairman  of  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee ? — Yes. 

10.655.  He  is  named  by  the  Board? — No,  he  is 
named  by  his  own  committee.  At  this  present 
moment  there  is  a  Finance  Committee  that  has  sat, 
and  are  electing  their  chairman  for  the  ensuing  year. 
The  rule  is  that  no  member  can  be  chairman  of 
a  committee  for  more  than  two  years.  There  is  a 
vacancy  now.  The  old  chairman  has  occupied  his 
post  for  two  years,  and  the  new  committee  which  w<is 
appointed  the  other  day  meet  to-day  for  the  purpo.se 
of  electing  a  chairman  for  one  year,  and  then  next 
year — i£  we  live  so  long — ^he  goes  out  of  office  and  is 
re-elected  the  second  year.  They  select  from  their 
own  body  a  chairman.     Each  committee  does  that. 

10.656.  I  presume  the  Finance  Committee  is  the 
one  that  has  occupied  a  great  deal  of  your  attention 
as  chairman  of  the  whole  Board,  and  as  one  of  the 
most  important  ?— I  am  often  there,  and  also  in  the 
Fire  Brigade. 

10.657.  Then,  as  you  have  not  been  chairman  of 
the  Finance  Committee,  you  do  not  consider  that  the 
finances,  which  have  been  on  a  very  large  scale,  during 
the  time  you  have  been  connected  with  the  Board,  has 
been  your  special  department  ? — ^Not  especially. 

10.658.  {Chairman,)  There  is  one  question  1 
wanted  to  ask  you  further.  It  was  brought  to  our 
attention,  I  think,  that  about  two  years  i^  there  was 
a  complaint  from  the  manager  of  the  St.  James' 
Theatre  that  Mr.  Hebb  had  been  applying  for  ad- 
mission ? — I  had  a  letter  some  years  ago,  I  do  not 
remember  how  long  ago  it  was,  but  about  2^  years 
ago  Mr.  Hare  wrote  me  a  letter  enclosing  a  letter 
from  Mr.  Hebb,  and  asking  me  whether  I  approved  of 
Ilia  conduct  in  asking  for  a  box — I  think  it  was  a  box, 
^-and  he  sent  me  also  a  copy  of  his  reply  to  Mr.  Hebb, 
in  which  he  told  him  he  intended  to  forward  the  letter 
to  me,  and  I  should  soon  teach  him  his  proper  place  or 
his  duty.  I  sent  for  Mr.  Hebb,  and  1  asked  him  if  that 
letter  was  in  his  handwriting.  He  allowed  it  that  was ; 
and  then  I  told  him  it  was  most  reprehensible,  and 
that  if  such  a  thin^  ever  came  to  my  knowledge  again 
about  him,  I  should  bring  him  before  my  colleagues 
with  a  view  of  getting  rid  of  his  services. 

10.659.  You  did  not  at  that  time  make  the  matter 
public  in  any  way  ? — I  did  not.  I  acted  on  my  own 
responsibility  and  gave  him  a  good  lecture. 

10.660.  Did  you  make  any  inquiry  at  that  time  as 
to  whetlier  he  had  asked  for  tickets  elsewhere  ? — I 
never  made  any  inquiry.  It  never  crossed  my  mind 
that  he  would  do  such  a  thing ;  and  I  never  asked 
him  anything  about  it.  And  I  must  say  this,  if  I 
may  be  allowed  to  do  so,  that  I  think  those  who 
kept  those  things  up  have  behaved  in  a  v^ry  repre- 
hensible manner,  both  to  me  and  to  the  Board.  If 
any  of  these  things  had  been  brought  before  me  I 
should  have  dealt  with  them  at  once ;  and  if  I  had 
had  this  correspondence  of  Mr.  Harris'  before  me, 
seeing  the  often-repeated  applications,  I  should  have 
certainly  brought  it  before  my  colleagues  at  once. 

10.661.  I  understand  you  to  say  that,  as  far  as  you 
knew  at  that  time,  the  St.  James'  Theatre  was  the 
only  case  ? — I  thought  it  was  an  isolated  case  of 
apf^ying,  and  I  thought  that  Mr.  Hare  behaved  like  a 
gendeman  in  writing  to  m^. 
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10.662.  Did  it  occur  to  you  to  ilsk  whether  he  had 
been  doing  the  same  elsewhere  ? — No, .  it  did  not 
occur  to  me. 

10.663.  There  is  one  other  matter.  Comments 
have  been  made  upon  the  fact  that  the  account  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board,  which  had  been  with  the  Bank 
of  England,  was  removed  from  the  Bank  of  England 
and  transferred  to  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank. 
I  should  like  to  ask  you  a  question  or  two  about  it  ? 
— Would  you  allow  me  to  give  you  the  history  of  it, 
and  perhaps  it  would  save  you  trouble.  In  1866  the 
bankers  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  failed.  The 
chairman  of  the  day  (Sir  John  Thwaites)  was  ordered 
bv  the  Finance  Committee  to  look  out  for  another 
bank. 

10.664.  Who  were  the  bankers  then  ?— The  Bank 
of  London.    They  failed,  and  the  Finance  Committee 

.requested  Sir  John  Thwaites  to  look  out  for  another 
bank.  Sir  John  Thwaites  made  inquiries  of  the  London 
Joint  Stock  Bank,  the  Union  Bank  of  London,  and  the 
Loudon  and  Westminster  Bank.  There  was  a  long 
discussion,  and  ultimately  it  was  settled  at  the  Board 
that  the  account  should  be  given — that  was  in  1866— 
to  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank  on  condition 
that  they  deposited  100,000/.  in  coi^sols  as  security. 
.That  wns  carried ;  and  from  that  date  up  to  the 
present  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank  have  been 
the  bankers  of  the  Bpard.  I  joined  the  Ikwird  myself* 
in  1867  ;  and,  as  I  have  told  you,  I  became  chairman 
in  1870.  In  1874 — December — Mr.  Chapman,  who 
was  the  senior  director  of  the  London  and  Westminster 
Bank,  called  upon  me  in  Spring  Gardens,  and  asked 
me' if  I  would  accept  a  scat  on  their  Boaixl.  I  asked 
for  a  week  to  consider  it.  I  consulted  my  friends  and 
also  some  of  the  members  of  my  Board,  and  they 
thought  that  considering  the  large  amount  of  money 
of  the  Board  it  would  be  very  advantageous  that  their 
chairman  should  be  a  director  of  the  London  and 
Wastmiuster  Bank.  I  said  I  would  accede  to  it  on 
one  condition,  namely,  that  if  the  duties  between  the 
bank  and  my  Board  clashed  the  bank  must  give  way, 
and  that  I  must  attend  to  my  duties  at  the  Board.  I 
also  said  that  I  never  could  attend  under  any  cir- 
cumstances an}'  board  meetings  on  a  Monday  or  a 
Friday.  My  conditions  were  accepted,  and  I  became 
a  director,  and  I  have  been  a  director  evar  siiice,  and 
I  might  say  that  I  think  it  has  been  very  advantaffeous 
to  the  public,  my  having  become  a  director  of  the 
London  and  Westminster  Bank.  I  will  just  tell  you 
the  pi-esent  arrangements,  which  are  substantially 
those  made  with  the  bank  in  1866,  slightly  modified 
since  I  became  a  director  ;  and  which  I  think 
are  very  advantageous  to  both  parties;  perhaps  I 
may  read  it  to  you:  "That  the  Board  should  keep 
'<  10,000/.  at  the  bank  without  any  interest;  the 
"  remainder  of  tlie  balance,  when  the  bank  rate  is 
"  5  per  cent,  or  under,  allowed  1  per  cent  below 
"  bank  rate  ;  when  the  bank  rate  is  6  per  cent.,  the 
**  interest  to  be  4 J  per  cent. ;  when  the  bank  rate  is 
**  7  per  cent.,  the  interest  to  be  5  per  cent.  ;  when 
*'  the  bank  rate  is  above  6  per  cent.,  the  Boaid  is  to 
"  be  placed  on  the  most  favourable  terms;  and  if 
"  there  is  any  intermediate  bank  rate,  the  interest  to 
"  be  allowed  to  be  the  same  as  that  allowed  by  the 
«  bank  to  public  depositors."  I  may  mention  that 
during  the  last  ^xq  years  the  public  have  received  the 
following  intei-est  from  the  London  and  Westminster 
Bunk.  In  1883,  9,840/. ;  in  1884,  6,114/. ;  in  1885, 
7,300/. ;  in  1886,  5,290/. ;  in  1887,  6,395/.,  making 
34,939/.  in  five  years,  being  an  average  of  6,988/.  for 
the  year.  I  have  got  all  the  details  here,  but  I  think 
I  need  not  trouble  you  with  them. 

10.665.  Did  the  Board  lose  any  money  by  the 
failure  of  the  Bank  of  London  ?— Not  a  penny.  They 
had  security.  So  that  you  see  the  bank  originally 
was  appointed  by  my  colleagues  before  I  joined  the 
Board — two  years  before,  I  believe — on  condition  of 
giving  security  to  an  amount  of  100,000/.^  Since  I 
have  been  a  director  they  have  given  security  to  the 
amount  of  a  million.  There  is  a  million  of  money 
standing  in  the  name^  of  one  of  the  senior  directors  of 
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tbe  London  snd  Westminster  bank,  in  mine,  and  in 
tbat  of  the  senior  member  of  the  Metropolitan  Board, 
Mr.  Eichardson. 

10.666.  Then  the  London  and  Westminster  bank 
became  the  bankers  before  you  were  a  member  of  the 
Board  ? — Before  I  was  a  member  of  the  Board. 

10.667.  Had  the  Board  ever  banked  with  the  Bank 
of  England  ? — ^No.  There  was  a  motion  made  and 
lost  when  the  London  and  Westminster  bank  were 
appointed  that  the  chairman  of  the  day,  Sir  John 
Thwaitee,  shonld  ask  the  Bank  of  England.  His 
colleagues  did  not  approve  of  it.  They  thought  they 
would  get  better  terms  from  the  London  and  West- 
minster, and  so  they  went  there. 

10.668.  That  was  before  you  had  anything  to  do 
with  the  Board  ?— Before  I  was  on  the  Board,  or  had 
anything  to  do  with  it  whatever. 

10.669.  At  that  time  you  were  not  connected  either 
with  the  board  of  the  bank  or  with  the  Metropolitan 
Board  ? — ^I  was  not  connected  with  the  bank,  and  I  was 
not  connected  with  the  Metropolitan  Board.  I  had 
nothing  to  do  with  either  of  them. 

10.670.  {Mr.  Winch.)  Do  I  understand  that  the 
Metropolitan  Board  never  kept  an  account  at  the 
Bank  of  England  at  all  ? — ^Not  to  my  knowledge. 

10.671.  No  account  was  ever  kept  there  at  all  ? — 
Not  to  my  knowledge ;  the  money  for  the  coal  and 
wine  dues  was  paid  into  the  Bank  of  England. 

10.672.  Was  that  a  small  amount  ?— No. 

10.673.  Is  that  still  there  at  the  Bank  of  England  ? 
— ^The  coal  and  wine  dues  go  in  there  and  are  then 
transferred  to  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank.  I 
ought  to  have  told  you  that  all  our  loans  are  brought 
out  by  the  Bank  of  England. 

10.674.  Still  brought  out  ?— Still  brought  out. 

10.675.  Since  you  have  been  chairman  whatever 
course  was  pursued  with  regard  to  the  Bank  of 
England  before  you  were  chairman  has  been  pursued 
since  ? — Yes. 

10.676.  There  has  been  no  alteration  at  all  in  the 
Bank  of  England  account  ? — ^No. 

10.677.  Chnginally  the  buying  and  selling  of  the 
land  was  referred  to  a  Valuations  Committee  ? — There 
was  always  a  small  committee  of  15  or  17  who  met  at 
1 1  o'clock  for  valuations  and  for  improvements. 

10.678.  I  suppose  the  members  selected  on  that 
committee  were  ihose  who  understood  valuing  ? — My 
colleagues  selected  those  whom  they  chose. 

10.679.  That  would  be  so  ? — I  have  no  doubt  it 
would,  very  probably  so. 

10.680.  Is  not  your  opinion  now  that  the  committee 
of  15,  who  were  selected  because  they  understood 
valuing,  was  better  than  the  whole  committee  of  the 
Board  ? — I  do  not  like  to  pass  judgment  or  say  any- 
thing about  what  my  colleagues  choose  to  do,  but  if 
you  ask  my  private  opinion — 

10.681.  I  do  please  ?•— Then  I  do  not  hesitate  to 
say  that  a  small  committee  meeting  early  was  better 
than  the  whole.  I  did  think  so.  I  did  not  take  any 
part  in  that,  but  my  colleagues  were  masters  of  the 
situation. 

10.682.  Practically  it  comes  to  this,  that  your 
architect  or  surveyor  reports  to  the  Board,  and  then 
taking  for  instance  a  gentleman  who  is  a  jeweller, 
what  can  he  know,  or  how  is  he  able  to  express  any 
opinion  upon  that  report? — The  accountant  gets 
somebody  in  the  trade  to  value  and  assist  him.  If  he 
wants  advice,  he  gets  advice. 

10.683.  But  how  can  a  gentleman  who  is  a  jeweller, 
say,  know  anything  about  the  value  of  property  in  the 
Avenue ;  for  instance,  what  would  be  the  value  of  hia 
opinion^  even  if  he  expressed  it  F—Well,  some  people 
express  opinions,  but  the  value  to  be  attached  to 
them  is  for  others  to  judge. 

10.684.  You  held  a  great  many  of  these  inquiries 
with  closed  doors  ? — Yes. 

10.685.  And  I  understand  in  the  Bobertsou  case 
you  got  no  evidence? — ^We  could  not  get  any 
evidence. 

10.686.  Let  me  draw  your  attention  to  this.  This^ 
inquiry  has  been  a  public  inquiry  ?— Yes. 


10.687.  We  have  managed  to  get  a  great  deal  of 
evidence  ? — ^You  have. 

10.688.  Do  not  you  think  now,  looking  after  the 
event,  that  if  your  Robertson  inquiry  had  been  with 
open  doors,  yon  would  have  got  a  great  deal  of 
evidence  too? — No,  I  do  not,  because  we  had  one 
inquiry  with  open  doors;  I  think  it  was  last  year, 
but  I  unfortunately  was  ill^  and  could  not  attend. 
People  were  asked  to  come  and  give  evidence,  and  we 
got  next  to  nothing  out  of  tiiem  at  alL 

10.689.  Which  one  was  that ;  can  you  give  ne  the* 
name  of  the  inquiry  ? — It  was  in  consequence  6t  the 
*'  Financial  News "  statement  that  they  had  a  com- 
mittee with  open  doors,  and  everybody  came  in. 

10.690.  Can  you  tell  me  the  particular  inquiry, 
because  there  may  be  reasons  for  certain  inquiries. 

(Chairman.)  That  ia  the  one  of  which  there  ia  an 
account  in  that  little  book. 

10.691.  (Mr.  Meadows  fFhiie.)  Tbe  chaimmn  was 
not,  at  that  time,  well  ? — ^I  was  not  there ;  in  &ct,  I 
was  away  ill  at  the  time,  at  Carlsbad.  Mr.  Meadows 
White  assisted  Mr.  Edwards  as  assessor,  and  we 
tried  to  get  out  as  much  as  we  could,  but  £yled.  We 
have  not  been  bo  successful  as  you  have. 

10.692.  (Mr.  PFineh.)  Did  several  witnesses  attend 
whom  yon  refused  to  hear ;  did  you  hear  every 
witness  who  attended  ? — ^I  did  that  myself.  There 
was  one  gentleman  who  wanted  to  come  and  give  a 
long  story  about  sewage,  and  I  consulted  Mr.  White 
about  it.  I  thought  tl^  we  were  appointed  for  the 
purpose  of  investigating  charges  againat  certain  mem- 
bers of  the  Board,  and  certain  officials  of  the  Board, 
and  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  sewage,  and  I  certainly 
would  not  allow  the  inquiry  to  travel  out  of  the  refer- 
ence ordered  by  the  Board.  Then  I  had  another 
gentleman  who  wanted  to  give  me  his  evidence  in 
July,  and  then  in  October  he  wanted  to  come  down 
aud  give  evidence  all  over  again,  and  I  would  not  let 
him  do  it.     I  am  responsible. 

10.693.  Do  not  you  now  think  that  if  there  was  a 
further  investigation  of  that  sort,  whei*e  a  member  or 
official  of  the  Board  is  accused,  it  would  be  desirable 
that  it  should  be  public  ? — ^We  acted  upon  that. 

10.694.  Lately  ? — No ;  we  acted  on  it  last  July. 

10.695.  lliat  was  the  first  occasion  you  held  a 
public  inquiry  ? — Yes. 

10.696.  Up  to  that  time  you  had  not?— No. 

10.697.  Mfay  I  ask  whether  you  are  converted  to 
that  pnnciple  now  ? — ^I  am  not  i^t  to  change,  my 
mind. 

10.698.  You  do  not  think  now  that  if  there  is  an 
accusation  against  a  member  or  officer  of  the  Board, 
supposing  such  should  arifte,  it  is  desirable^  firom  your 
experience,  it  should  be  public  ? — ^You  are  asking  me 
a  hypothetical  question.  I  can  only  tell  you  this,  that 
previously  to  my  departure  I  wrote  to  the  First  Lord 
of  the  Treasury  and  begged  him  to  give  a  Boyal 
Commission.  We  utterly  failed  to  get  any  evidence, 
but  I  think  you  have  been  very  successful  here,  and, 
if  I  may  say  so,  painftilly  successflil. 

10.699.  That  is  hardly  the  question  I  am  asking 
you.  What  I  want  to  know  is  this  :  You  have  had 
an  experience  of  the  Board  now  for  18  years? — I 
have. 

10.700.  And  while  you  have  been  chairman  there 
have  been  an  immense  number  of  these  inquiries, 
during  these  18  years  ? — Several. 

10.701.  Do  not  you  now  say,  as  the  result  of  your 
experience,  that  whenever  there  is  an  inquiry  of  this 
kind  it  is  desirable  that  it  should  be  pubUc? — ^No. 
When  the  question  arises,  then  I  will  give  an  opinion. 
I  am  not  going  to  give  a  hypothetical  opinion. 

10.702.  On  the  conduct  of  a  member  of  the  Board  ? 
—It  would  depend  on  what  it  was.  When  I  get  it 
before  me,  then  I  shall  form  an  opinion. 

10.703.  Then  may  I  take  it  still  that  the  cas^s 
would  be  rare,  in  your  judgment,  where  there  ought 
to  be  a  public  inquiry  ? — There  ought  to  be  some  in 
public  and  some  private.  It  does  not  much  signify,  I 
think. 
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10,704.  Yes,  it  doee.  As  chainnaQ  of  the  Board, 
I  should  like  your  opinion  ? — I  have  given  it.  Some 
cases  require  public  inquiry  and  some  private.  I  am 
afraid  I  cannot  say  anything  else.  May  I  say  thisj 
that  you  are  here  in  a  different  position  to  what  we 
were  in.  We  had  no  power  to  give  an  indemnity, 
and  no  power  to  screw  things  out  of  witnesses,  as 
exists  here,  and  I  think  very  properly  too. 

10,705«  I  wish  to  ask  ^oa  a  question  as  to  what 
was  discovered  about  this  land  jobbing,  which  we 
find  had  gone  on.  You  told  us  as  chairman  that  of  a 
morning  you  have  a  number  of  letters  sent  to  you  ?— 
Yes. 

10.706.  Did  not  you  have  a  number  of  letters, 
either  anonymous  or  otherwise,  suggesting  that  this 
sort  of  thing  was  going  on  ? — I  do  not  recollect  any. 

10.707.  No  hint  to  you  as  chairman  ? — ^No. 

10.708.  Since  one  has  had  to  do  with  this  inquiry 
one  gets  a  great  number  of  anonymous  letters.  I 
suppose  you  have  had  a  great  number  of  letters  sent 
to  you  with  regard  to  Mr.  Kobertson  and  Mr.  God- 
daid  ?— No. 

10.709.  None  of  the  irregular  transactions  of  the 
Board  were  brought  to  your  notice  in  any  way  ? — 
No. 

10.710.  I  did  ask  you  a  question  with  regard  to  the 
Bank  of  England  account  which  1  think  you  answered 
me,  and,  as  I  understand  you,  since  you  have  been 
chairman  there  has  been  no  alteration  of  any  kind 
whatever  in  the  mode  in  which  the  Bank  of  England 
account  has  been  conducted  as  far  as  you  are  con- 
cerned ? — I  do  not  know  of  it. 

10.711.  You  have  not  taken  away  from  the  Bank 
of  England  any  account  that  existed  when  you  first 
became  chaLrman  ? — ^Not  that  I  know  of. 

10.712.  Nothing  of  any  sort  ?— No. 

10.713.  You  have  not  altered  the  mode  of  trans^ 
acting  business  with  the  bank  ?^No. 

10.714.  (Chairman.)  Has  the  balance  which  is  kept 
at  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank  increased,  or 
has  it  been  much  the  same  ? — It  has  been  decreased, 
because  we  had  communications  with  the  Treasury,  and 
we  do  not  keep  more  than  a  certain  amount  of  money 
even  although  it  is  quite  covered— doubly  covered — but 
we  buy  Treasury  Bills.  That  is  done  because  the  Trea- 
sury Uiinks  it  right,  and  ev^y  we^  a  report  is  sent 
in  to  the  Treasury  when  the  balance  is  above  a 
certain  amount.  If  the  balance  at  the  bank  is  above 
2^0^000/.,  a  return  is  sent  every  week  to  the  Treasury, 
and  a  return  is  sent  to  me,  stating  the  number  of  days 
on  which  the  balance  exceeds  that,  and  all  particulars, 
and  then  at  the  bottom  the  amount  of  the  Treasury 
Bills.  That  is  a  copy  of  the  return.  {Handing  in 
same.) 

10,716.  {Mr.  Bo$anguet)  One  question  about  this 
sewage  matter.  We  have  now  supplied  to  us  the 
report  of  the  four  chemists,  and  it  begins  in  this  way, 
"In  reepcmse  to  the  quei^on  submitted  to  us  for 
"  consideration,  through  Mr.  Dibdin,  whether  the 
^  treatment  of  wet  sewage  in  a  certain  manner  fbrms 
V  an.  effluent  of  such  a  character  as  that  we  could 
"  recommend  its  discharge  into  the  river  at  all  states 
«  of  the  tide."  Then  it  goes  on,  "We  have  in  the 
"  first  place  to  express  our  regret  as  to  the  shortness 
<*  of  the  time,"  and  so  on.  It  only  mentions  one 
question  submitted  to  those  four  chendsts*  by  Mr. 
Dibdin.  I  suppose  that  is  right  ?-*If  it  is  there,  in 
print,  I  presume  it  is. 

10.716.  It  only  speaks  of  one  question  submitted  by 
Mr.  Dibdin,  that  is  the  chemist  of  the  Board  ? — Yes. 

10.717.  Then  they  go  cm  to  say:  "We  have 
^*  witnes^  at  Crossness  the  treatmrat  of  the  sewage 
<^  in  the  manner  indicated."  Is  it  so  that  the  engineer 
or  the  ch^nist  of  the  Board  settled  what  the  four 
chemists  were  to  report  upon  ?— I  really  cannot  tell 
yout  The  engineer  and  diemist  report  to  the  Bosffd, 
and  if  they  want  certain  information,  the  ^orks  Com- 
mittee give  them  an  auth<»i<y  for  consulting  others. 

10.718.  Here  are  four  chemists  who,  instead  of 
b^ing  asked  to  say  what  is  the  best  way  of  treating 


the  sewage,  are  only  asked  to  consider  one  way  pio^ 
posed  by  or.  put  to  them  by  the  chemist  of  the  Board. 
Was  it  left  to  the  engineer  or  the  chemist  to  say  what 
these  four  gentlemen  should  do,  so  that  they  should 
limit  their  inquiry  as  to  any  expeidment  of  Mr. 
Dibdin's  own  F---I  really  cannot  remember.  I  did  not 
know  that  I  was  going  to  be  asked  about  sewa^ 
otherwise  I  would  have  read  it  all  up  carefully. 
Speaking  from  memory  they  were  told  to  report,  and 
the  repca't  is  there.  I  do  not  believe  there  was  any 
limit,  but  I  am  really  speaking  from  memory. 

10.719.  What  I  want  to  know  is  whether  there  is 
anybody  on  the  Board  who  took  any  part  in  the 
matter  at  all,  or  whether  it  was  only  lef^.  to' the 
engineer  and  the  chemist  ?-*Several  members  of  the 
Board  are  intimately  acquainted  with  it. 

10.720.  You  were  chairman  of  the  committee,  were 
you  not  ? — I  was. 

10.721.  You  cannot  tell  how  it  was  that  this  one 
experiment  only  was  submitted  to  the  four  chemists  ? 
— No,  I  cannot. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  You  will  have  full  informa- 
tion about  this  matter  from  the  gentleman  who  is  more 
particularly  concerned  in  it.  I  will  bear  in  mind  the 
question  that  is  asked. 

10.722.  (Mr.  Winch,)  There  is  only  one  other 
question  I  should  like  to  ask  you,  and  I  want  to  get 
this  clear.  The  coal  and  wine  dues,  as  I  understand 
you,  were  paid  into  the  Bank  of  England,  and  are 
still  paid  in  ? — ^Yes ;  still  paid  in. 

10.723.  In  times  gone  by  did  not  that  money  remain 
in  the  Bank  for  a  time  ? — I  really  do  not  know. 

10.724.  Is  it  not  immediately  transferred  to  the 
London  and  Westminster  Bank  now  ? — ^After  a  short 
time  it  is. 

10.725.  Did  not  it  formerly  remain  at  the  Bank  of 
England  ? — I  really  cannot  tell  you, 

10.726.  You  do  not  know  anything  about  it? — ^I  do 
not  know  what  period  it  remained  in  the  Bank.  All  I 
know  is  it  goes  into  the  account.  It  is  paid  in  I  think 
once  a  year,  or  twice  a  year,  and  a  portion  goes  to  the 
City,  and  a  portion  comes  to  us. 

10.727.  With  r^;ard  to  the  advances  you  get  from 
the  Bank  of  Eneland,  do  you  get  those  advances  now 
from  the  Bank  of  England,  or  do  you  go  to  the  London 
and  Westminster  Bank  ? — ^We  v^  seldom  want  any 
money. 

10.728.  Used  you  ever  to  get  advances  from  the 
Bank  of  England  ? — I  cannot  answer  you;  I  da  not 
remember.     There  were  loans  sometimes. 

10.729.  You  do  not  borrow  now  from  the  Batik  ?•*-« 
No,  we  borrow  in  the  market.  Things  are  changed 
now. 

10.730.  You  borrow  in  the  market,  and  not  In  the 
Iwondon  and  Westminster  Bank  ? — ^Not  of  the  London 
and  Westminster  Bank. 

10,78).  You  borrow  in  the  open  market  whm  yon 
want  to  borrow  money  P^-Yes.  Originally  wo  had  to 
go  in  for  loans,  and  we  had  to  pay  5  per  cent.,  4^  per 
cent.,  and  4  per  cent.  Then  the  Consolidate  Loans 
Act  was  passed,  and  then  we  consdidated  all  the  loans, 
and  are  getting  our  money  much  cheaper.  For 
instance,  we  are  getting  our  money  now  at  3  per  cent. 

10.732.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  There  are  one  or 
two  questions  I  want  to  ask  you  with  regard  to  the 
matters  that  have  been  put  to  you.  Firsts  with 
reference  to  what  Mr.  Winch  has  put  to  yon  as  to  the 
public  inquiries.  I  think  there  has  been  only  one 
inquiry  since  you  have  been  chairman  which  has  had 
reference  to  a  member  of  the  Board,  and  that  is  the 
matter  you  mentioned  with  r^ard  to  Mr.  Brown  ?-^Ye6. 

10.733.  Can  you  remember  any  other  ?— *I  do  not 
remember  any  other. 

10.734.  And  that  had  rather  reference  to  the 
conduct  of  the  officers  of  the  Board  in  connexion  wi^ 
this  case  of  Mr.  Brown  ? — ^Yes ;  it  had  something  to 
do  with  the  dangerous  structures.  In  fftct,  the  man 
came  before  us. 

10,736.  I  do  not  think  there  has  been  any  other 
inquiry,  and  have  there  been  any  other  allegations  to 
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inquire  into,  that  have  come  under  your  attention  ? — I 
have  not  heard  them. 

10.736.  With  regard  to  the  officers  of  the  Board 
since  you  have  been  chairman*  I  think,  except 
Mr.  Robertson,  and  those  questions,  there  has  been 
no  inquiry  called  for? — And  Mr.  Bloomfield,  with 
those  exceptions.  There  have  been  minor  faults ;  a 
man  has  been  discharged,  for  instance,  for  getting 
drunk,  and  another  for  misconduct. 

10.737.  With  regard  to  Mr.  Robertson's  case,  that 
was  referred  to  a  committee,  and  the  committee 
reported  as  you  have  told  us.  With  regard  to  that 
inquiry  of  last  year  that  was  held  with  open  doors  ? 
—Open  doors. 

10.738.  And  the  Board  directed  letters  to  be 
written  to  the  various  persons  who  had  published 
what  may  be  called  accusations,  that  they  should  come 
forward  and  substantiate  them  ? — There  were  letters 
written,  and  they  were  asked  to  attend  and  substantiate 
the  statements  they  made. 

10.739.  And  I  think  Mr.  Mark  Judge  came  forward 
and  made  his  statement? — I  believe  he  did  come 
forward  and  make  a  statement. 

10.740.  And  others  refused  to  come  forward  ? — And 
others  declined  to  come  forward. 

10.741.  Because  they  thought  that  was  not  a  proper 
tribunal  ? — I  think  Mr.  Keevil  came,  but  1  am  not 
sure.    You  were  there,  I  was  not. 

10.742.  I  am  reading  the  terms  of  the  reference  so 
that  it  should  not  be  misunderstood  :  ^  That  a  special 
'^  committee  be  appointed  to  inquire  into  the  truth  of 
"  certain  statements  in  the  columns  of  newspapers, 
^  and '  in  a  vestry,  as  to  charges  made  against 
'^  officials  and  members  of  this  B<mrd  in  relation  to 
'^  the  sale  of  lands,  the  property  of  the  Board,  other 
'^  than  by  public  auction  ;  and  which  charges  it  is 
**  alleged  have  never  been  satisfactorily  disposed  of." 
That  was  dated  the  29th  July  1887.  There  were 
some  meetings  held,  and  it  was  adjourned  to  October  ? 
— It  was. 

10.743.  And  the  final  meeting  you  were  present 
at  ? — I  was. 

10.744.  The  Board  were  not  so  successful  as  the 
Commission  with  all  their  powers  have  been,  in  elicit- 
ing information  ? — We  got  nothing  at  all  practically. 

10.745.  With  regard  to  the  committees,  is  it  found 
necessary  to  discuss  many  matters  the  Board  are  con- 
cerned vnth  in  committee,  where  there  is  full  power 
of  discussion  ? — ^Yes. 

10.746.  And  with  regard  to  many  matters  such  as 
you  have  alluded  to,  such  as  compensation  and 
executive  matters  in  progress,  in  your  opinion  would 
it  be  possible  to  discuss  such  matters  in  public  ? — I  do 
not  think  so. 

10.747.  For  instance,  take  a  compensation  case 
where  a  man's  business  is  to  be  taken,  and  that 
has  to  be  discussed,  and  such  matters  as  that,  and 
negotiations  for  purchase,  would  it  be  possible  to 
conduct  business  in  that  way? — It  would  be  very 
prejudicial  to  the  public  interests,  and  an  injury  to  the 
individual. 

10.748.  And  often  does  a  question  of  a  man's 
aolyency,  or  the  genuineness  of  his  business  come 
under  discussion  ?  —  Very  often,  especially  with 
tenders. 

10.749.  You  have  said  yourself  you  preferred  the 
small  committee  of  15  to  the  plan  which  was  after- 
wards adopted  ? — I  did  prefer  that,  but  my  colleagnes 
thought  d&erently. 

10.750.  Before  I  pass  from  that  particular  question, 
I  will  ask  yon  this  :  When  a  committee  reports,  say 
the  Works  Committee,  that  report  is  put  upon  the 
minutes  ? — It  is. 

10.751.  And  the  reports  are  very  full,  and  I  believe 
they  come  under  discussion  ? — They  are  printed  and 
sent  round  to  vestries  and  district  boards,  and  the 
report  goes  up  to  the  Board,  and  the  Board  discusses 
it ;  sometimes  they  ^o  not  agree,  and  sometimes  they 
do.  In  fact,  if  any  members  choose  they  (»n  refer  it 
back  to  the  Works  Committee  for  further  considera- 
tion if  they  do  not  approve  of  what  has  been  done. 


10.752.  It  comes  very  often  to  a  rehearing  again  ? 
— It  does. 

10.753.  I  will  pass  for  the  moment  to  this  change. 
I  believe  that  these  matters  of  valuations  are  still 
taken  at  11  o'clock  ? — ^Yes,  they  are  taken  at  11  or  a 
quarter  past ;  it  depends  upon  how  many  there  are. 

10.754.  The  number  of  the  committee  which 
appears  on  the  minutes  is  the  number  of  the  committee 
men  who  attend  the  whole  day.  It  does  not  follow 
that  there  are  30  there  at  1 1  o'clock  ? — No,  th^y 
come  in  and  sign  the  book  at  any  time. 

'  10,755.  I  believe  the  reason  for  the  change  was 
that  every  member  of  the  Board  could  then  take  part 
in  and  see  what  was  going  on  with  regard  to  these 
valuations  ? — Yes,  some  objected  and  said  they  did  not 
like  a  small  committee  doing  it,  and  thought  that  every 
member  had  a  right  to  go  in,  and  any  member  has  a 
right  to  go  into  any  committee,  but  he  cannot  vote. 
He  can  go  in  and  hear  what  is  going  on. 

10.756.  That  is  one  of  the  main  reasons  that  com- 
mencled  itself  to  the  majority  when  they  made  the 
charge  that  it  should  not  be  confined  to  a  few  members 
voting  constantly  on  these  matters,  but  there  should 
be  an  opportunity  given  to  all  members  of  the  Board 
if  they  chose  to  take  part? — 1  presume  that  was  their 
view,  but  I  cannot  say  myself. 

{Chairman.)  Have  you  the  minntes  here  when  that 
change  took  place  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  have.  This  is  the  first 
minute :  "  It  was  moved  by  Mr.  Edwards  pursuant  to 
^*  notice,  and  seconded  by  Mr.  Turner,  *that  the 
**  *  appointment  of  the  sub- committee,  dated  the 
"  *  7th  October  1872,  be  discharged,  and  that  all 
"  *  claims  under  the  Metropolitan  Streets  Improve- 
*<  <  ments  Acts,  1872,  be  considered  at  q^ecial  meetings 
**  *  of  the  Works,  &c.  Committee,  to  be  summoned 
"  *  when  necessary  on  days  not  occupied  by  the 
"  *  genejBl  business  of  the  Committee.'  At  this  stage 
*'  of  the  proceedings  an  adjournment  took  place  for 
**  the  pui'pose  of  the  audit  of  the  Board's  accounts 
"  being  held.  Upon  the  Committee  resuming,  the 
"  motion  of  Mr.  Edwards  was,  by  leave,  withdrawn." 
That  was  when  the  motion  was  first  made  on  the  19th 
April  1875. 

{Chainnan.)  1  gather  from  that  that  the  sub-com- 
mittee had  only  to  do  with  the  claims,  that  is,  the 
lands  being  sold  to  the  Board,  and  had  nothing  to  do 
with  the  land  the  Board  were  selling. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White,)  That  is  so,  I  believe. 
Then  there  is  this  minute,  dated  the  28th  of  June 
1875 :  "  The  committee  considered  as  to  the  re- 
**  appointment  of  the  various  out-standing  sub-com. 
*^  mittees.  It  was  moved  by  Mr.  Bichardson  and 
"  seconded:  *  that  a  sub-conmiittee  of  15  members, 
^^  '  in  addition  to  the  chairman  and  deputy  chairman, 
"  *  be  appointed  in  succession  to  the  sub-committee 
"  *  hitherto  appointed  to  consider  questions  referred 
"  *  to  ihem  in  connexion  with  the  Metropolitan  Streets 
"  *  Improvements  Act,  1872,  and  other  matters.' 
**  The  motion  having  been  put,  there  were  for  it,  8, 
'^  against  it,  15,  and  it  was  lost.  It  was  then  moved 
"  by  Mr.  Freeman  and  seconded,  that  this  committee 
"  do  in  future  meet  at  11  o'clock,  and  that  the  first 
"  hour  be  devoted  to  the  consideration  of  claims 
"  under  the  Metropolitan  Streets  Improvements  Act, 
"  The  motion  having  been  put,  there  were  for  it,  14 
**  against  it,  three,  and  it  was  carried  and  resolved 
"  accordingly." 

{Chairman,)  Are  the  names  there  ? 

10.757.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  names  are  not 
taken  down  on  the  division,  but  there  were  present, 
the  Chairman  of  the  Board  in  the  chair,  and  27 
members,  present  in  the  day,  but  voting  on  this  motion 
there  were  8  and  15,  that  is  23.  (To  the  witness.) 
Since  1875,  that  is  the  time  when  those  matters  have 
been  dealt  with  r — ^Eleven  o'clock  is  appointed.  If 
there  is  a  long  list  of  claims  we  meet  at  11,  but  they 
bring  me  the  paper  every  day,  and  in  accordance  with 
the  number  of  claims,  so  I  put  the  time  for  11,  or  a 
quarter  past  11,  or  half  past  II,  or  quarter  to  12, 
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because  I  do  not  want  to  bring  my  colleagues  doirn 
unnecessarily  when  there  is  only  a  little  to  do.* 

10y758.  ijnd  those  claims  are  discnssed  then? — 
They  are  discussed  then. 

10,769.  And  goae  into  on  the  reports  ? — They 
are. 

.  10,760.  Can  you  tell  me  what  is  the  average 
attendance  at  that  time  of  members? — I  never 
took  it. 

10.761.  If  members  are  specially  interested  in  that 
matter,  and  with  special  information,  I  suppose  they 
do  attend? — There  are  some  who  always  attend, 
othera  come  iu  later. 

10.762.  It  is  known  I  suppose  beforehand  what 
are  the  claims  which  are  .coming  forward  ? — Of 
course,  it  is  on  the  paper  of  business, 

10.763.  And  it  is  known  therefore  to  members 
whether  any  matters  relating  to  their  immediate 
district  are  coming  forward  ? — Yes. 

10.764.  Do  you  find  that  members  take  an  interest 
in  those  matters  concerning  their  own  district  ? — And 
in  other  districts  too. 

10.765.  And  I  suppose  that  those  who  are  members 
of  particular  districts  may  be  well  acquainted  or 
better  acquainted  with  the  value  of  property  in  those 
districts  ? — They  ought  to  be. 

10.766.  Here  are  the  minutes  of  the  proceedings 
from  January  to  June.  I  do  not  know  whether  the 
Commissioners, have  an  example  of  this,  but  I  hand  in 
the  minutes  from  January  to  June,  which  show  the 
business  that  is  transacted  by  the  Board  (handing  in 
same)  ? — Exactly. 

10.767.  And  it  also  shows  what  I  have  aaid  as  to  the 
reports  of  the  committees,  and  80  on  ?  —Yes. 

10.768.  This  is  an  illustration  of  the  agenda  papers 
{producing  a  volume).  These  begin  on  the  2nd  of 
May  and  go  down  to  July.  As  chairman  you  master 
these  agenda  before  the  time  you  have  to  conduct 
these  proceedings  ? — I  go  through  them  all,  but  I  do 
not  go  through  every  one  of  these  details  and  have  all 
the  officers  up  before  me,  but  I  look  through  it  every 
Monday  morning  regularly,  and  if  there  is  anything 
of  exti'a  importance,  I  have  the  officers  up  to  explain 
it. 


.  10,769.  And  you  prepare  yourself  to  preside  over 
the  meeting  that  day  ? — Yes.  It  is  very  necessanr. 
We  sat  yesterday  from  half-past  11  to  nearly  6.  So 
you  may  imagine  the  mass  of  business  we  have  to  get 
through.  This  is  a  sample  of  a  week's  amusement 
{handing  in  a  document). 

10.770.  That  is  a  sample  of  the  varied  and  manifold 
work  you  have  to  deal  with  ? — ^Yes. 

10.771.  With  regard  to  these  tenders,  the  architect 
handed  his  price  to  you  ? — Now  he  comes  to  my  room 
and  says,  so  and  so  is  to  be  sold,  and  brings  me  the 
paper,  and  he  says.  "I  have  been  consulting  the 
auctioneer,  and  I  think  that  is  the  price."  I  have  in 
some  cases  taken  the  liberty  of  altering  them,  but  I 
do  not  do  it  often. 

10.772.  Before  this  change  was  made,  the  tenders 
of  persons  who  were  going  to  take  land  were  pre- 
sented and  opened  by  you  ? — The  tenders  for  these 
sites  always  came  on  at  half- past  12,  and  when  half- 
past  1 2  arrived,  the  tenders  were  handed  to  me.  The 
archit<jct  was  sent  for,  and  I  opened  them  in  the 
presence  of  all  my  colleagues,  and  I  read  out  the 
name  of  the  person  and  the  amount  of  the  tender. 
Then  the  architect  says  :  '*  This  is  ne^r  my  price,"  or 
'*  It  is  my  price ; "  and  then,  subject  to  the  usual 
inquiries,  they  took  it.  Then  if  it  was  not  near  the 
price  of  the  architect,  it  was  refused. 

10.773.  There  were  cases — in  Northumberland 
Avenue — we  have  heard  of  where  tenders  had  been 
accepted  and  contracts  had  been  made,  but  they  had 
gone  off,  and  you  had  to  re-advertise  the  properties  ? 

—Yes. 

10.774.  In  those  cases  I  suppose  the  public  became 
acquainted,  or  might  become  acquainted,  Avith  what 
had  previously  been  accepted  ? — Yes,  it  is  possible. 

.  10,775.  But  the  intention  was,  at  any  i-ate,  that  in 
ordinary  oases  the  architect  should  keep  secret  what 
his  price  was  ? — That  was  the  intention. 

10,776.  But  in  some  cases  where  tenders  were 
accepted,  and  contracts  were  not  made,  those  interested 
and  the  public  did  become  aware  of  what  had  been 
accepted  as  the  price  ? — Probably. 


Nineterath 

17  July  1888. 

MagkeramoriM 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Sir  Joseph  Bazalqettb  recalled  and  further  examined. 


10.777.  {Chairman.)  The  Chelsea  portion  of  the 
embiuikment  w'aa  executed  by  Mr.  Webster,  was  it 
not  ? — It  was. 

10.778.  Did  Messrs.  Brassey,  Ogilvie,  and  Harrison's 
firm  tender  for  that  work  ? — f  cannot  say  from 
memory ;  but  I  can  find  out. 

10.779.  I  will  tell  you  what  I  wish  to  ask  further, 
and  that  is  whether,  in  the  first  instance,  Mr.  Webster's 
tender  was  higher  than  that  of  Messrs.  Brassey, 
Ogilvie,  and  Harrison,  and  whether  he  was  not 
allowed  to  amend  his  tender  ? — I  cannot  answer  that 
from  memory  ;  but  I  will  ascertain. 

10.780.  Perhaps  you  wiU  look  up  the  firsts  con- 
nected with  it.  The  contractors  for  the  Battersea 
New  Bridge  are  Messrs.  Williams,  Son,  &  Willing- 
ton?- -Yes. 

10.781.  What  was  the  character  of  the  bricks  that 
was  required  according  to  the  specification.  Are 
they  what  are  known  as  '^  shippers  "  ? — I  cannot  tell 
you  without  reference  to  the  contract. 

10.782.  What  I  want  to  ask  is  this :  Whether  the 
bricks  required  by  the  specification  would  be  in 
accordance  with  the  brick  that  was  to  be  seen  at  the 
office  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  ? — It  was. 

10.783.  Was  not  that  a  brick  known  in  the  trade 
as  a  "  shipper  "  ?     Do  you  know  such  a  name  ? — Yes. 

10.784.  {Mr,  Meadows-White.)  A  picked  stock 
brick,  I  am  told  by  Mr.  Edmund  Bazalgette? — 
That  is  my  impression,  that  ^'  picked  stocks "  were 
specified. 

10.785.  {Chairman.)  Are  not  the  bricks  being  used 
—ordinary  stocks — worth  considerably  less  than  the 


bricks  such  as  would  be  similai*  to  the  ^'  shipper  "  ? — 
"  Shippers  "  are  superior  bricks ;  "  picked  stocks  "  are 
better  than  "  ordinary  stocks." 

10.786.  *'  Ordinary  stocks  "  are  an  inferior  quality  ? 
— The  bricks  used  in  Battersea  Bridge  are  according 
to  the  specification.  My  attention  has  been  called 
particularly  to  them,  because  some  bricks  were  at  one 
time  condemned  on  the  works,  and  the  bricks  which 
have  been  used  are  of  thoroughly  good  quality,  equal 
to  specification. 

10.787.  Were  the  bricks  according  to  which  the 
bridge  was  to  be  built  *'  shippers  "  ? — I  could  not 
answer  that  from  memory,  but  I  am  told  no,  and  I 
believe  they  are  not,  but  that  they  are  '*  picked 
stocks."  We  can  produce  the  contract,  of  course,  and 
show  what  the  specification  is. 

10.788.  Then,  perhaps,  you  will  let  us  have  that, 
and  also  let  us  know  exactly  what  the  brick  is.  Are 
you  in  a  position  to  say  that  none  of  the  bricks  which 
have  been  used  in  the  Battersea  Bridge  are  ^'  ordinary 
stocks," — are  you  in  a  position  to  swear  that  ? — No,  I 
am  not  prepared  to  say  that ;  but  I  am  prepared  to 
say  that  all  used  are  of  proper  quality  for  the  places 
where  they  are  used,  that  is  to  say,  those  used  for 
internal  work  are  not  the  same  as  those  used  for 
external  work,  but  are  equally  hard  and  quite  as  good 
for  the  purpose  of  the  work. 

10.789.  Are  there  any  ''  ordinary  stocks  "  specified 
for  ? — That  I  canniit  answer.  Of  coui-se  it  is  difficult 
if  you  get  a  good  class  of  ^  ordinair  stock "  to 
determme  what  is  a  '^  picked  stock  "  and  what  is  an 
/'  ordinm*y  stock."    It  is  a  somewhat  nice  point. 

Yy8 


Sir 
J,  Bazalgette. 
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10,79a  "  Ordii^ary  stocks  ".  sell  for  soYoral  shillings 
l^ssthan  the  other  stocks?— Yes;  ^* picked  stocks.!* 
are  worth  more, 

10.791.  (Mr.  Winch.)  Su|)posmg  a  roan  conU-acted 
to  suj^ly  <*  picked  stock  bricks  of  the  beat  and  hardest 
quality,"  and  supplied  "  sound  square  stocks,"  would 
that  be  a  compliance  with  his  contract  ?— Tes,  I  think 
it  would. 

10.792.  Sound  square  stocks  ?— In  certain  parts  of 
the  work,  sound  square  stocks. 

•  10,798.  Would  that  comply  with  a  contract  that 
required  picked  stock  bricks  of  the  best  and  hardest 
qtialitr  ? — ^Yes.  I  should  not  require  a  man  to  put 
picked  stocks  into  internal  work  of  great  bulk  which 
is  surrounded  by  granite  and  never  seen. 

10.794.  {Chairfnan.)  Why  do  not  you  put  in  the 
specification  that  for  part  of  the  work  inferior  bricks 
may  be  used,  because  that  would  make  a  difference 
in  the  amount  tendered  ?— I  think  you  will  find  that 
the  terms  of  the  specification  are  such  that  they  are 
to  be  suitable  for  the  place  where  they  are  used. 

(Chairman,)  We  will  see  the  specification. 

(Mr.  Meadows-White,)  It  has  been  sent  for. 

(The  Witness)  There  are  one  or  two  matters  I 
want  to  correct.  I  was  asked  some  questions  on  the 
last  occasion  respecting  the  filling-in  of  the  Thames 
Embankment.  My  memory  did  not  go  back  a  quarter 
of  a  century  at  the  moment,  and  I  had  forgotten  that 
it  had  been  made  the  subject  of  a  very  large  amount 
of  inquiry  and  correspondence.  I  desire  to  put  in 
that  correspondence  now.  There  are  a  good  many 
letters  from  myself,  and  some  portion  of  the  corres- 
pondence has  been  published  and  made  part  of  a  blue 
book,  and  some  portion  has  not,  and  the  portion  that 
has  not  I  wish  to  show  you. 

10.795.  (Mr.  Grenfell.)  That  is  with  regard  to 
the  sand  ?— Using  the  material  from  the  dredgers. 
Then  I  wanted  to  say  that  it  was  suggested  to  me 
that  there  was  a  difiTerence  of  something  like  80,000^ 
but  that  is  entirely  erroneous. 

10.796.  Difference  in  what?— Between  using  ma- 
terials dredged  from  the  river  and  materials  taken 
from  the  land ;  that  the  contractor  in  fact  was  taking 
a  very  large  proportion  of  the  materials  from  the  land 
which  he  ought  to  have  taken  from  the  river,  and  that 
it  effected  a  saving  of  something  approaching  to 
80,000/.  I  find  that  the  J^res  are  as  follows:*— 
The  total  filling  of  contract  No.  1 — that  is,  Mr.  Fur- 
ness'  embankment — ^was  546,664  yards.  Of  that,  as 
you  will  see  by  the  report  of  Sir  John  Hawkshaw, 
Mr.  Harrison,  Sir  John  Coode,  and  others,  who  in« 
vestigated  this  subject,  there  would  be  20  feet  backing 
of  clay  puddle  carted  up  to  the  work  at  the  back  of 
the  river  wall  for  its  si^ety.  That  took  100,000  cubic 
yards.  The  excavation  for  the  Metropolitan  Railway, 
which  passed  through  it,  took  out  another  100,000 
yards;  the  foundations  of  the  wall  itself,  and  the 
puddle  in  the  dams,  produced  another  82,ci00  yards  ; 
hi  all,  288,300  yards,  leaving  268,000  yards  to  be 
taken  from  the  river.  Now  I  find  that  the  Board 
paid  the  conservators  for  dredging,  11,119^.,  which  at 
6d.  per  cubic  yard  represents  440,000  cubic  yards ; 
but  that  440,000  went  into  two  contracts,  both  Fur* 

and  Ritson's  ;  and  I   think   it  may  be  fairly 


ness 


assumed,  I  cannot  divide  them  exactly,  that  all  that 
remaining  263,000  yards  were  from  the  river.  If  the 
whole  of  the  amount,  the  283,000  yards  which  came 
fhnn  the  clay  backing,  and  the  excavation  for  the 
Metropolitan  Railway,  and  the  foundations  had  been 
taken  from  the  river,  and  all  estimated  at  6d.  a  yard, 
which  was  the  price  we  were  paying,  it  would  amount 
to  7,000/.  So  that  assuming  that  me  materials  could 
have  been  got  for  nothing,  which  is  not  the  fact, 
with  the  exception  of  a  comparatively  few  cartloads 
from  buildings  in  the  neighbourhood,  but  if  it  could 
have  been  all  got  for  nothing,  then  the  difference  would 
be  7,000/.  instead  of  80,000/. 

10,797.  (Chairman.)  Might  not  money  have  been 
paid  for  allowing  the  stuff  to  be  deposited  S— That 
was  not  so.     He  paid  for  the  bulk  of  the  materials 


taken  from  the  land  which  had  to  be  carted  tome 
distance. 

10.798.  (Mr.  Wineh.)  With  regard  to  this  80,000/. 
let  me  read  to  you  the  evidence  that  was  ^ven  before 
the  Select  Committee.  Mr.  Roche  was  asked  this 
question,  '*  Have  you  heard  it  given  in  evidence  by 
Mr.  Cleaver"  —  that  was  an  engineer  —  **by  Mr. 
''  McCormick  and  Mr.  Ridley,  that  the  contractor 
'<  may  pocket  80,000/.  by  so  doing?"  that  is,  by 
shooting  rubbish  instead  of  takine  it  from  the  river. 
That  is  where  the  figure  came  from.  Ton  do  not 
agree  to  those  figures  ? — ^No. 

10.799.  Those  three  gentlemen  gave  it  in  evidence  ? 
—They  were  representing  Mr.  Ridley,  who  was  the 
disappointed  contractor. 

10.800.  Who  was  Mr.  McCormick  ?— He  was  a 
contractor  who  was  to  have  joined  with  Mr.  Ridley. 

10.801.  They  were  qualified  to  give  an  opinion  on 
this  matter  ? — ^Yes,  quite  qualified. 

10.802.  (Mr.  Meadows- White.)  The  stuff  which 
was  really  put  in,  was  that  as  good  for  the  purpose  as 
the  sand  ? — It  was  better.  I  want  to  call  attention 
particularly  to  the  correspondence ;  because  there  was 
a  difiictilty,  I  see  in  looking  it  over,  with  the  contrac- 
tor. He  (fid  not  take  as  much  from  the  river  as  he 
ought  to  have  done ;  and  I  gave  him  notice  two  or 
three  times  that  until  he  is  taking  all  that  the  con- 
servators can  supply  him  with,  I  would  not  allow  him 
to  take  material  n'om  any  other  place.  Ton  will  see 
that. 

10.803.  (Chairtnan.)  You  did  not  enforce  that, 
did  you  ? — Yes,  we  did.    We  stopped  his  taking  it. 

10.804.  (Mr.  Grenfell.)  We  have  it  here  that  the 
Conservancy  complained  that  you  did  not  take  it,  and 
that  afterwards  you  said  that  the  Conservancy  could 
not  supply  it  with  sufficient  regularity  and  sufficient 
speed.  Those  two  statements  differ  altogether.  There 
is  the  letter  from  the  Conservancy  complaining  that 
the  stuff  is  not  taken ;  and  on  the  other  hand  you  say 
that  the  Thames  Conservancy  could  not  supply  it 
fast  enough.  It  was  those  points  you  promised  to 
look  up  ? — ^And  I  think  the  correspondence  shows  the 
whole  of  it.  It  will  show  exactly  what  was  going  on 
from  time  to  time.  There  were  complaints  back- 
wards and  forwards.  At  times  they  complained  that 
the  contractor  did  not  send  sufficient  barges  to  them  to 
take  as  much  as  they  could  dredge.  At  times  the 
contractor  conkptained  that  his  Imrges  were  there 
waiting;  and  that  the  dredgers  werQ  moving  to 
another  shoaL     It  is  a  very  long  story.  *  * 

10,606.' (Chairman.)  Did  the  Conservancy  people 
complain  that  they  provided  pei-fectly  good  and 
suitable  dredgings,  and  that  they  were  constancy  con- 
demned by  the  contractors  as  an  excuse  for  not  taking 
them? — They  did  complain  of  that.  I  want  to  put 
in  the  clause  in  Mr.  Purness'  contract  about  the  fillipg- 
in.  It  did  not  contemplate  taking  the  whole  from  the 
Thames  Conservancy. 

10,806.  (Mr.  Meadows- IJliite.)  Perhaps  you'  wxll 
read  any  special  letters  you  wish  to  refer  to,  and  then 
they  will  appear  on  the  notes? — ^1  call  attention 
particularly  to  my  letter  to  Mr.  Fumess  of  the  lOth 
September,  1864  :— "  Dear  Sir,  A  letter,  dated  the 
**  6th  instant,  has  been  addressed  to  the  Metropolitan 
^  Board  of  Works,  on  behalf  of  the  Thames  Coii- 
**  servators,  complaining  that  you  do  noti  supply 
**  sufiicient  barges  to  the  dredgers  of  the  Conservators 
"  to  keep  them  at  full  work.  I  have  to  request  that 
"  you  will  at  once  supply  sufficient  barees  to  receive 
"  all  the  material  of  good  quality  whiiSi  the  dredgers 
**  can  raise,  and  that  you  will  discontinue  to  receive 
*•  material  from  any  other  sources  until  this  has  been 
"  done.  I  understand  from  Mr.  Lovick  that  a  copy 
"  of  a  letter  from  the  Conservators  has  been  sent  to 
**  you,  and  if  you  dissent  from  any  of  the  views 
**  therein  expressed,  you  can  do  so  by  letter  to  the 
'^^  Board  when  it  again  ineets,  but  you  must,  in  the 
"  interim,  keep  the  Conservators'  dredges  at  full 
**  work,  and  upon  this  condition  only  can'  yovi  be 
"  allowed  to  use  material  obtained  from  other 
**  sources.'*    Then  on  the  10th  September  1  write 
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again  lo  Mr,  Lovick  : — ^*  I  am  surprised  at  the 
**  receipt  of  the  letter  from  the  Conservators  of  .the 
**  6th  instant,  haying  just  heard  from  you,  in  reply 
^'  to  my  inquiry  on  that  point  about  tne  same  time 
^  that  this  complaint  was  written,  that  idl  was  going 
"  on  satisfactory.  You  will  receive  with  this  a  copy 
"  of  my  letter  to  Mr.  Furness,  and  I  will  thank  you 
"  to  see  the  directions  therein  carried  out."  Then 
Mr.  Lovick  replied  on  the  13th  Septembw  :— "  With 
•«  respect  to  the  filling-in,  when  I  last  saw  you,  on 
^  the  30th  ultimo,  I  stated  that  I  had  heard  of  no 
"  complaints  from  the  Consei*vators,  that  Mr.  Furness 
**  had  told  me  he  was  taking  all  that  they  could 
**  supply  him  with  from  the  dredgers  opposite  the 
*^  emlMinkment  works,  and  that  I  saw  that  thero  was 
**  a  considerable  quantity  of  the  dredged  material 
"  being  supplied.  I  also  stated  that  by  far  the 
"  largest  quantity  was  coming  in  from  the  land,  of 
'^  which  yon  are  aware,  and  you  gave  me  instructions 
^  about  getting  possession  of  Adelphi  Wharf  for 
**  Mr.  Furness,  so  that  he  might  get  more  filling-in 
**  material  through  this  part.  It  is  clear  from  the 
^  Conservators'  letter  (which  reached  me  on  the 
<'  7th  instant)  that  Mr.  Furness  has  deceived  me. 
'^  The  obvious  course  for  closing  all  disputes  on  this 
^*  head  would  be  to  interdict  the  supply  from 
^<  the  land  altogether,  and  to  confine  it  to  the 
**  Conservators,  a  course  of  proceeding  that  I  should 
«  recommend  to  be  adopted."  To  that  I  replied  on 
the  15th  September: — ^<Ido  not  think  the  Thames 
"  Conservators  can  supply  us  with  material  anything 
'^  like  fast  enough  to  enable  us  to  complete  tli^ 
<'  embankment  within  the  time,  and  I  do  not  there- 
''  fore  think  we  should  be  justified  in  preventing 
'^  Mr.  Furness  from  obtaining  material  from  other 
*<  sources  also,  provided  he  takes  first  all  the  Con- 
"  servators  can  give  him.  This  is  the  point  to  which 
"  I  wish  to  draw  your  particular  attention.  It  is  also 
**  our  duty  to  see  that  the  Conservators  do  not  send 
**  us  any  more  of  the  soft  mud  which  has  been  used 
"  in  some  portions  of  the  work."  Then  again  Mr. 
Lovick  wrote  to  me  on  the  22nd  Septembei*:-** 
"  Mr.  Furness  has  been  with  me  this  morning  about 
**  the  filling-in.  He  says  the  Conservators  have  three 
^'  dredgers  at  work,  namely,  one  below  London  Bridge, 
<*  one  opposite  Ritson's  work,  and  one  opposite  his  own 
**  work,  and  that  he  is  now  sending  to  these  dredgers 
**  24  barges  per  day.  He  seemed  to  intimate  that  he 
^'  was  keeping  these  dredgers  at  full  work.  I  pointed 
^^  out  to  him  that  I  could  not  allow  him  to  use 
**  material  obtained  from  other  sources  until  I  had 
**  had  an  intimation  to  that  eficct  from  the  Con- 
"  servators,  or  their  officers,  or  an  order  from  yourself 
**  to  permit  it."  Then  a^n  on  23rd  September  I 
wrote  to  Mr,  Furness : —  "  IDear  Sir,  I  am  directed  by 
"  this  Board  to  prohibit  you  from  receiving  any  soil 
^'  for  filling-in  bdiind  the  embankment  other  than  that 
"  supplied  by  tlie  Thames  Conservancy  Board,  unless 
**  it  be  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  this  Board  that 
^'  the  Thames  Consejrvators  cannot  supply  the  material 
*^  of  a  proper  quality,  and  in  sufficient  quantities  to 
"  ensure  the  due  progress  of  the  work."  Then  again 
on  the  Tth  October  1864  I  wote  to  Mr.  Furness  :— 
**  Dear  Sir,  On  the  other  side  I  send  you  a  copy  of 
**  a  letter  I  have  this  morning  received  from  Mr. 
•*  Leach" — that  is  the  engineer  of  the  Thames 
Conservancy — '*  complaining  that  you  have  not  kept 
"  the  dredgers  fully  supplied  with  barges  for  some 
"  days.  Why  is  this  not  done,  as  directed  in  my 
"  former  letters  ? "  Then  again,  there  is  a  letter  to 
Sir  John  Hawkshaw  on  the  14th  October  1864  : — 
'^  My  dear  Sir,  The  Thames  Embankment  Committee 
"  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  will  feel 
"  obliged  if  vou  wOl,  with  Mr.  T.  E.  Harrison, 
"  report  to  them  whether,  in  your  opinion,  a  better 
'^  and  more  solid  embankment  will  be  formed  by 
*^  using  the  material  which  is  now  being  dredged 
"  from  the  bed  of  the  river,  and  delivered  from  barges 
*'  for  filling-in  behind  the  face  wall,  or  by  mixing 
^<  it  with  such  material  as  has  been  obtained  fit>m  the 
**  the  land,  and  carted  on  to  the  embankment,  or  in 
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17  July  188S. 

Sir 


^  what  masiner  you  consider  this  poition  of  the  work 

*^  can  be  conducted   most    advantageously  for    the 

<^  embankment  works."    Then  followed  the    report 

of  Sir  John  Hawkshaw  and  Mr.  Harrison,  which  is 

printed  in  the  parliamentary  documents,  stating  that 

in  their  opinion,  behind  the  wall  it  should  be  clay,    j,  B^Miaeiie. 

carted  on  to  the  works  in  a  dry  solid  state,  so  as  to 

protect  the  wall,  and  that  the  rest  should  be  of  good 

material ;  some  of  which  they  had  seen  was  not  fit 

for  the  work,  and  that  otherwise  the  material  from 

the  river  might  be  used.    Then  Sir  John  Coode  and 

Mr.  Bawlineon  abo  reported  upon  it,  and  there  was  a 

difference  of  opinion  between  ^em  as  to  the  materials 

being  used,  but  the  fact  was,  they  looked  at  it  at 

different  times,  and  there  was  at  the  differant  times 

two  different  classes  of  material  on  the  work. 

10.807.  There  is  only  one  point  I  wish  to  ask  you 
about,  and  that  is  as  to  the  Odessa  contract,  which 
was  discussed  on  the  last  occasion  here.  I  believe 
that  was  the  subject  of  a  parliamentary  inquiry  ?-nIt 
was. 

10.808.  Subsequently  to  that  parliamentary  inquiry, 
I  think  you  wei*e  made  a  Companion  of  the  Bath  and 
afterwards  knighted,  and  you  have  since  been  Prasideoit 
of  the  Royal  Institution  of  Civil  Engineers  ? — ^^That 
is  so. 

10.809.  And  that  was  subsequent  to  that  inquiry? 
—Yes. 

Adjourned  for  a  short  time. 

(  The  Witness.)  My  lord,  you  were  asking  me  about 
the  bricks  used  on  Battersea  Bridge.  I  have  not  got 
the  specification  here  yet,  but  I  have  no  doubt  that 
the  description  will  turn  out  to  be  picked  stock  bricks. 
We  have  rejected  a  large  number  of  bricks  that  have 
been  sent  to  the  works  there  because  they  were  not  of 
sufficiently  good  quality.  We  have  twice  refused  to 
allow  the  contractor  to  go  on  with  his  work  and 
atopped  the  works  altogether,  and  sent  everybody 
away  until  we  had  bricks  of  proper  qi^ity  brought 
upon  the  ground.  When  we  had  the  best  bric^kis  ^lat 
could  be  obtained — picked  stock  bricks— we  Hve  still 
not  been  satisfied  as  to  the  whole  of  them,  and  wo 
have  had  them  picked  upon  the  works  a  second  time, 
and  the  inferior  bricks  put  on  one  side  and  sent  away. 
Therefore  we  have  used  none  but  picked  stocks  in  the 
work.  Those  which  were  the  squarest  and  best 
lodking  have  been  used  in  face  work,  and  those  which 
were  not  so  good  in  appearance,  but  as  hard  and  sound, 
have  been  used  in  the  interior  work. 

10.810.  (itfr.JfeoJotM-^f^ite.)  There  was  a  matter 
about  which  you  were  asked  some  question  as  to  the 
Little  Coram  Street  paving? — Yes.  Little  Coram 
Street  is  a  small  contract  connected  with  the  artisans' 
dwellings.  The  amount  of  the  contract  was  1,200/. 
The  specification  required  that  the  paving  stones 
should  be  four  inches  wide  by  seven  inches  deep.  The 
contractor  sent  upon  the  works  stone  which  was  four 
inches  by  six,  and  the  assistant  engineer  immediately 
rcQeeted  them  and  had  proper  stones  brought  upon  the 
work  in  their  place.  That  is  with  the  exception  of  a 
very  small  piece  whicb  bad  been  laid  down  to  enable 
persons  to  get  itito  the  adjoining  groun4  of  the 
Artisans'  Dwellings  Buildings.  It  would  have  been 
very  inconvenient  to  have  taken  up  those  stones,  and 
they  were  allowed  to  remain,  and  a  proportionate 
deduction  was  made  from  the  contract  on  account  of 
them.  It  is  a  most  trifiing  matter,  the  whole  deduc- 
tion was  about  2/.,  I  think. 

10;811.  (Chairman.)  You  say  that,  with  that 
exception,  he  was  compelled  to  do  the  work  according 
to  the  specification  ?— Yes,  and  it  is  done  according  to 
the  speoificatioa. 

10^12.  {Mr.  Meadows- White.)  Some  suggeftion 
was  made  as  to  the  quality  of  your  work.  Yon  said 
that  the  Board  had  laid  out  upon  engineering  works, 
sometliing  like  dght  millions  of  momgr  ? — I  did. 

10^818.  Carrying  your  mind  back  over  the  whole  oi 
that  work,  can. you  remember  any  iBiliure  that. has 
taken  place  in  any  part  of  it  hrnSo.  I  an  hi^py  to 
say  we  have  necver  had  a  failure  in  any  part  of  our 
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Metropolitan  ^oabd  of  works  inquiry  commission: 


Niseteenth      works.     1  may  lilso  state  that  tho«e  works  have  been 

•  ^^-  mspected,  first,  when  we  had  a  large  quantity  of  work 

17  July  1S88.    ^^  Iwmd,  by  members  of  both  Houses  of  Parliwnent,  by 

*    large  numbers  of  members  of  the  vestries  and  district 

Sir  boards,  and  also  by  the  members  of  the  Institute  of 

J,  Baxal^te,    Civil  Eninne^rs  very  recently  ;  within  the  last  fortnight 

they  have  been  inspected  by  the  Society  of  Engineers* 

who  are  having  their  annual  meeting,  and  have  gone 
to  inspect  our  worics.  It  is  not  for  me  to  say  what 
the  character  of  those  works  is,  but  I  am  quite  pre- 
pared to  abide  by  the  opinion  of  the  members  of  my 
own  profession  as  to  the  quality  of  the  works. 

10,814.  In  addition  to  thai,  I  believe  you  have  had 
foreign  engineers  who  have  inspected  your  works  ? — 
Yes,  many  foreign  engineers. 


(Mr.  GrenfelL)  I  think  Mr.  Meadows- White 
omitted  to  ask  yesterday  what  the  increase  in  the 
ratee  had  been  since  the  time  those  works  were 
begun. 

{Mr  Meadows-  fVhite.)  I  r^arded  that  as  rather 
belonging  to  the  financial  part  of  the  business ;  and  of 
course  it  is  obvious  that  such  works  cannot  be  made 
without  considerable  outlay. 

10,815.  {Mr,  WtTick,)  There  was  one  question 
wliich  I  wished  to  ask  Sir  Joseph  Bazalgette  as  to 
the  low  level  sewer  contract,  which  was  carried 
out  by  Messrs.  Webster,  with  regard  to  some  of  the 
bricks  in  connexion  with  that  contract,  as  to  what 
bricks  were  supplied  ;  perhaps  you  will  get  that 
information  ? — Yes. 


Mr.  Thomas  Georgk  Fardell  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr.  10,816.  {Chairman.)  You  are  a  member  of  the 

T.  O.  Fardell.  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ?— I  am. 

10,817»  But  you  were  not  elected  a  member  until, 
I  believe,  the  month  of  June  1884  ? — ^That  is  so. 

10.818.  And  therefore  had  no  connexion  with  the 
works  of  the  Board  until  after  that  date  ? — That 
Is  so. 

10.819.  So  that  at  the  time  when  the  London 
Pavilion  was  first  let  to  Mr.  Villiers  you  wei*e  not  a 
member  of  the  Board  ? — I  was  not. 

10.820.  Now,  in  the  autumn  of  1884,  when  it  was 
proposed  to  let  the  new  site  to  Mr.  Villiers  you 
were  a  member,  and  I  believe  opposed  the  proposal  ? 
— Yes,  my  lord,  I  did  with  every  means  in  my 
power. 

10.821.  Had  you  any  suspicion  at  that  time  that 
anything  underhand  was  going  on  ? — Not  the  slightest. 
My  objection  was  this :  I  thought  it  was  one  of  the 

*  finest  sites  in  London,  and  I  thought  the  proper 
course  to  be  adopted  was  to  put  it  up  to  public 
auction.  I  may  say  also  that,  although,  as  mu.sic  halls 
are  licensed  by  the  Legislature,  they  must  be  situated 
somewhere,  I  nevertheless  thought  it  was  a  great 
mistake  to  establish  a  music  hall  in  such  a  magnifi- 
cent site  as  that ;  this  was  my  real  ground  of  opposi- 
tion. 

10.822.  You  understood  that  the  view  of  Mr.  Vul- 
liamy  as  to  its  value  had  been  supported  by  the 
valuations  of  Mr.  Gates  and  Mr.  Reed  ? — Yes,  we 
were  so  informed ;  but  I  may  say  as  to  that  it  was 
only  this  year — very  recently,  since  the  Commission 
has  been  sitting-^that  I  ascertained  that  Mr.  Reed 
(of  course  I  cannot  answer  for  Mr.  Gates)  never  gave 
a  professional  opinion  at  all  on  the  subject. 

10,828.  Until  the  evidence  given  before  this  Com- 
mission, I  understand  yon  were  in  no  way  aware^that 
Mr.  Goddard  and  Mr.  Robertson  and  Mr.  Villiei-s 
were  in  any  way  mixed  up  together  in  the  afiairs  of 
the  London  Pavilion  ? — No,  I  did  not  know ;  bnt 
I  may  say  that,  being  a  member  of  the  Gommikee 
which  was  inquiring  into  Mr.  Robertson's  conduct 
last  year,  I  was  perfectly  satisfied  in  my  own  mind 
that  he  and  Mr.  Viliiers  were  in  collusion  together, 
although  we  could  not  prove  it. 

10^824.  I  believe  the  first  sitting  of  that  Com- 
mittee was  held  in  January  last  year? — On  the 
26th  January. 

10,825.  And  in  consequence  of  what  transpired 
there  you  moved  at  the  next  Board  meeting  on  the 
4th  February  that  in  future  all  lettings  of  sites  should 
be  put  up  to  auction  ? — I  did,  and  the  reason  was 
this  :  I  think  it  was  in  the  '*  Financial  News,"  some 
time  in  October  or  November  1886,  there  was  an 
article  which  referred  to  the  circumstances  that  when 
the  reporter  from  that  paper  went,  and  had  one  of  his 
interviews  there  referred  to  with  Mr.  Robertson,  he 
notice  some  of  the  best  sites  were  ticked  on  the 
plan.  That  was  before  Mr.  Robertson  was  called 
before  the  Committee,  and  it  struck  me  as  such  a 
remarkable  circumstance  that  I  at  once  took  the  matter 
in  hand,  and  carried  eventually  a  resolution  at  ihe 
Board  which  prevented  in  future  tiie  letting  of  any 
sites  being  disposed  of   without  being,  in  the  first 


instance,  put  up  to  public  auction.  I  saw,  if  what 
was  stated  by  the  "  Financial  News  "  was  the  fact,  it 
was  not  all  right,  although  I  did  not  anticipate  the 
disclosures  which  have  eventually  come  to  light. 

10,826.  Was  there  any  effort  made  by  Mr,  Robertson 
to  get  you  to  take  a  favourable  view  of  his  case  ? — 
Yes  ;  I  think  it  was  about  two  or  three  days  before  we 
made  the  final  report  I  got  a  letter  from  a  gentleman, 
whom  I  know  as  a  member  of  my  own  vestry  at 
Paddington,  nnd  in  no  other  way,  in  which  he  refers 
to  having  seen  Robertson,  who  wished  him  to  get  me 
to  acquit  him  of  any  wrong  intention.  The  letter  was 
marked  <^  Private,"  and  I  should  not  have  liked  to 
refer  to  it  ;  but  in  consequence  of  what  occurred 
about  a  fortnight  ago,  when  we  were  individually 
charged  with  conniving  at  Robertson's  frauds,  I  wrote 
to  the  gentleman  who  sent  me  the  letter  and. asked 
him  if  I  might  make  use  of  it  in  my  own  justifica- 
tion, and  I  have  a  letter  from  him  to  say  I  may. 

10.827.  What  was  the  effect  of  the  letter  ?~I  took 
no  notice  of  it,  of  course. 

10.828.  But  I  mean  what  did  it  ask  you  to  do  ? — 
I  have  the  letter  here.  The  effect  of  it  is  this  :  Ho 
mentions  having  had  an  interview  with  Robertson, 
and  he  says :  **  I  promised  to  write  you,"  and:  then 
he  goes  on  to  say  that  he  was  quite  sure  I  was  only 
actuated  by  the  purest  motives  in  the  matter ;  and  he 
concludes  by  saying  that  if  I  thought  no  grounds 
existed  for  the  allegations  made,  he  hoped  I  would 
endeavour  so  to  frame  the  report  "  as  to  acquit  him 
(that  is  Robertson)  of  any  wrong  intention." 

10.829.  The  report  came  up  to  the  Board,  and  li 
did  exculpate  Robertson  ? — In  my  opinion  it  did ;  the 
resolution  did. 

10.830.  It  censured  him? — No,  pardon  mo.  The 
first  time  it  came  up  it  was  not  quite  that.  I  think, 
to  a  certain  extent,  there  was  a  little  of  both,  I  might 
almost  say  ;  but  the  resolution,  as  eventually  agreed^ 
was  that  "Mr.  Robertson  has  been  injudicious  in 
*•  allowing  relations  to  become  tenants  of  the  Board 
**  without  informing  the  Board  " ;  but  it  did  not  find 
that  there  had  been  anything  worthy  of  more  severe 
censure ;  and  then  it  directed  that  the  report  be  laid 
upon  the  table.     I  think  that  is  the  effect  of  it. 

10.831.  At  all  events,  the  report  came  to  the  Board 
on  the  15th  July,  and  an  amendment  was  moved  to 
dismiss  Mr.  Robertson  ? — It  was. 

10.832.  That  was  lost  by  19  to  25,  and  you  voted* 
in  the  minority  ? — I  did,  my  lord. 

10.833.  And  on  the  same  day,  at  the  Board,  a  vote 
of  censure  on  Robertson  was  agreed  to  ?— It  was. 

.  10,834.  Then,  on  the  22nd  of  July,  and  again  on 
the  29th,  the  matter  was  before  the  Board,  and  it  was 
on  the  latter  occasion  referred  back  to  the  Works 
Committe-e  ? — It  was.  Mr.  Robertson  had  then  made 
a  statutory  declaration,  and  the  msyority  of  the  Board 
thought  it  ought  to  be  referred  bapk  to  consider  the 
statutory  declaration. 

10.835.  I  believe  that  was  carried  by  27  to  16?«— 
It  was. 

10.836.  And  you  there  voted  again  in  the  minority  ?. 
I  did. 
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10»837.  Then  on  the  4th  November  there  was 
another  attempt  to  exculpate  Robertson,  and  the 
debate  was  adjourned  to  the  11th  ? — Yes. 

10.838.  And  an  amendment  to  terminate  his  en- 
gagement was  lost  by  19  to  22  ? — It  was.  On  that 
occasion  I  did  not  vote.  I  paired  in  favour  of  the 
amendment  with  another  member,  Mr.  Hewett,  against. 

10.839.  On  the  29th  July  1887  you  moved  at  the 
Board  to  invite  the  Government  to  appoint  a  Royal 
Conmiission  ? — ^I  did. 

10.840.  You  were  defeated  by  one  vote  ? — ^I  was. 

10.841.  On  that  occasion,  I  believe,  Mr.  Saunders 
voted  with  the  majority  ? — He  did. 

10.842.  Did  Mr.  Fowler  vote?— Mr.  Fowler  had 
been  at  the  Board  before ;  but  I  do  not  know  whether 
he  was  in  the  building  at  the  time.  But  at  all  events, 
before  my  motion  came  on  he  moved  the  a^oumment 
of  the  Board.  However,  I  was  successful  m  getting 
the  Board  to  disagree  with  that,  aud  my  motion  was 
brought  on. 

10.843.  Then  on  the  18th  November  you  moved  a 
similar  resolution,  which  was  practically  adopted  ? — 
I  did. 

10.844.  You  subsequently  acted  in  promoting  the 
appointment  of  the  Royal  Commission  ? — Very  much 
so,  my  lord. 

10.845.  {Mr.  Bosanguet.)  You  say  that  you  desired 

fublic  competition  in  the  case  of  the  Pavilion  site  ? — 
did. 

10.846.  Do  you  remember  how  it  was  brought 
about  that  that  particular  site  was  not  offered  to  public 
competition  ? — Except  that  at  that  particular  time 
the  lettiogs  of  all  sites  were  submitted  to  tender,  and 
not  put  up  to  auction  at  all. 

10.847.  But  that  was  not  even  submitted  to  tender  ? 
— ^Well,  I  believe  the  Board  considered  that  it  was 
submitted  to  tender. 

10.848.  If  you  recollect,  the  Pavilion  site  never 
was  ? — ^No,  I  beg  your  pardon ;  for  the  moment,  I 
yms  forgetting. 

10,84^.  Mr.  ViUiers,  if  you  remember  now,  was 
allowed  to  tender  ;  and  ^ou  know  it  was  not  offered 
to  anybody  else  ? — ^That  is  so. 

10,850.  Nobody  else  was  informed  ?— The  public 
were  never  informed  that  it  was  to  let. 

10^851.  Do  you  recollect  by  whom  or  in  what  way 
that  particular  way  of  letting  was  brought  about  ? — 
I  was  at  the  Works  Committee  on  that  particular 
day.  On  Monday,  17th  November,  a  letter  from 
Mr.  Yilliers  was  submitted  to  the  committee,  referring 
to  his  tenancy  for  five  years,  and  inquiring  if  the 
Board  would  be  prepared  to  consider  a  proposal  from 
him  on  the  basis  of  his  rebuilding  the  hall  on  the 
tiiangular  piece  of  ground  which  would  remain  after 
formation  of  the  new  road.  That  was  referred  to  the 
officers  for  report.  Then  on  the  24th  November  1884, 
when  I  was  idso  present  at  the  Works  Committee,  the 
architect  reported  diat  the  ground  rent  should  be 
3,000/.  a  year,  and  that  he  thought  the  license  was 
worth  15,000/. ;  also  that  the  site  wa9  well  adapted 
for  a  music  hall,  and  that  Mr.  YilUers  had  well- 
conducted  the  old  place.  The  committee  directed 
that  Mr.  Yilliers  should  be  informed  that  they  would 
receive  any  proposal  from  him.  Then  on  the  1st 
December  1884  1  was  not  there.  I  was  in  the 
country,  but  I  find  from  the  minutes  that  a  letter 
dated  25^  or  29th  November  from  Mr.  Yilliers  was 
<^ned  at  the  committee,  in  which  he  offered  to  take 
the  land  at  2,700/.,  and  to  pay  15,000/.  premium  on 
obtaining  the  license  in  the  following  October,  with 
the  option  of  purchase  at  27  years'  ground  rent. 

10^52.  At  what  stage  was  it  that  you  advocated 
the  ofi^9ring  of  the  site  to  public  competition  ?^-As 
soon  as  ever  Mr.  Yilliers'  proposition  came  before 
the  committee.  I  think  it  was  in  the  minds  of  many 
of  us. 

10,853.  You  mean  the  first  time  Mr.  Yilliers  com- 
municated with  the  Board  ? — ^I  think  when  it  sot  as 
&r  as  the  committee  saying  that,  diey  proponed*  that 
Mr.  Yilliers  should  have  the  site,  speaking  entirely 
from  recollection. 

i    54142. 


10.854.  Do  you  recollect  anybody  particuhurly  who      Ninatoenth 
opposed  the  plan  of  letting  it  be  known  to  the  public,  ^' 
or  whether  the  officers  uemselves  interfered  ?    Do    ^  j^^  |ggg 

you  recollect  how  it  came  abont  that  this  particular  

site  was  let  in  this  way  ? — I  oould  not  say  how  that  Mr. 

was  so  at  alL    I  only  know  that  Mr.  Selway  and    T.P.FardMli. 
myself  and  some  others  did  everything  we  possibly      — — 
could  to  stop  its  being  carried  out. 

10.855.  Now,  you  remember  Brown's  case.  You 
were  a  member  of  the  Board  when  that  complaint 
was  raised? — I  was. 

10.856.  Was  any  question  raised  at  the  Board 
wheUier  that  should  be  inquired  into  in  public  or 
referred,  in  private,  to  the  Works  and  General  Pur- 
poses Committee  ? — I  am  not  certain  whether  I  was 
at  the  Board  on  that  day ;  but,  s|»eakine  from  what 
I  have  read,  I  believe  Mr.  Brown  himself  got  up  and 
proposed  that  it  should  be  referred  to  the  Works  and 
General  Purposes  Committee  to  consider  and  report 
upon.    I  do  not  think  I  was  there. 

10.857.  Was  there  any  suggestion  made  by  you  or 
anybody  that  it  should  be  inquired  into  in  public  ? — 
Certainly  not  by  me.  I  do  not  think  I  mas  there  ; 
but  I  am  nearly  sure  there  was  nothing  said  about 
its  being  considered  in  public 

10.858.  There  has  been  no  question  while  you 
were  at  the  Board  as  to  dealing  with  any  such  matter 
in  public  instead  of  before  the  committee  ? — ^No ;  on 
the  contrary  I  should  say  not.  I  have  at  the  present 
moment  a  resolution  before  the  Board,  which  is 
omiing  up  again  on  Friday ;  it  is  to  do  away  with 
the  Works  Committee  sitting  in  private  now.  I  have 
always  been  aif  advocate  for  having  everything  in 
public. 

10.859.  Has  that  ever  been  discussed  at  the  Board? 
— Shortly  discussed  last  Friday  week. 

10.860.  But  only  quite  ktelyP^It  has  not  been 
remlarly  before  tiie  Board,  but  many  of  us  have 
objected  to  the  meetings  of  the  Works  Committee 
being  held  in  private. 

10.861.  (Mr.  JVineh.)  The  Robertoon  inquiry,  was 
that  not  bold  in  secret  ? — ^Yes.  • 

10.862.  Did  you  object  to  it  ? — Do  you  mean  did 
I  object  to  it  on  the  ground  of  its  secrecy. 

10,868.  Yes  ?— To  the  principle,  decidedly. 

10.864.  You  did  object  to  it?— I  cannot  say  that,  . 
becaose  it  was  referred  to  a  special  committee,  and 
ccmmiittees,  as  a  rule»  sit  in  private,  and  not  in  public. 

10.865.  You  express  your  view  as  against  these 
secret  inquiries.  You  would  rather  have  them  public  ? 
— ^I  think  it  is  the  secrecy  of  these  things  that  has 
done  the  Board  so  much  harm. 

(Chairman.)  That  must  be  a  matter  of  discretion. 
I  can  conceive  cases  where  it  would  be  much  better  to 
have  a  matter  discussed  in  private. 

10.866.  (Mr,  Wi$u!h.)  Yes,  no  doubt.  With  regard 
to  Mr.  Saunders ;  had  you  any  idea  that  Mr.  Saunders 
was  at  the  time,  acting  in  matters  which  would  come 
before  the  Board,  and  upon  which  he  would  have  the 
of^rtunity  of  voting  ? — ^I  cannot  say  that  I  did  know 
as  a  matter  of  fact,  but  I  believe  it  was  whispered 
about  in  the  Board  Room  that  he  was  connected  as 
architect  with  the  Pavilion,  but  I  never  knew  it  as  a 
fiict  until  this  year. 

10.867.  No  step  was  taken  at  the  Board,  when  it 
became  known  to  the  Board  that  Mr.  Saunders  had 
acted  as  architect,  to  have  a  committee  upon  him  ?— I 
do  not  know  when  it  came  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
Board  that  he  did. 

10.868.  (Mr.  Grenfell.)  You  were  not  a  member 
of  the  Board  in  1875,  were  you  ? — ^No. 

10.869.  (Mr.  Meadows- White.)  The  matter  was 
fully  discussed  as  to  the  Pavilion  site  at  the  Board  ? — 
Oh,  yes. 

10.870.  And  in  a  full  meeting? — ^It  was  discussed 
at  enormous  length  at  the  difierent  committees ;  and 
very  possibly  objection  was  taken  by  those  who  dis- 
agreed with  the  particular  recommendation.  * 

10.871.  With  regard  to  Robertson's  matter  it  was 
considered  an  inquiry  into  the  conduct  of  their  own 
servant  P — ^I  suppose  that  nfturally  foUowp* 
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10,872.  That  was  the  reference  to  the  committee, 

to  inquire  into  the  conduct  of  Robertoon  ? — There  is 

•^-T-  an  officer's  sub-committee,  and  any  question  dealing 

17  July  1888.    ,^jj  galaries  or  anything  connected  with  the  officers 

■^         is  referred  to  it.    For  the  purposes  of  this  particular 

T.  G.  PardelL  in<iwy,  a  certain  number  of  additional  members  were 

^^-.      added. 

10,878.  To  inquire  into  the  conduct  of  Robertson 
as  an  officer  of  the  Board  ? — Certainly. 

10.874.  His  lordship  has  already  said  this  matter 
is  a  matter  of  discretion.  What  was  the  charge  against 
Robertson  ? — ^The  charges  in  the  "  Financial  News." 

10.875.  In  October  and  November  1886  they 
alluded  to  the  Pavilion  site,  and  to  the  feet  that  there 
was  the  Pic<»dflly  Restaurant  attached  to  it  (this  is 
merely  the  effect  of  the  article),  and  that  whoever  had 
cot  the  site  had  no  doubt  friends  at  court  ? — Of  course 
that  gave  the  clue,  and  an  inquiry  was  then  made.  I 
think  it  was  something  about  one  being  the  brother- 
m-law  and  another  a  trustee.  That  was  inquired 
into. 

10.876.  That  Robertson  had  put  in  as  temporary 
tenant  of  the  Black  Horse,  so  as  to  secure  the  license 
for  one  of  his  brothers,  under  the  name  of  Gray  ?— 
That  came  out  later. 

10.877.  Tiiat  was  the  matter  which  was  referred, 
and  under  that  reference  the  result  was  what  you 
have  told  the  Commission.  I  think  a  full  report  was 
ihade,  because  I  find  it  all  ultimately  appears  upon  the 
minutes  of  the  Board  that  *^  the  deputy  chairman  of 
**  the  Works  and  GrCneral  Purposes  Committee  brought 
*  up  a  report  upon  the  matter  "  ? — ^Yes. 

10.878.  And  there  was  a  full  report  of  very  great 
length  ?— Yes. 

10.879.  That  is  all  upon  the  minutes  ? — On  the 
minutes  of  the  15th  July,  I  think. 


10.880.  It  is  a  very  long  report  extending  in  print 
over  a  very  large  number  of  pages  of  the  minutes. 
And  Mr.  Robertson  and  such  witnesses  as  he  could 
get  were  called  before  the  committee  ? — Mr.  Robert- 
son was  called  before  the  committee,  certainly. 

10.881.  You  had  no  power  to  examine  witnesses  on 
oath  or  to  compel  the  attendance  of  witnesses  ? — None 
whatever. 

(Chairman.)  It  is  desirable  to  state  that  we  have 
called  the  chairman  and  Mr.  Fardell  to-day  at  their 
own  request. 

(Mr.  Meadows- }f kite.)  It  is  very  considerate  of 
your  lordship  to  have  done  so. 

(Chairman.)  There  are  other  members  of  the 
Board  we  shall  call,  but  I  wanted  to  explain  why  we 
have  called  these  genUcmen  first. 

( The  Witness,)  The  reason  I  asked  the  Commis- 
sion to  call  me  was  because  my  wife  was  obliged  to  go 
abroad,  and  I  felt  very  keenly  some  of  the  remarks 
in  a  newspaper  which,  in  fact,  charged  us  personally 
with  abuse  of  trust,  and  with  conniving  with  Robertson, 
and  necessarily  €k>ddard.  I  knew  as  fkr  as  I  was 
concerned  that  was  absolutely  untrue,  and  I  was 
desirous  of  disclaiming  anjrthing  of  the  kind. 

10,882-3.  (Mr.  Meadows-White.)  That  is  the  case 
doubtless  also  with  regard  to  other  members  of  the 
Boai'd.  Now  I  will  take  the  opportunitv  of  asking 
vou  this  question  :  These  matters  are  fully  discussed 
by  the  Board  ? — Certainly. 

10,884.  And  in  committee  ? — Yes,  I  should  say  so, 
certwnly  fully  discussed. 

10,886.  And  as  far  as  you  know,  difference  of 
opinion  is  honestlv  and  fuUy  expressed  ? — ^I  have  no 
imputation  to  make  against  anybody  at  all  in  that 
way.  I  think  they  are  very  often  mistaken,  but 
perhaps  tliey  think  tiie  same  of  me. 


Sir  Joseph  Bazalgette  recalled  and  further  examined. 


'Sir 
y.  Bazaigettik 


(The  Witness.)  1  am  now  able  to  answer  the 
question  as  to  the  bricks  used  in  the  southern  low 
level  sewer.  The  specification  says:— ** The  bricks 
*^  to  be  used  genially  in  these  works  shall  be  tiie 
'*  best  description  of  ^t-clay  bricks.  Those  for  the 
^'  inner  ring  and  face  shall  be  No.  1  pressed  gait-clay 
^  bricks.  Those  for  the  outer  rings  shall  be  wire-cut 
*^  gait-clay  bricks,  all  equal  to  samples  which  may  be 
*^  -seen  at  the  offices  of  the  Board,  Spring  Gardens.'* 
Those  were  the  bricks  used. 

10.886.  (Chairman.)  Will  yon  read  that  again?— 
•*  Those  for  the  inner  ring  and  face  shall  be  No.  1 
**  pressed  gait-day  bricks.  Those  for  the  outer  rings 
•*  i^iall  be  wire-cut  gait-clay  bricks,  all  equal  to 
*^  samples  which  may  be  seen  at  the  offices  of  the 
**  Board,  Spring  Gardens.  Should  the  No.  1  pressed 
•*  galt-diay  bricks,  when  brought  upon  the  ground, 
"  not  be  considered  perfectly  satisfactory,  they  will 
"  be  rejected  entirely  or  required  to  be  picked  and 
*^  8orte<1  to  ensure  uniform  thickness  and  quality." 

10.887.  And  you  say  all  that  was  complied  with  ? — 
Then  it  goes  on  to  say: — **No  broken  bricks  or  bats 
^  i^all  be  brought  upon  the  works,  and  any  bricks 
**  which  shall  be  rejected  by  the  engineer  sliall  be 
"  immediatelv  carted  away  from  the  works.  All  the 
^  bricks  shiJl  be  thoroughly  soaked  with  water 
*^  before  being  used,  and  for  this  and  other  purposed 
**  the  contractor  shall,  when  and  where  required  by 
*^  the  engineer,  lay  on  water  from  the  nearest  water« 
**  company's  mains."    All  that  was  complied  with. 

10.888.  Then  will  you  answer  the  question  as  to 
the  tendef*  for  the  Chelsea  Embankment  ?— Yes.  I 
find  Webster's  was  not  the  lowest  tender.  There  was 
a  tender  by  a  Mr.  Drysdale  for  110,900/.,  but  he 
withdrew  his  tender  by  the  letter  which  appears  on 
l^e  minutes  of  the  Board,  saying  he  had  made  ar 
derieai  mistake,  and  1^  was  not  prepared  to  stand  by 
his  tender.  The  next  tender  was  Walker,  181,345/. ; 
tod  the  next  Neave,  133,500/. ;  and  then  fbllowed 
Webster,  193,950/.  So  that  Webster  was  then  2,600/. 
above  the^lOit^t  tender.    The  reasons  why  Webster 


was  taken  do  not  appear  upon  the  minutes,  but  I 
have  no  doubt  that  it  was  because  Webster  had  done 
a  large  amount  of  work  for  the  Board  satisfactorily, 
and  me  other  men  were  not  so  well  known. 

10.889.  With  Regard  to  Walker,  is  tkat  the  Mr, 
Walker  who  has  made  the  Severn  Tunnel,  and  is 
making  the  Manchester  Ship  Canal? — I  think  not. 
I  think  it  is  a  Mr.  Walker  who  has  done  work  fo 
the  Board. 

10.890.  The  Mr.  Walker  I  refer  to  is  a  well-known 
contractor  ? — ^Yes. 

10.891.  Did  not  Messrs.  Brassey,  Ogilvey,  and 
Harrison  tender  for  that  ? — No,  they  did  not  tender 
for  that.  They  would  not  have  been  passed  over,  I 
am  quite  sure.  I  beg  your  pardon ;  I  am  told  Messrs. 
Walker  are  the  well-known  contractors. 

10.892.  Do  you  know  why  Mes&i*s.  Walker, 
tendering  lower  than  Messrs.  Webster,  were  rejected  ? 
<^I  do  not  know.  I  thought  it  was  another  Walker, 
a  small  man  cdnnected  with  the  Metropolis. 

10.893.  Dp  you  know  whether  Mr.  Webster  after- 
wards amended  his  tender  ? — ^Not  as  to  what  I  am 
speaUng  of  now.  The  tenders  were  put  up  twice. 
On  the  first  occasion  there  were  two  or  three  that 
were  not  satisfactory,  and  the  Board  determined  to 
advertise  again.  Mr.  Webster's  teider  on  the  first 
occasion  was  144,000/.,  and  on  this  occasion  it  was 
jreduoed  to  133,000/.  Now  I  understand  it  is  doubtful 
whethei*  that  Walker  is  the  Walker  or  not ;  I  do  not 
know. 

10.894.  Would  there  be  any  record  of  any  discus- 
sion or  consideration  of  the  question  of  the  tenders  ? 
— *No,  I  think  not,  my  lord.  The  Board  on  those 
occasions  go  into  committee  (strangers  withdraw)  and 
discuss  these  matters;  and  then  the  Board  is  open 
again.  In  looking  at  the  minutes,  which  I  have  done 
since  lunch  time,  I  do  not  see  any  record. 

10.895.  Would  not  it  be  unusual  for  them  to  accept 
somebody's  tender  other  than  tbe  lowest  one;  and 
should  not  the  committee  report  to  the  Board  why 
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tb€7  batve  aoeepted  it  ?-<-!  do  not  think  tbe^y  have 
done  so  on  anj  occasion. 

10.896.  You  say  that  Messrs.  Brassey,  Ogilvey, 
and  Harrison  did  not  tender  on  that  occasion? — 
{After  inquiring  of  a  clerk.)  I  am  qnite  sore  they 
were  not  passed  over.  I  find  they  tendered  on  the 
first  occasion;  and  their  tender  was  182,500/.  We 
should  have  been  very  glad  to  have  had  Messrs. 
Brassey. 

10.897.  Then  on  the  second  occasion  when  it  was 
ivdvertised  again  ihey  did  not  tender  ? — ^No^  they  did 
not,  my  lord. 

- 10,898.  (Mr.  Winch.)  Now  that  you  have  got  this 
low  level  contract  before  you,  as  I  understand  you, 
some  portion  of  wire-cut  bricks  were  to  be  used  in 
that  contract  ? — Yes. 

10.899.  There  were  a  certain  number  of  wire-cut 
bricks  to  be  used.  Where  were  they  to  be  used  ? — ^As 
described  in  the  specification  here. 

10.900.  On  the  inner  ring,  I  think  you  said? — 
The  wire-cut  bricks  were  for  the  outer  rings. 

10.901.  It  could  be  seen  now  whether  in  fiwjt  the 
jMTOper  bricks  had  been  used  ? — Yes. 

10.902.  There  is  no  difficulty  about  it  now  ? — Not 
the  least. 

10.903.  Because  we  have  a  witness  coming  before 
the  Commission  possibly  who  gives  a  different  account. 
You  say  these  bricks  were  used.  You  do  not  say  that 
of  your  own  knowledge  ? — ^No,  T  say  it  having  had  an 
opportunity  of  going  into  it. 

10.904.  It  is  merely  reported  to  you  that  they  are  ? 
— ^Yes,  by  the  officer  who  had  charge  of  it. 

10.905.  (Chairman.)  Who  is  he?— Mr.  Bennett. 
He  had  charge  of  part  of  the  work.  His  father  was 
clerk  of  the  works  over  the  whole.  I  have  not  the 
least  doubt  myself,  knowing  the  hands  that  work  was 
in,  that  it  was  carried  out  thoroughly  up  to  the 
specification. 

10.906.  (Mr.  Bosanquet)  Who  were  the  contrac- 
tors ? — Messrs.  Webster, 


10.907.  (Mr.  JVinch^)  Is  the  difference  of  the 
price  between  those  two  bricks  about  a  pound  a  thou- 
sand ? — No. 

10.908.  How  much  ?  56*.  for  the  No.  1  pinks,  or 
white  glJt  bricks,  and  about  34*.  for  the  wire-cut? — 
Well,  I  should  not  like  to  say,  but  I  think  that  is 
excessive. 

10.909.  (Mr.  Bosanquet.)  I  believe  that  the  firm 
of  Messi's.  Webster  have  now  been  turned  into  a 
limited  company  ? — ^Yes,  I  think  so. 

10.910.  (Mr.  Meadows  White,)  1  believe  in  the 
form  of  tender  used  by  the  Board  they  do  not  bind 
themselves  to  take  the  lowest  tender? — No,  they  do 
not ;  and  it  stands  to  reason  that  if  there  is  a  con- 
tractor whom  they  well  know,  and  whose  tender  is 
not  materially  above  the  lower  one,  they  wfll  naturally 
prefer  it.  It  is  a  very  great  mistake  to  employ  a 
contractor  who  has  not  the  means  of  carrying  out  his 
contract  thoroughly.  It  always  leads  to  constat 
wrangling,  difficulty,  stoppage,  and  very  often  eventual 
&ilure. 

10.911.  (CJuzinnan.)  I  think  that  is  obvious 
There  are  many  reasons  which  wonld  induce  a  Boa^d, 
especially  if  there  was  only  a  small  difference,  to 
choose  a  tender  which  was  rather  higher  than  the 
lower  one,  as  being  in  the  end  more  economical  ? — 
Cheaper  in  the  end. 

10.912.  But  if  you  have  a  contractor  of  equal  cha- 
racter and  reputation  one  does  not  see  why  that 
should  be  done  ? — ^No. 

10.913.  (Mr.  Meadows-  White,)  I  believe  you  have 
not  quite  got  the  facts  together  as  to  the  matter  that 
Mr.  Bosanquet  wished  to  know  about  as  to  the 
Chemical  Department? — No;  the  subject  of  the 
treatment  of  sewage  by  various  chemical  agents  has 
occupied  the  attention  of  the  Board,  and  their 
chemical  advisers,  for  a  great  number  of  years.  There 
is  a  large  number  of  reports  upon  the  subject,  and 
before  I  am  prepared  to  speak  upon  that  subject  I 
should  like  to  look  up  those  reports. 


17  Jttljr  liSS. 
J.BatalgOie. 


Mr.  Hart  Bennett  sworn  arid  examined. 


10,914.  (Chainnan,)  What  position  do  you  oocupy 
at  the  Boanl  ? — Assistant-engineer. 

10,916.  Before  that,  what  was  your  position? — 
Assistant  in  the  Engineer's  Department. 

10.916.  How  long  have  you  been  in  tfa«  .service,  ol 
the  Board?— Since  1861,  except  for  a  short  interval 
when  I  went  to  India. 

10.917.  Were  you  engaged  on  the  southern  lev^ 
sewer  ? — I  was. 

10.918.  Was  it  your  duty  to  see  that  the  work  was 
done  according  to  the  contract? — It  was. 

10.919.  Would  it  be  your  duty  to'  see  that  the 
bricks  were  such  as  the  specification  required  ? — Yes. 

10.920.  It  is  suggested  that  in  that  case  the  bricks 
specified  were  of  superior  quality  to  the  bricks  which 
were  actually  permitted  to  be  put  in  ? — It  was  not  so 
on  the  sections  that  I  had  the  superintendence  of. 

10.921.  What  portion  was  that  ? — A  portion  of  the 
Old  Kent  Eoad,  the  Camberwell  New  Eoad,  and  the 
Harleyford  Eoad  as  far  as  Vauxhall  Cross. 

10.922.  Who  would  be  in  charge  of  the  other  sec- 
tions ? — My  father. 

10.923.  Who  was  the  contractor  for  that  work  ? — 
Mr,  Webster.  There  was  a  special  clerk  of  the  works 
on  each  section  besides. 

10.924.  Have  you  ever  received  any  payment  or 
consideration  from  the  contractor  ? — Kot  one  farthing. 

10.925.  In  any  shape  or  form  ? — In  any  shape  or 
form. 

10.926.  What  is  the  work  that  you  are  now 
engaged  upon  for  the  Board  ? — I  took  up  the  duties 
of  assistant-engineer  on  the  27th  of  April  of  this  year. 

10.927.  Have  yoii  a  district  under  you  ? — Yes,  a 
portion  of  the  southern  side  of  the  metropolitan  area. 

10.928.  (Mr.  Winch.)  With  regard  to  those  bricks 
that  were  used,  were  you  the  pei*8on  who  would 
actually  have  the  passing  or  refusing  of  them  ? — No. 


10.929.  Wha  wna  that  ? — ^The  assistant  engineer, 
Mr.  Grant. 

10.930.  You  would  have  nothing  to  do  with  that? 
—I  should  act  under  his  instructions,  of  course. 

10.931.  If  the  bricks  were  delivered  contrary  to 
the  specified  quality,  you  would  report-  it  to  him  ? — 
Yes. 

10.932.  Are  you  prepared  to  say  that  the  bricks 
used  were  up  to  sample  ? — On  those  particular  sections 
I  am  prepared  to  say  so. 

10,938.  How  much  of  the  section  ? — ^The  whole  of 
it  that  I  was  engaged  upon. 

10.934.  Can  you  tell  me  whether  at  the  lime  you 
are  speaking  of  there  was  a  man  of  the  name  of 
Jennings  employed  ? — ^Yes, 

10.935.  Upon  the  section  that  came  under  your 
notice  ? — ^He  had  the  sole  control  of  that. 

10.936.  You  agree  with  Sir  Joseph  Bazalgette  that 
if  wire-cut  bricks  were  used  on  the  outer  ring  you 
could  see  it  now  ? — ^Yes,  I  think  so. 

10.937.  What  would  be  the  difference  in  {Mice  ?-*•! 
cannot  say. 

10.938.  Are  you  pr^mred  to  say  that  with  regard 
to  your  section  wire-cut  bricks  were  not  used  on  the 
outer  ring  ? — They  are  specified  to  be  used  there. 

10.939.  I  thought  it  was  the  outer  ring  in  which 
the  best  bricks  were  to  be  used  ? — No,  it  is  the 
reverse,  the  inner  ring. 

10.940.  Are  they  best  bricks  which  have  been  used 
in  the  inner  ring  ? — ^Yes. 

10.941.  That  can  be  ascertained,  I  suppose,  whether 
the  best  bricks  were  or  were  not  used  in  the  inner 
ring  now  ? — ^I  should  think  so. 

10.942.  Are  you  prepared  to  say  vrtiether  that  is  so 
or  not  ? — On  the  section  I  had  the  superintendence  of 
I  am  prepared  to  say  that  it  was  so. 

Zz  2 


Mr. 
H.  Bennett, 
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Mr. 


Sir 


10,943.  What 
cannot  say. 


is  the  length  of  that  section  ? — I 


10,944.  Is  it  hiOf  a  mile  P—Comoderatily  more  thsn 
that. 


Sir  JosKPH  Bazai^gettk  recalled  and  farther  examined. 


10,945.  (Chairman.)  1  believe  that  you  have  now 
;ot  the  terms  of  the  contract  for  the  bricks  at  Battersea 
,n(]ge  ? — Yes.  **  The  bricks  to  be  used  in  this  con- 
"  tract,  except  where  otherwise  specially  provided, 
*<  are  to  be  picked  stock  bricks  of  the  best  and  hardest 
<<  quality,  equal  to  the  samples  to  be  seen  at  the  office 
*^  of  the  Board,  or  such  otiier  bricks  as  the  engineer 
<*  may  approve  of,  subject  to  such  conditions  as  he 


may  impose.  No  broken  bricks  or  bats  are  to  be 
brought  upon  the  works.  AH  bricks  which  may  be 
be  rejected  by  the  engineer  are  to  be  immediately 
removed  from  the  works.  All  the  bricks  are  to 
be  thoroughly  soaked  with  water  before  being  used, 
and  for  this  and  other  purposes  the  contractor  shall 
lay  on  water  without  extra  charge.** 


Mr.  John  Goodino  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr. 
J.  Gooding. 


10.946.  {Chairman.)  Were  you  employed  under 
Mr.  Edward  Bazalgette  on  the  Battersea  Bridge  ? — 
Iwaa. 

10.947.  Was  it  part  of  your  duty  to  examine  the 
bricks  ti^t  were  brought  there  ? — ^Tes. 

10.948.  Now  have  or  have  not  the  contractors 
brought  and  used  brides  there  that  are  not  the  best 
stock  bricks  ? — They  have  not. 

10.949.  They  have  not  brought  any? — There  have 
been  some  sent  and  rejected  and  taken  away  again. 

19.950.  They  have  not  been  allowed  to  put  in  any 
of  those  ? — They  have  not. 

10.951.  Have  you  had  any  pecuniary  dealings  with 
the  contractors  ? — None  at  all. 

10.952.  Or  received  anything  from  them  ? — 
Nothing  at  all. 

10.953.  {Mr.  Winch.)  With  regard  to  those  bricks 
that  were  rejected,  do  you  know  where  they  came 
from  ?— -lliey  came  from  five  difierent  yards. 

10.954.  Were  there  many  of  them? — Thei*e  were 
several  barge  loads. 

10.955.  How  many  thousands  were  there  rejected  ? 


— Well,  I  could  not  say  the  quantity ;  something  over 
100,000. 

10^56.  Which  came  in  five  different  barges  ?— No ; 
which  came  from  five  difiTerent  people.  The  con- 
tractors were  having  them  from  five  different  yards, 
and  we  had  the  pick  of  the  yards,  and  when  thev 
had  all  run  out,  of  course  they  sent  Uie  best  they  had, 
and  then  they  were  rejected. 

10.957.  Do  you  recollect  what  time  of  the  year  it 
was  when  they  were  rejected? — I  could  not  say 
exactly. 

10.958.  Was  it  last  summer  ?-~Tes,  certainly  last 
summer. 

10.959.  Was  that  the  only  occasion  when  bricks 
were  rejected  ? — Oh,  no ;  all  through  the  contracts. 

10^960.  How  often  would  it  occur,  once  a  fort- 
night ?— Oh,  no ;  not  at  all  at  any  regular  time. 

10,961.  But  about?  Ton  say  it  occurred  all  along 
through  the  contract.  You  say  there  were  constantly 
bricks  being  rejected  ? — There  were  constantly  bricks 
beinff  rejected ;  it  noay  have  been  a  month  apart.  It 
may liavo  been  six  weeks  apart,  or  it  may  have  been 
ooly  a  week. 


A4Journed  to  Tuesday  the  24th  instant. 


TWENTIETH  DAY. 


Taesday,  24th  Jidy.  1868. 


pjtBsmrt: 


LoRP  Hkraohbll. 


I 


Mb.  Grbnfbll. 
Lord  HEBSCHELL  in  the  Chaib. 


Mb.  Bosanqubt,  Q.C. 


Twentieth  Day.       {Mr.  Meadows- White.)  Will  your  Lordship  allow 

—  me  to  band  you  copy  of  minutes  which  have  been 
SI  Jmly  iSSS.    prepared  in  accordance  with  your  Lordship's  instruc- 

tions  relating  to  plots  39,  40,  and  41,  Queen  Victoria 

Street  —  the  Albert  Manbions  ?  {luinding  same)  I 
suggested  to  your  Lordship  that  Sir  Joseph  Bazalgette 
would  be  able  in  the  witness  box  to  give  the  minutes 
and  correspondence  relating  to  the  transactions  of  the 
Board  as  to  the  sewage  disposal  and  treatment  from 
the  date  of  the  report  of  Lord  Bramwell's  Committee 
lo  the  present  time.  When  I  made  that  promise  I 
did  not  know  the  great  length  to  which  the  minutes 
ran.  I  have  them  all  here.  Your  Lordship  has  been 
furnished  with  an  index  to  those  documents  which 
has  been  prepared  by  us.  The  minutes  will  be  here 
should  your  Lordship  wish  to  go  through  them  with 
the  assistance  of  the  index.  It  is  so  voluminous  that 
my  promise,  if  fulfilled,  would  have  taken  too  much  of 
the  Commissioners'  Ume.  I  think  it  will  be  found  to 
oe  a  very  full  index  of  all  the    documents.    The 


special  matter  to  which  Sir  Joeei^  Basalgetle  referred 
has  been  extracted,  namely,  as  to  the  chemists. 

{Mr,  Bosanguet.)  There  is  no  formal  reference  to 
the  chemists.  It  is  a  minute  as  to  one  particular 
experiment. 

{Mr.  Meadows-  White.)  I  think  your  Lorddiip  has 
been  furnished  with  the  minute  of  the  Sub-Committee 
of  the  14th  October  1886.  There  was  a  minute  of 
the  Works  Committee  authorising  the  Sub-Conunittee 
to  expend  500/.  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  indepen- 
dent opinions  upon  the  effluent  produced  at  Crossness, 
brought  up  by  the  clerk :  ^^  It  was  moved  by  Mr. 
'^  Selway,  seconded  by  Mr.  Edwards,  and  resolved, 
^  that  the  chemist  be  instructed  to  put  himself  in 
*<  communication  with  Dr.  Odling,  ProfSessOT  Ael, 
'<  Professor  Williamson,  and  Dr.  Dupr6,  for  the 
^  purpose  of  ascertaining  their  opinion  as  to  the 
^  effluent  produced  by  a  precipitation  of  the  sewage 
''  in  the  proportion  of  8  *  7  grains  of  lime,  and  one 
<'  grain  of  sulphate  of  iron  to  each  gallon  of  sewage. 
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such  an  efluent  as  tbej  oould 
sent  into  the  river  at  all  times  of 


the  only  referenoe  we 

If  you  will  look 
yon  will  find  it 


^  and  whether  it 
^  recommend  to  be 
**  the  tide.** 

(Mr.  Bo§anquei.)  That  ii 
hayegot. 

(Mr.  Meadows- White.)  Jntt  so. 
at  the  report  of  these  gentlemen, 
follows  that  reference. 

(Mr.  Boianquet.)  What  I  wanted  to  see  was 
whether,  as  was  suggested  by  Lord  Magheramome, 
these  chemists  had  only  been  employed  to  report  on 
one  particular  experiment  submitted  to  them,  or 
whether  they  had  been  consulted  as  to  the  best  plan. 
It  turns  out  that  they  were  consulted  on  one  particular 
experiment  and  no  more. 

(Mr.  Meadaws^FThite.)  On  the  19th  March  1888 
**  It  was  mored  by  Mr.  Cook  and  seconded  by  Mr. 
**  Williams :  That  it  be  recommended  to  the  Board 
**  to  appoint  Sir  Henry  Boscoe,  M.P.,  consulting 
^  chemist  to  the  Board,  in  connexion  with  the  deodo- 
**  risation  of  the  sewage  and  the  purification  of  the 
**  river  Thames,  upon  the  terms  and  conditions  stated 
"  in  his  letters,  and  during  tiie  pleasure  of  the 
«  Board.'* 

(Mr.  Boianquet.)  He  was  employed  before  the 
19th  March  1888. 

(Mr.  Meadows- fVMie.)  On  special  matters. 

[Mr.  Bosanqnei.)  He  made  a  report  before  then, 
which  is  the  one  which  appears  by  the  papers.  The 
Board  were  constantly  auLed  to  communicate  it  to 
vestries  and  other  persons,  which  they  declined. 
That  appointment  is  subsequent. 

(Mr.  Meadows-White.)  We  have  all  those  minutes. 
The  index  of  transactions  you  will  see  gives  pr^s  of 
eve^  document  in  the  minute.  On  the  2diil  March 
1888  there  is  an  extract  fh>m  the  report  of  the  Works 
Committee,  ''The  Board  on  the  18th  March  1887 
''  passed  a  resolution  as  follows :  That  it  be  referred 
**  to  some  chemist  of  eminence,  not  formerly  employed 
''  by  the  Board,  to  report  upon  the  treatment  of 
''  sewage,  in  the  sewers,  by  manganate ;  whether  it 
''  is  desirable  that  ^e  sewage  should  be  treated  in  any 
''  way  in  the  sewers,  and,  if  so,  what  is  the  best  mode 
^'  and  process  of  so  treating  it.** 


(Mr.  Bosanquet.)  That  is  quite  another  matter-  Tw«itiethD»y. 

That  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  works  at  the  out&U.  -  — 

That  deals  with  the  treatment  of  the  sewage  in  the  ^  ^^^  ^*^* 
sewers.    It  is  not  the  same  matter  at  all. 

(Mr.  Meadows-  White.)  Just  so.  Then  it  goes  on, 
'<  Your  Committee,  after  fully  considering  the  pro- 
''  posals  contained  in  Sir  Henry  Roecoe's  letters,  are 
^  of  opinion  that  they  are  sudh  as  the  Board  may 
**  properly  affree  to,  and  they  beg,  therefore,  to  sub- 
^  mit  the  following  recommendation:  That  Sir 
''  Henr^  Boscoe,  M.P.,  be  appointed  consulting 
'*  chemist  to  the  Board  in  connexion  with  the  deodo- 
^  risation  of  the  sewage  and  the  purification  of  the 
*'  river  Thames,  upon  the  terms  and  conditions  stated 
'^  in  his  letters,  and  during  the  pleasure  of  the 
^  Board.**  Then  there  is  a  motion  by  Mr.  Edwards, 
seconded  by  Mr.  Cook. 

(Mr.  Bosanquet.)  In  the  last  few  lines  you  see  the 
terms  of  Sir  Bfenry  Boscoe's  appointment. 

(Mr.  Meadows-  White.)  That  is  an  amendment 
moved,  and  it  was  moved  as  an  original  motion  after- 
wards^ ''  That  Sir  Henry  Boscoe,  M«P.,  be  appointed 
''  for  a  period  of  12  months  from  Uie  25th  instant, 
''  consulting  chemist  to  the  board  in  cannexion  with 
''  the  deodorisation  6t  the  sewage  and  the  purification 
''  of  the  river  Thames  upon  the  foUowing  terms  and 
'<  ccmditions  stated  in  his  letters,  that  the  entire  con- 
''  trol  and  supervision  of  the  matter  be  placed  in  his 
''  hands,  and  freedom  given  to  him  to  investigate  and 
«<  report  upon  the  whole  question  of  sewage  treat- 
^  ment ;  that  he  do  undertake  the  work  for  the  sum 
*<  of  1,500/.  per  annum,  this  charge  to  include  all 
expenses  of  maintenance  of  private  laboratory  and 
laboratory  experiments,  of  skUied  scientific  assis- 
tants necessary  to  carry  out  those  experiments,  and 
travelling  charges,  together  with  his  own  profes- 
sional services,  pers(mal  supervision,  and  advice." 
If  there  is  anything  else  you  want  speoiallv  taken  out, 
<^  course  we  shall  be  only  too  happy  to  do  so ;  but  I 
think  you  will  find  in  that  index  every  step  in  the 
transaction.  If  you  will  mark  in  pencil  any  special 
document  which  you  wish  to  see,  it  can  be  furnished. 


Mr.  Abthub  Cates  sworn  and  examined. 


10.962.  (Chairman.)  You  are  an  arohitect  in  the 
Depsfftment  <^  the  Woods  and  Forests  ? — ^I  am. 

10.963.  You  have  observed  that  a  statement  has 
been  made  Uiat  Mr.  VuUiamy's  view  as  to  the  value 
of  ^e  Pavilion  site  had  been  supported  by  Messrs. 
Gates  and  Beid  ? — ^I  have  observed  that. 

10^964.  As  far  as  you  know,  must  you  be  the 
surveyor  referred  to  diere  ? — I  presume  so.  I  am 
not  aware  of  any  other  surveyor  of  that  name. 

10.965.  Wero  you  in  any  way  consulted  as  to  that 
site  ? — ^Not  in  any  way. 

10.966.  Did  vou  express  any  opinion  as  to  its 
value  ? — Certainly  not. 

10.967.  As  far  as  you  are  aware,  did  you  ever 
see  any  plan  of  it  ? — No,  I  have  not  seen  any  plan 
of  it 

10^068.  I  b^eve  Mr.  YuUiamy  did  once  ask  you 
what  you  obtained  for  sites  in  Piccadilly  ? — He  did. 
I  had  occasion  to  see  Mr.  Yuiliamy  at  different  times 
on  various  uiatlers  of  t>ustnes8,  and  he  then  frequently 
asked  me  for  information  respecting  my  dealings  with 
land    that    had    recently    taken   phice,  and  on  one 


occasion  he  particukriy  asked  me  with  respect  to    Mr.A.Caies. 

dealings  with  land  in  Piccadilly,  with  roference,  as  he      

said,  to  what  was  likely  to  be  done  when  the  new 
street,  the  Shaftesbury  Avenue,  was  opened.  I  gave 
him  such  information  as  occurred  to  me  at  that  time, 
but  it  was  merely  in  a  conversational  manner. 

10.969.  And  no  definite  expression  of  your  view  as 
to  that  particular  site,  the  Pavilion  site  ? — Certainly 
not.  If  I  had  seen  a  plan  of  the  Pavilion  site  I 
certainly  should  have  expressed  a  distinct  view  with 
regard  to  the  frontage  line. 

10.970.  (Mr.  Meadows-White.)  I  understood  you 
to  say  you  had  some  conversation  about  the  site 
formerly? — ^No;  the  conversation  I  had  with  Mr. 
Yuiliamy  was  on  an  occasion  on  which  I  had  been 
with  him  on  some  business  connected  with  the  Board, 
and  he  siud  they  would  be  having  some  sites  to  deal 
with  in  Piccadilly,  and  asked  me  what  I  obtained  for 
land  in  Piccadilly,  with  which  I  had  dealt  some  two 
or  three  years  previously.  I  gave  him  that  informa- 
tion, as  well  as  I  could  recollect,  in  general  terms. 
It  was  simply  a  matter  of  conversation. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Francis  Hatman  Fowlsb  recalled  and  further  examined. 


10,971.  (Chairman.)  I  believe  you  are  desirous  of 
making  additions  to  and  corrections  of  your  former 
evidence? — ^I  am.  I  have  submitted  to  your  Lord- 
ship, in  accordance  with  your  wish,  a  list,  to  the  best 
of  my  knowledge  and  belief,  of  all  those  matters  in 
which  I  was  professionally  concerned  for  clients  dur- 
ing the  last  17  years,  and  in  which  I  advised  them; 


matters  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Board,  which 
your  Lordship  has,  I  think  received. 

10,972.  I  must  ask  you  as  to  that  in  order  to  get 
it  on  tiie  notes.  Ijie  first  is  Mr.  Earle  Bird: 
**  Advising  upon  the  plans  of  the  Albany  Estate  at 
Walworth  rejected  by  the  Board  "  ?— Tes»  that  is  tbe 
first, 

Zz  ;Ji 


Mr. 
P.  H.  Fowler. 
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Twentieth  I)aj.       10,973.  That  is  the  one  W9  have  alrea47  heai'd  of, 
for  which  you  received  a  fee  of  50/.? — That  and 

84Julyj888.    other  matters. 

3f^^  10,974.  The  next  is  in  the  same  year  ?— The  same 

F,  H,  Fowler.    7®*^,  from  Mr.  Earle  Bird  at  Brixton. 

■■■  10,975.  "  Advising  as  to  the  development  of  build- 

ing estate  at  Brixton  "  ?— Yes.  Perhaps  I  had  better 
read  them:  "Advising  Mr.  Bird  as  to  development  of 
"  a  building  estate  at  Brixton,  I  being  Mr.  Bird's 
"  regulai'  architect,  and  the  charge  for  this  work 
*^  included  a  measured  survey  and  adjustment  of 
**  boundaries  to  the  estate,  and  several  incidental 
"  matters.  Mr.  Bird  personally  made  the  necessary 
"  applications  to  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Worlds 
"  for  line  of  frontage." 

10^76.  Was  the  plan  he  submitted  a  plan  prepared 
by  you? — The  plan  he  submitted  was  part  of  the 
general  survey  which  I  made.  For  that  and  other 
matters  I  was  paid  50/.,  but  that  included  the  survey 
as  well  as  the  plans.  Tlien  the  next  one  was  Mr. 
Brown,  and  that  was  "  Advising  upon  laying  out  a 
"  small  property  at  Balham,  and  making  pluis.  I 
^*  was  the  archkect  to  the  estate,  and  made  designs 
*^  for  the  houses,  and  also  plans  for  the  use  of  the 
**  magistrates,  in  the  matter  of  an  application  for 
"  excise  licenses,  and  the  formation  of  the  roads  had 
"  to  >je  laid  before  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works." 
In  this  case  Mr.  Brown  was  a  builder  himself,  and  he 
personally  applied  to  the  Board. 

10.977.  For  that  your  fee  was  25/.  ?— That  was 
25/. 

10.978.  Were  the  plans  that  he  submitted  the  plans 
you  had  prepared  ?— Yes,  they  were  plans  prepared 
from  my  surveys. 

10.979.  The  next  was  in  the  same  year,  1881  ?— 
Dr.  Townsend,  in  my  parish.  I  made  a  design  for  a 
proposed  conservatory  which  he  wished  to  have  in  the 
Clapham  Koad.  I  am  not  quite  sure  whether  he  made 
any  application  to  the  Board.  They  were  in  reference 
to  the  Building  Acts,  and  therefore  it  was  a  matter 
which  the  Boaixl  had  jurisdiction  over. 

-  10,980.  That  is  to  say,  it  was  a  conservatory  pro- 
jecting upon  the  road  ? — Projecting  on  his  gardens, 
but  under  the  Act  of  Parliament  it  could  not  be  built 
without  it  was  constructed  of  fireproof  material,  and 
therefore  a  survey  was  made.  There  was  a  small  fee 
of  five  guineas.  I  knew  nothing  about  it;  it  was 
done  in  my  ofiice.  The  next  one  was  "  Assi^ng  and 
advising  Mr.  Kersey,'-  who  is  an  architect  and  a  ^iend 
of  mine,  in  laying  out  at  Forest  Hill  an  estate  of  600 
houses.  I  had  given  him  a  considerable  amount  of 
assistance.  He  made  his  own  plans,  and  they  were 
submitted  to  me  from  time  to  tone ;  it  was  a  very  long 
time  about.  He  afterwards  came  up  to  the  Board 
and  made  an  application. 

10,981«  Was  that  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
the  litie  of  frontage? — Generally  laying  out  the 
estate. 

10.982.  That  was  20  guineas  ?—Yes.  Then  there 
was  a  fee  of  80  guineas  which  I  had  in  the  year  1 883, 
for  "  Attending  at  Brockley,  taking  particulars,  find 
"  advising  as  to  the  proper  direction  of  drainage,  &c. 
<'  of  the  estate,  calculating  amount  of  surface  drainage 
"  to  be  provided  for,  and  the  size  of  sewers," 

10.983.  Advising  as  to  plans  ? — Advising  as  to 
plans,  Ac.  Then,  in  1882,  I  advised  a  Mr.  Duncan- 
son  as  to  property  at  Brixton  Place,  Brixton,  and  also 
subsequently  in  1883.  It  was  with  regard  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Eush  Common  Act.  I  cwivised  him 
in  that  case  that  he  could  not  build,  but  I  think  he 
made  an  application  to  the  Board.  I  did  not,  and  it 
was  refused.  I  advised  that  he  could  not  get  it. 
Then,  in  1882,  I  advised  Mr.  Kynock,  who  was  a 
member  of  my  vestry,  as  to  a  new  road  at  Clapham, 
and  plans  were  made.  I  told  him  I  thought  it  could 
not  be  granted,  aud  it  was  not  granted  by  the  Board. 
I  did  not  make  the  application. 

10,9S4.  Were  you  present  in  the  Building  Act 
Committee  when  the  application  came  forward  ? — I 
cannot  carry  my  mind  to  that.    I  should  think  not. 


10,985.  Duziag  tius  time  you  wore  a  member  of  <he 
Building  Act  Committee  ?— Certainly.    Then  there 
was  a  similar  case  also  in  1885  for  Mr.  Kynock.    I 
have  looked  very  carefully  and  tried  to  And  the  plan, 
and  I  am  not  able  to  find  it.     It  was  a  very  smaR 
matter— I  only  charged  61.    There  was  a  matter  in 
1883  for  Mr.  Colbran.    I  advised  him  as  to  a  small 
addition  to  a  house  in  the  Brompton  Road,  so  as  to 
comply  with  the  requirements  of  the  Metropolitan 
Building  Act    I  do  not  know  that  any  application 
WM  made  to  the  Board.     The  question  was  between 
him,  I  think,  and  the  district  surveyor.    Then,  in 
1883,  there  is  the  matter  of  the  Criterion  Theatre, 
upon  which  I  advised  Mr.,  Webster  as  to  a  syst^n 
of  ventilation.    I  devised  a  scheme  for  ^  getting  rid 
**  of  the  then  eodsting  system  of  artiieial  rentflation 
"  by  steam  £ems  and  otherwise,  which,  in  the  event 
*'  of  fire  occurring,  would  be  altogether  dangerous, 
'<  and  for  substituting  instead  thereof  an  entirely  new 
"  means  of  introducing  the  air  durect  into  the  theatre, 
"  so  as  to  have  a  system  of  natural  ventihition.^ 
Then,  in  1883,  Mr.  Churchyard,  a  member  of  my 
vestry.    Instructions  were   taken  in  my  oflke    for 
taking  the  leveb  of  a  new  road.     The  work  was  done 
in  the  oSce.    1  did  not  see  the  plans  myself^  but 
Mr.  Churchyard  made   his   own    application  to  the 
Board,  and  I  hardly  know  what  became  of  it,  but  I 
think  it  was  refused.    Then,  in  1884,  Mr.  lOsden  had 
an  elevation  made  by  one  of  my  derks,  who  is  a 
very  clever  draughtsman,  of  a  building  in  Kensing- 
ton—the  De  Vere    Gardens    case.      He  wanted  a 
drawing  made  of  a  house  to  produce  in  oourt,  and 
when  he    made    the    application,   my     clerk,    who 
is  a  very  clever  drau^tsman,   went  up  and  made 
it      I  did  not  see  it,  and  did  not  know  anything 
about  it.    An  application  was  made  to  the  Board 
afterwards,     and    therefore    I    thought    it    proper, 
as  it  was  incidental   to  these  things,  that  1  should 
mention  it.     Then,  under  the  Duchy  of  Comwalt, 
"  plans  were  prepared  in  my  office  for  an  application 
"  to  the  Metrq)ditan  Board  of  Works  for  its  approval 
"  to  the  consent,  already  given  by  the  Duchy  of 
"  Cornwall,  to  an  extension  of  lease  of  Nos.  116  to 
"  126  Lower  Kennington  lime."     The  Dnchy   of 
Cornwall  had  given  their  assent  to  the  lease  being 
extended  on  condition  that  certain  works  were  done 
and  improvements  made.     Both  drawings  were  made 
in  the  oflioe ;  but  they  required  also  the  sanction  of 
the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  because  they  buih 
somewhat  in  the  forecourt,  and  therefore  a  copy  of 
those  drawings  was  sent  for  the  sanction  of  the  Board 
Dy  Mr.  Mines.    I  made  the  drawings,  and  was  paid 
for  them.     Then  with  respect  to  the  next  one.     It 
was  an  applicaUon  for  bringing  out  a  bay  wdndow, 
and  for  a  settlement  of  the  building  line  of  frontage 
by  Mr.  Viney.    I  was  architect   to  an  estate  on 
which  Mr.  Viney  had  some  land.    A  plan  was  made ; 
r  uever  saw  the  plan,  but  a  plan  was  made  in  the 
office,  and  Mr.  Viney  made  an  application  to  the 
Board  for  it.     The  fee  was  5/.  5*.     This  was  the 
bringing  out  of  a  bay  window  on  an  estate  of  which 
I  was  ai-chitect.     The  builder  came  to  my  office  and 
had  a  drawing  made  for  the  purpose  of  getting  the 
consent  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works.     I 
was  not  individually  consulted    in    the  matter.    1 
believe    Mr.   Viney  made  an    application.     It    was 
an  ordinary  thing  which  the  Board  generally  grants. 
Then,  in    1886,  Mr.    Pothonier  called    me    in    to 
survey  a  lodge  at  Streatham,  which  he  had  built 
in  the  centre  of  his  land.     He  had  not  complied  with 
the  Building  Act,  and  some  one  in  my  vestry  asked 
me  if  I  would  go  down  and  see  it.     I  went  down  and 
advised  Mr,  Pothonier  that  it  was  not  in  compliance 
with  the  Act  of  Pai-liament,  and  he  was  bound  to 
make  an  application  to  the  Metropolitan  Board,  and 
I  suggested  to  him  in  what  direction  the  building 
should  be  made  so  as  to  conform  to  the  Act.     In 
1886  the  Artisans,  Labourers,  and  General  Dwellmgs 
Company,  Limited,  consulted  me  as  to  the  interpre- 
tation of  the  14th  section  of  the  Building  Act  Amend* 
ment  Act  of  1883,  as  applicable  to  building  over  areas 
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of  49  houses  of  varying  depth  in  the  rear,  situate  in 
the  Harrow  Road  and  adjoining  the  Grand  Junction 
Canal.  The  plans  were  made  of  the  49  houses,  and 
ly  to  the  best  of  mj  ability,  advised  what  amount  of 
areas  should  be  covered  over,  and  how  they  should  be 
eovered  over  in  order  to  comply  with  the  Act.  I  sent 
my  views  as  requested  by  the  Board.  The  company 
then  made  their  own  application  to  the  Metropolitan 
Board. 

10.986.  What  do  you  mean  by  **  as  requested  by 
the  Board"?— By  the  Artisans,  Labourers,  and 
Greneral  Dwellings  Company. 

10.987.  The  board  of  the  company  ?— Yes.  They 
asked  me  to  advise  them  what  they  should  do.  They 
were  in  difficulty  with  the  district  surveyor,  and  the 
plans  were  sent  to  me.  There  were  46  houses,  and 
I  did  so  advise  them,  and  the  managing  director  of 
the  company  took  the  necessary  steps  to  bring  the 
matter  before  the  Board. 

10.988.  Were  you  at  the  committee  when  those 
plans  came  forward  ? — I  do  not  remember  it.  All 
that  I  advised  waB  that  they  should  act  in  conformity 
with  the  Act  of  Parliament 

10.989.  You  were  advising  as  to  how  much  land 
they  were  to  give  up  to  the  public,  I  understand  ?— 
No,  how  the  areas  at  the  back  of  the  houses  could  be 
built  over.  Under  the  14th  section  of  the  Building 
Act  Amendment  Act,  1883 — a  recent  Act — the  areas 
at  the  rear  of  houses  were  altered,  and  there  was  a 
good  deal  of  difference  of  opinion  between  the  district 
surveyors,  especially  as  to  what  is  the  proper  area, 
and  how  that  area  is  to  be  dealt  with,  whether  it 
should  be  taken  at  the  level  of  the  ground 
floor,  or  whether  it  should  be  wholly  in  the  basement, 
and  upon  that  question  I  gave  an  opinion,  which 
opinion,  I  believe,  has  been  generally  received  as  the 
opinion  of  the  profession,  and  also  the  legal  opinion 
as  expressed  by  the  magistrates.  They  had  not  been 
before  the  Board  about  an  application,  but  they  came 
to  me  simply  to  ask  my  opinion,  knowing  me  very 
well,  some  of  them,  and  I  gave  it  them.  They  also 
consulted  me  as  to  the  land  to  be  given  up  to  the 
public  way  at  Lisson  Gh-ove.  I  did  advise  them  as 
to  an  alternative  scheme  of  frontage. 

10.990.  Had  that  been  before  the  Board  ?— I  do 
not  think  it  had  been  before  the  Board.  Then 
also  as  to  the  excessive  height  of  the  buildings  in 
Broadley  Street.  The  buildings  were  exceecEngly 
high,  very  objectionable ;  they  overshadowed  the 
buildings  on  the  other  side,  and  I  advised  that  they 
should  reduce  the  height  by  making  a  '' Mansard 
roof,*^  and  instead  of  having  walls  to  go  right  up,  so 
as  to  reduce  the  height;  they  could  then  make  an 
application  to  the  Board,  and  they  did  make  an  appli- 
cation to  the  Board,  and  that  was  granted,  I  cannot 
call  to  mind  that  I  was  present.  I  daresay  I  was. 
Then  there  was  a  sui-vey  made  in  my  office,  not  by 
myself  personally,  but  for  Messrs.  Sutton  and  Dudley, 
of  some  land  which  they  had  in  Victoir  Place,  Lambeth| 
in  1884.  It  appeared  afterwards  that  this  property 
was  taken  compulsorily  by  the  Board  in  the  year 
1887.    A  charge  was  made  of  9/.  9^.  for  that. 

10.991.  Was  your  survey  used  in  1887  ?— I  think 
not ;  it  was  only  a  valuation. 

10.992.  Was  that  used  in  1887  ?— No,  it  was  not 
used. 

10.993.  What  did  you  value  it  for  in  1884  ?— They 
asked  what  would  be  the  value  of  that  land.  -There 
was  a  question  whether  they  should  sell  it  or  whether 
they  should  build  upon  it>  and  they  asked  ray  opinion 
upon  that  and  I  gave  it.  I  did  not  do  it ;  it  was  done 
by  my  clerks. 

10.994.  Were  there  any  proceedings  in  1887  ? — ^It 
was  compulsory. 

10.995.  I  mean  as  to  the  settlement  of  the  amount. 
Was  it  settled  by  arrangement?  —  By  proceedings. 
Their  solicitors  settled  that.  I  had  nothing  to  do 
with  it. 

10.996.  You  were  not  consulted  in  that? — No, 
their  solicitors,  Walters,  Deverell,  and  Co.  Then  I  was 
consulted  by  the  Honourable  Society  of  Clifford's  Inn ; 


at  least,  they  sent  me  notice  of  a  dangerous  structure,  Twentietli  Day. 
some  building  there,  and  the  notice  was  handed  to  "^^ 

me  and  I  was  asked  whether  I  would  advise  as  to    **  ^^y  *®^' 
dangerous  structures.     It  ii  the  only  one  I  ever  did,  "TT^ 

and  all  I  did  was  to  call  in  the  buiidOT  and  put  the    jc.  H^Fomler 

notice  in  his  hands  and  tell  him  what  to  do.    47/.      ! L 

was  laid  out.  My  fees  were  very  small.  I  had  to 
see  that  it  was  properly  done.  It  is  under  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Board.  Further  than  that  the  Board 
had  no  special  cognisance  of  it  The  other  matter  is 
as  to  Mr.  Phipps*  matters.  There  are  two  other 
matters.  I  have  put  tiiem  in,  but  I  hare  already 
given  them  in  evidence. 

10.997.  Do  you  mean  the  two  sums  of  40/.  and 
47/.  lOs,  which  you  received  from  Mr.  Phipps  in 
respect  of  Hengler's  Circus  and  the  Albert  Palace  ? — 
Yes,  they  are  already  in  evidence.  I  thought  I  would 
put  them  into  the  list  so  as  to  make  as  perHsct  a  dis- 
closure as  I  could  of  all  these  cii'cumstances.  You 
will  see  by  that,  that  in  the  17  years  these  feea 
amounted  to  the  sum  of  462/.,  and  adding  the  two 
other  sums,  87/.  10*.,  to  them,  it  makes  a  total  of  560/., 
which  I  have  received  in  fees  in  advising  clients  as  to 
questions  which  the  Board  had  jurisdicmn  over. 

10.998.  There  are  certain  questions  you  wish  to 
correct  your  answers  to  ?— 2487,  with  reference  to 
theatres.  I  have  to  except  the  case  of  the  Criterion 
Theatre  —  no  other  theatre  except  the  Criterion 
Theatre.  I  put  that  in.  Then  with  reference  to 
2496  and  7436.  I  find  on'  reference  to  the  drawings 
which  I  found  in  the  office  since  my  last  examination, 
that  I  was  mistaken  in  supposing  that  I  did  not  advise 
as  to  any  alterations  in  the  construction  of  the  theatre. 
I  see  by  such  drawings  that  as  far  as  the  pri  and 
gallery  entrances  were  concerned  they  would  have  to 
be  altered  in  order  to  meet  the  requiremaits  of  the 
scheme  proposed  by  me  fov  the  natural  ventilation.  I 
have  brought  those  drawings.  I  did  not  know  that 
I  had  them.  They  are  three  in  number.  It  was 
stated  in  those  questions  that  the  whole  of  my  report 
was  viva  voce^  and,  in  reference  to  that,  I  show  the 
drawings,  showing  that  though  there  was  no  report  in 
writinsr  there  were  drawings  made  at  the  time. 

10.999.  Were  these  three  prepared  by  you  ? — ^The 
black  part  was  brought  to  me,  and  the  part  coloured 
green  is  the  alterations  that  I  proposed.  That  is  the 
area.     That  is  the  scheme  of  ventilation. 

11,000.  Do  you  mean  that  this  green  part  is  the 
only  part  you  put  on  ?  —  Yes,  that  is  where  the 
ventilation  took  place. 

11^001.  {Mr.  Bosanqaet)  What  does  that  represent 
— an  area  ? — An  area. 

11.002.  Open  to  the  outer  ah*  ?— Exactly  so,  and 
all  the  buildings  on  it  removed  at  a  cost  estmiated  by 
me  at  8,500/. 

11.003.  (Mr,  Grenfell.)  You  made  a  distinction 
before,  that  the  Board  had  no  jurisdiction  over  the 
ventilation.  Do  you  still  adhere  to  that  ? — ^I  do  not 
think  they  have  any  legal  right  over  the  ventilation. 

11.004.  But  it  was  only  on  ventilation  that  they 
condemned  the  theatre  ? — Oh,  no,  they  condemned  it 
on  general  grounds,  exits,  and  things  of  that  sort. 
They  did  not  do  it  on  the  simple  ground  of  ventilation, 
but  they  gave  no  reason.  These  are  the  attendances 
I  gave  those  gentlemen  (handing  same  to  his  Lord" 
ship).  According  to  their  evidence  it  appears  they 
were  never  there.  They  were  at  my  chambers,  I 
think,  14  or  16  times. 

11,006.  (Chairman,)  There  appear  to  have  been 
13  different  days? — They  were  there  13  different 
days,  and  very  close  together,  exclusive  of  the  four  or 
five  visits  which  I  attended  myself  on  the  premises. 
I  thought  I  would  put  that  in.  As  regards  2506  it 
is  merely  to  correct  a  sum  that  I  cave  in  evidence 
as  to  the  cost.  The  estimates  for  the  Oxford  Music 
Hall  I  have  got  from  my  papers  now,  and  I  find  it  is 
2,348/.  The  1,000/.  was  merely  the  fire-proofing  of 
the  floor,  and  the  other  matters  were  matters  con- 
nected with  entrances  and  other  things  and  improved 
lighting.  Then  2506,  which  is  the  next  matter  I 
wish  to  correct,  die  exact  amount  there  is    117/. 
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instead  of  bOt.t    it  is  Uken  on   the    wrong  basis. 

Then  2608;    the  actual  amount  received    by    Mr. 

Street,  who  did  the  sapervisiou  of  the    work,   was 

40/.    and  20/.,  in  all,  60/.    I  forget  what   sum  I 

pat  in«     That  is  the  exact  sum  that  he  received. 

Then  with    regard  to    25(iO  and  2545,  I  find    in 

reference  to  advisins  architects  after  looking  in  to 

the  thing  that  I  did  advise  Mr.  Kersey  and   Mr. 

Colbran,  whom   I  have   akeadv  spoken    of  in  the 

general  list  I  have  given  in.     1  advised  them  upon 

those    matters,    and   therefore    my   answer    is    not 

correct,  as  far  as  those  two  gentlemen  are  concerned. 

Then  in  3629,  as  to  the  Artisans  Dwellings  Company, 

I  said  I  had  not  advised  as  to  lines  of  frontage.     In 

that  case  I  find  Uiere  was  a  line  of  frontage  which 

I  have  already  disclosed  in  my  statement.    Then  as 

to  8651  and  3652, 1  have  excepted  the  Honourable 

Society  of  Clifibrd's  Inn  with  re^rd  to  that  dangerous 

structure.    I  find  I  had  a  notice  sent  to  me,  and  I 

handed  it  over  to  the  builder.     The  answer  is  literaliy 

true,  but  thare  is  the  aforesaid  case  of  the  Honourable 

Society  of  Oiiford's  Inn  fee,  relative  to  dangerous 

structure  business,  outstanding,  and  still  due  to  me. 

I  have  not  received  it ;  it  is  a  very  small  matter,  a 

guinea  or  two.     With  retbrence  to  7473,  which  is  the 

Walworth  Estate  Improvement,  I  desire  to  ooirect 

this  answer  in  accordance  with  the  explanation  given 

in  my  letter  to  Lord  Herschell.     In  answer  to  this 

question  of  his  Lordship's  I  stated,  from  recollection 

of  a  matter  that  occurred  eight  years  ago,  that  no 

plans  had  been  firstly  submitted  to  the  Board.     I 

bdieved  this  statement  to  be  true,  but  on  reference  to 

the  minutes  of  the  proceedings  of  the  Board  I  find 

that  Mr.  Bird  did  submit  plans  to  the  Board  in  the 

first  instance.     So  far  as  I  am  concerned,  the  evidence 

of  Mr.  Bird  given  on  the  6th  of  July  is  substantially 

correct;   but  I  would  mention  this  fact,  that  the 

improved  j^an  that  I  made,  about  which  Mr.  Bird 

came  to  me,  was  not  submitted  to  the  Board  in  the 

*  second  instance.     I  advised  a  plan  which  dealt  more 

liberally  with  the  land,  and  did  not  crowd  the  houses 

so  dose  together,  and  Mr.  Bird,  who  was  within  the 

four  comers  of  the  Act,  crowded  as  many  houses  as 

he  possibly  could,  which  I  disapproved  of  and  advised 

him  not  to  do.     That  plan  was  not  submitted  to  the 

Board.     My  plan  never  was  submitted  to  them.     I  do 

not  believe  I  supported  the  plan  when  it  came  before 

the  committee. 

]  1,006»  Was  it  passed  ? — It  was  not  passed  on  the 
terms  in  which  it  was  laid  before  the  committee.  It 
was  passed  conditionally  upon  some  things  being  done 
to  satisfy  them.  I  also  ask  your  Lordship  to  permit 
me  to  deny  some  statement  niiMle  here  by  Mr.  £mden. 
I  most  emphatically  deny  that  there  was  any  arrange- 
ment by  me  with  Mr.  Sefton  Parry,  or  otherwise,  by 
which  Mr.  Eniden  was,  as  he  has  suggested  in  his 
evidence,  supplanted  by  me  as  architect.  I  have 
known  Mr.  Parry  for  40  years,  and  for  the  past  25 
years  was  often  consulted  by  him.  When  he  employed 
me  in  this  matter,  Mr.Emden's  name  was  not  mentioned, 
and  I  never  heard  of  him  until  some  time  after.  When, 
on  examination,  the  foundations  of  the  site  were  found 
to  be  bad,  Mr.  Parrv  wished  to  cancel  his  contract 
lor  the  land,  and  he  stated  with  expressions  of 
annoyance  that  it  was  first  brought  to  his  notice  by 
Mr.  Emden,  to  whom  he  had  paid  25  guineas  for  so 
doing.  Until  then  I  had  never  heard  Mr.  Emden's 
name  associated  with  the  matter.  Then  with  regard 
to  Terry's  Theatre  I  understand  my  name  was  men- 
tioned there.  I  suppose  I  was  the  architect  i*eferred 
to -from  the  way  in  which  it  was  put.  Regarding  this, 
I  say  that  no  communication  was  made  to  me.  I 
Slightly  knew  Mr.  Grodwin,  who  sent  in  to  the  Board 
the  first  plans,  which  were  at  once  approved.  I 
have  no  knowledge  of  Mr.  Wilmot,  and  no  one  ever 
spoke  to  me  as  to  being  joint  architect,  nor  have  I 
mentioned  the  subject  to  anyone.  It  came  upon  me 
with  great  surprise.  Then  the  other  matter  is  a  state- 
ment made  by  a  Mr.  Snelling  with  r^ard  to  the  Palmer- 
Bton  Avenue,  Brixton.  I  most  emphatically  deny  that 
there  is  any  truth  in  Mr.  Sndling's  statement,  as  far 


as  the  inuendos  and  suggestions  made  by  him,  and 
I  ascribe  them  to  personal  feeling,  and  in  particular 
because  I  was  a  professional  witness  in  an  action  for 
trespass  on  some  property  abutting  on  his  land. 
I  never  was  concerned  for  Mr.  Smallman,  and  I  never 
acquiesced  in  any  road  being  formed  contrary  to  the 

5 revisions  of  the  Bush  Common  Act.  I  believe  that 
[r.  Smallman,  upon  seeing  Mr.  Snelling's  statement 
that  I  had  been  concerned  for  him,  has  been  before 
the  Commission  and  denied  it  here.  An  attempt 
was  made  in  connexion  with  the  Brixton  Markets 
Bill  some  two  years  since  to  procure  an  Act  of 
Parliament  to  repeal  the  Bush  Common  Act 
Public  feeling  at  Brixton  ran  very  high,  and 
considerable  opposition  was  brought  to  bear  against 
the  scheme,  which  ultimately  fell  through.  The 
forecourts  of  the  houses  in  the  vicinity  of  this 
new  road  were  and  are  now  in  a  mo%t  disreputable 
condition.  They  are  of  no  use  to  the  occupiers  of 
the  houses,  and  are  an  eyesore  to  the  neighbourhood, 
which  is  highly  developed,  and  when  Mr.  Snelling 
commenced  pulling  down  the  houses  in  order  to  open 
up  the  new  street  I  mentioned  to  him  that  it  would 
be  an  excellent  opportunity  to  try  and  get  all  the 
parties  interested  in  the  neighbourhood  to  agree  to  a 
public  improvement,  and  I  offered  to  give  every  assist- 
ance that  I  possibly  could.  I  emphatically  deny  that 
I  asked  to  be  professiondly  concerned,  in  hct^  I  had 
already  been  concerned  for  one  of  the  parties  who 
had  a  portion  of  the  land  which  he  had  taken  fVom 
a  client  of  mine,  and  I  could  not  assist  him  in  his 
scheme,  but  the  public  improvements  suggested  by  me 
would  have  been  eutirely  within  the  provisions  ^  the 
Rush  Common  Act 

11.007.  What  do  you  mean  by  saving  you  could 
not  assist  him  in  the  scheme  ? — I  could  not  assist  him 
in  the  scheme  which  he  had. 

11.008.  Why  ?— For  this  reason,  that  he  had  only  a 
portion  of  the  land,  and  I  did  not  see  my  way  to  cany 
it  out.  They  had  not  acquired  the  land  in  Brixton 
Place,  it  was  some  land  at  the  rear,  and  he  wanted  to 
make  an  arcade  there,  and  I  could  not  assist  him.  He 
wanted  me  to  find  the  money  for  it,  and  I  declined  it 
on  these  grounds.  Being  a  resident  in  the  neighbour- 
hood of  Brixton,  living  close  by,  and  having  property 
of  my  own  on  the  Rudi  Common,  upon  which  I  was 
obliged  (o  set  back  my  own  houses  at  a  great  loss  of 
5,000/.  in  order  to  comply  with  the  Act,  it  was  not 
likely  that  I  should  be  a  party  to  allowing  anyone  to 
come  forward  on  the  Rush  Common.  Therefore  I 
have  always  taken  a  lively  interest  in  preventing  it 
and  keeping  it  an  open  space,  but  in  this  case  there 
was  a  great  deal  of  public  feeling.  I  took  a  great 
part  in  stopping  it.  The  place  was  left  in  a  dis- 
reputable state,  and  I  proposed  that  a  road  should  be 
made  round  it  and  laid  out  so  as  to  make  it  decent,  so 
as  to  make  a  public  improvement,  and  what  I  offered 
to  do  was  to  do  it  in  my  public  capacity — at  my  vestry 
and  in  the  neighbourhood — to  get  the  improvement 
carried  out.  I  had  no  idea  of  being  professionally 
concerned  at  all ;  in  fact  I  could  not  do  so  under  the 
circumstances  in  which  I  was  placed.  Then  I  saw  it 
was  suggested  that  I  must  have  had  something  to  do 
with  Mr.  Cobeldick's  houses  in  Brixton. 

11.009.  (Mr*  Bosanquet.)  Before  vou  leave  that 
matter  of  Mr.  Snelling,  you  read,  I  suppose,  the 
shorthand  notes  of  his  evidence  ? — ^I  did. 

11.010.  Do  you  deny  that  you  met  him  before  the 
meeting  of  the  syndicate — ^what  he  calls  a  syndicate — 
about  Brixton  Road  ? — I  knew  nothing  about  a 
syndicate  at  all. 

11.011.  I  do  not  know  whether  it  is  a  meetingof 
the  syndicate  or  of  the  vestry,  but  he  says : — "We, 
have  a  meeting  every  Friday  "  ? — ^No>  Thursday,  I 
should  tiiink.    It  was  the  vestir. 

11.012.  He  says  :—<' I  met  Mr.  Fowler.  Hebvonght 
**  the  matter  up,  and  he  asked  me  to  introdnce  him  to 
^*  the  syndicate.  I  told  him  it  would  be  of  no  use  as 
"  I  had  introduced  an  architect  of  our  own  whom  I 
"  had  known  many  years."  Do  you  say  nothing  of 
that  kind  passed  ? — It  never  ] 
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11.013.  Neither  he  nor  yoii  mentioned  the  sugges- 
tion of  your  being  architect  ? — Never — never  dreamt 
of  it.     I  would  not  have  acted  for  him. 

11.014.  Then  he  goes  on  to  hAj — I  do  not  know 
whether  you  remember  this  :  "  It  would  be  advisable, 
<*  for  I  could  make  things  go  so  easy  for  yoa.  I 
**  could  make  a  nice  promenade  in  front  for  you.'* 
What  do  you  say  to  that  ?  Is  that  all  imagination  ? — 
I  certainly  said  this :  "  Here  is  a  public  disgrace  and 
•*  scandal  in  Brixton,  and  if  you  can  get  rid  of  it  now 
"  by  making  a  public  improvement  I  will  do  all  I 
**  can  in  assisting  you,  not  as  architect,  but  as  a  public 
**  man  living  in  the  neighbourhood  and  having  an 
**  interest  in  the  property,  and  my  client,  Mr.  Bird, 
<*  having  laid  out  100,000/.  right  opposite,  I  think 
**  it  would  be  a  great  thing  to  get  rid  of  this 
**  scandal." 

11.015.  (Mr,  Grenfell.)  What  was  the  scandal?— 
The  scandal  was  in  consequence  of  these  forecourts 
not  being  able  to  be  built  upon,  and  they  wanting 
to  make  the  houses  shops ;  the  people  had  pulled 
down  all  the  railings  and  it  was  all  left  in  a  rough 
state — quite  a  disgrace  to  the  neighbourhood.  If 
anyone  drives  down  they  will  see — close  to  the 
railway  station  you  will  find  they  pulled  it  down. 

11.016.  I  was  there  two  days  ago.  Is  it  where  it 
IS  written  up  "Brixton  improvement"  ? — That  is  the 
improvement  they  are  carr}'ing  out — and  that  he 
suggested  I  wanted  to  be  concerned  in.  It  is  the 
adjoining  property,  right  and  left. 

11.017.  {Mr,  Bosanquet.)  Were  there  some  plans 
laid  before  the  Board  of  Works  by  the  syndicate? — 
Yes. 

11.018.  For  theb  approval  ? — Yes. 

11.019.  Before  they  came  before  the  Board  of 
Works  did  you  meet  Mr.  Snelling  at  another  vestry 
meeting,  and,  as  he  says,  lean  over  the  gangway  and 
ask  him  whether  he  had  mentioned  what  you  said  to 
the  syndicate  ? — No,  that  is  quite  untrue. 

11.020.  He  so  puts  it,  and  he  says  Mr.  I^ooper  and 
Mr.  Barry  were  sitting  alongside  ? — I  have  seen  both, 
and  they  recollect  nothing  of  the  sort. 

11.021.  After  that  did  the  plans  go  before  the  Board 
of  Works  ?*-The  plans  had  been  before  the  Board  of 
Works,  and  he  was  under  the  impresaiQn  that  I,  at 
the  Board  of  Works,  had  stopped  thoBQ  plans  from 
being  approved.  It  happens  that  I  was  engaged  in 
another  committee,  and  they  were  declined  by  the 
Board  without  my  being  present 

{Mr.  Winch,)  You  see  the  other  specific  words  that 
he  puts  lower  down :  "  I  think  they  are  very  foolish ; 
I  could  have  done  them  a  lot  of  good." 

11.022.  {Mr.  Bosanquet,)  Do  you  say  that  is  all 
wrong,  or  does  it  refer  to  something  else? — ^No,  I 
think  when  Mr.  Snelling  was — I  will  not  say  here 
what  he  is — ^but  if  it  is  necessary  to  prove  what 
people  say  about  him  I  can  do  that.  Mr.  Snelling 
made  statements  which  were  perfectly  untenable  and 
not  founded  on  fact.  The  words  are  twisted.  I 
said :  •*  I  daresay  ;  I  am  very  sorry  you  will  not  go 
"  with  me  and  let  us  see  if  wc  cannot  make  a  public 
^  improvement  here,  I  think  it  is  very  foolish  of  you 
"  not  to  do  it " — because  he  did  not  seem  inclined  to 
do  it. 

11,028.  Were  the  plans  passed  by  the  vestry? — 
yes. 

11.024.  And  were  they  rejected  by  the  Board? — 
They  were  rejected  by  the  Board. 

11.025.  Without  any  reasons? — The  committee  do 
not  generally  give  reasons,  but  I  believe  the  solicitor 
advised  the  Board. 

11.026.  I  did  not  ask  you  whether  they  had  any 
reasons,  but  there  were  no  reasons  given  ? — There 
were  no  reasons  given. 

11.027.  Were  you  asked  at  a  subsequent  vestry 
why  the  Board  had  rejected  the  plans  ? — Mr.  Snelling 
got  up  and  catechised  me  upon  the  question. 

11.028.  That  is  what  he  says,  you  know  ? — Yes,  I 
think  he  said  something  of  the  sort.  He  asked  me. 
It  is  not  my  duty  even  as  representing  a  vestry  to 
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communicate  what  took  place  at  the  committees  of  the  Twcntiedi  Day. 
Board  publicly  to  the  vestry. 

1 1 .029.  The  vestry,  I  understand,  send  you,  amongst 
othei-s,  as  a  delegate  to  the  Board  to  represent  them 
on  the  Board,  and  then  they  ask  you  what  it  is  is 
wrong? — Yes. 

11.030.  You  see  the  answer  you  ai*e  said  to  have 
given :  "  One  member  asked  why  we  were  allowed  to 
"  go  on  if  we  were  breaking  the  law.  *  Well,'  he 
**  said,  *  I  do  not  think,  gentlemen,  that  we  are  break - 
"  inff  the  law,  for,'  he  said,  *  we  do  many  things  at 
"  *  the  Board  of  Works,*  or  words  to  that  effect. 
**  *  There  are  many  things  done  there  that  they  will 
"  *  not  give  you  any  satisfaction  for  or  any  reason 
**  *  why  they  will  not  pass  the  plans.'"  Did  that 
pass  ? — ^I  do  not  know  that  I  made  use  of  those  wonls. 
I  think  what  I  said  was  that  the  Board  did  not  go 
into  reasons,  but  they  were  advised  that  this  was  not 
a  plan  that  they  ought  to  pass,  although  they  might 
not  have  the  legal  right  to  stop  it. 

11.031.  That  is  your  version  of  the  interview 
Mr.  Snelling  speaks  of? — Yes. 

11.032.  (chairman.)  You  were  going  to  speak 
about  Mr.  Gobeldick's  houses  ? — ^Yes.  With  respeot 
to  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Hebb,  I  say  that  I  strongly 
disapproved  of  the  erection  of  these  two  shops,  and 
endeavoured  to  get  the  neighbours  to  take  an  action 
at  law  in  the  matter  before  the  present  buildings  were 
erected,  and  I  supplied  from  my  office,  for  the  use  of 
the  members  of  the  vestry,  of  cx>urse  free  of  charge, 
drawings  and  plans  showing  that  it  would  be  a  great 
injury  to  the  neighbourhood  and  property,  and  endea- 
voured, ae  far  as  possible,  to  stop  the  work.  It  was 
rather  suggested  by  questions  asked  that  it  was  done 
with  my  concurrence. 

11.033.  You  never  acted  for  Mr.  Cobeldick  ?— 
Never ;  I  am  quite  surprised  that  Mr.  Hebb  should 
cone  to  tiie  conclusion  tiiat  he  did  to  bring  these 
houses  out  and  destroy  that  front 

11.034.  {Mr.  Winch.)  There  is  a  fresh  matter  I 
want  to  ask  you  about.  You  possibly  have  beoi 
following  the  evidence  that  has  been  given  in  this 
inquiry  ? — ^Yes. 

11,036.  Do  you  recollect  that  we  had  an  inquiry 
aa  to  the  building  Mr.  Whiteley  put  up  where 
Mr.  Saunders  was  ar<^tect  ? — Yes. 

11.036.  The  building  being  nearly  a  million  cubic 
feet^  and  you  know  the  rule  as  to  not  exceeding 
250,000  or  260,000  feet  without  a  partition  wall  ?— 
Yes. 

11.037.  You  were  chairman  of  that  committee, 
were  not  you  ? — ^I  do  not  know  that  I  was. 

11.038.  The  minutes  have  been  read.  You  moved 
the  granting  of  the  application  ? — I  rieed  not  have 
been  cJiairraan  to  have  moved  the  granting  of  the 
application. 

11.039.  We  will  refer,  if  necessary? — I  daresay  I 
did;  and  upon  that  question,  of  course,  I  have  no 
doubt  myself  that  the  view  the  Board  took  was  the 
right  view.  It  has  been  a  matter  of  discussion  for  a 
number  of  years  as  to  what  is  a  warehouse  and  what  is 
a  retail  house  ;  that  is  to  say,  where  the  cubical  contents 
did  not  apply. 

1 1.040.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  The  words  are ;  "  a  build- 
ing used  for  trade "  ? — Yes.  Long  before  I  was  a 
member  of  the  Board  I  had  to  consider  the  question, 
and  to  decide  upon  it,  and  I  always  viewed  it  in  this 
way,  that  as  soon  as  you  break  bulk  it  is  a  retail  place, 
but  when  it  is  put  in  in  bulk,  as  in  Humphrey's  ware- 
house, and  all  those  things,  it  is  a  warehouse,  and 
cubical  contents  apply, 

11.041.  {Mr.  Winch,)  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  if 
a  warehouseman  starts  a  warehouse  for  the  purpose  of 
warehousing  goods,  and  in  one  compartment  he  puts 
the  whole  of  one  man's  goods,  he  is  not  carrying  it  on 
for  the  purposes  of  trade  ? — I  do  not  say  that. 

1 1 .042.  Then  what  do  you  mean  by  talking  of  one 
compartment  ?  I  do  not  follow  you.  The  expression 
you  used  was  breaking  bulk  ? — I  am  talking  of  the 
goods  not  of  the  building. 
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Twentieth  Day.  11,043.  That  is  hardly  the  point.  Did  you  know 
on  that  occasion  when  the  application  was  made  that 
Mr.  Saunders  was  the  architect  ? — I  think  I  must 
have  known,  because  I  believe  on  that  occasion,  if  I 
remember  rightly,  Mr.  Saunders,  in  the  absence  of 
Mr.  Whiteley,  appeared  to  advocate  the  case. 

11.044.  At  that  time  was  it  your  view  that  it  was 
right  for  a  member  of  the  Board  to  act  for  an  architect 
in  reference  to  a  plan  that  was  coming  before  the 
Board  ? — At  that  time  I  did  not  consider  that  question 
at  all. 

11.045.  Did  you  have  any  interest  in  that  ' — ^Not  in 
the  slightest. 

11.046.  You  had  nothing  whatever  to  do  with 
"Whiteley's  bnilding  ?—  Nothing  of  the  sort. 

11.047.  You  have  given  evidence  upon  one  point 
on  which  you  do  not  quite  agree  with  Mr.  Bird,  as  to 
the  Albany  Koad  Estate.  I  understand  you  to  say 
you  (lid  not  prepare  the  plans  that  went  before  the 
Board  with  regard  to  the  Albany  Itoa<l  Estate  ? — Yes. 
Perhaps  there  is  a  misapprehension,  through  my  not 
being  very  clear  in  my  statement ;  but  what  I  said 
was  this :  Mr.  Bird  called  me  in.  I  am  his  regular 
architect.  I  have  four  or  five  large  estates  which  he 
aiways  auks  nie  about ;  and  he  took  me  down  one  day 
and  said  :  I  have  this  estate,  and  it  has  been  refused 
by  the  Board  ;  will  you  look  at  it  ?  I  made  the  survey, 
and  looked  at  the  estate  very  carefully ;  and  upon  that 
I  returned  to  my  office,  and  I  made  a  plan.  I  did  not 
deal  with  the  estate  in  the  way  it  had  been  dealt  with, 
and  I  gave  it  to  Mr.  Bird. 

11.048.  Let  me  read  what  he  says  and  see  whether 
you  disagree  or  not.  Speaking  of  the  interview,  he 
says :  *'  I  saw  Mr.  Fowler,  and  he  said  before  he 
**  could  do  anything  he  must  meet  me  on  the  estate. 
♦*  I  met  him  on  the  estate,  and  he  suggested  another 
"  outlet,  which  I  had  not  shown  on  the  plan,  and 
*^  also  he  wanted  to  make  a  fresh  lot  of  plans  and 
"  give  up  one  of  the  roads,  so  as  to  give  more  space 
**  at  the  backs  of  the  houses ;  but  I  could  not  see  my 
*^  way  clear  to  that.  He,  however,  made  a  tracing. 
<<  I  gave  him  a  plan  of  Mr.  Evans',  the  one  whidi 
^'  had  been  returned  from  the  Board,  and  from  that 
"  he  made  another  plan.  1  said  to  Mr.  Fowler,  why 
*^  not  mark  it  on  Mr.  Evans'  plan,  but  he  said  *  I  am 
''  not  going  to  mark  over  another  man's  plan,'  so  he 
'^  made  a  tracing,  and  was  some  time  about  it,  and 
^<  prepared  the  plans  for  the  Metropolitan  Board." 
Do  you  agree  to  that  ? — No,  I  did  not  prepare  the 
plans  for  the  Metropolitan  Board  because  the  plans 
that  I  prepared  he  did  not  submit. 

11.049.  I  have  read  carefully  through  his  evidence, 
and  I  should  like  to  be  corrected  if  I  am  wrong. 
These  plans  are  the  only  plans  he  spoke  about  that 
went  before  the  Metropolitan  Board  ? — He  must  have 
made  a  mistake  there. 

11.050.  Who  did  prepare  them  theui' — ^I  do  not 
know.     I  handed  to  him  what  my  view  was. 

11.051.  You  are  paid  for  the  ones  that  do  go  to  the 
Metropolitan  Board  ? — I  do  not  know  that  I  am. 

11.052.  You  get  50/.?— I  get  that  for  a  lot  of  other 
matters. 

11.053.  Was  not  that  in  respect  of  this  matter? 
Do  you  disagree  with  Mr.  Bird  about  that?  He 
was  asked,  at  Question  8853,  '*What  did  you  pay 
Mr.  Saunders  and  Mr,  Fowler  ?"  and  he  says,  "  I  paid 
Mr.  Fowler  50/.  and  Mr.  Saunders  50  guineas.  I 
''  considered  that  they  had  done  me  good,  and  enabled 
**  me  to  pass  my  plans.  I  asked  Mr.  Fowler  if  he 
"  would  be  satisfied  with  50/.,  and  he  said,  *  Yes.' 
*'  I  suggested  the  same  thing  to  Mr.  Saunders,  but 
"  Mr.  Saunders  wanted  it  in  guineas.*'  Do  you 
disagree  about  that,  that  you  had  50/.  for  these  very 
plans  that  went  before  the  Board  ? — ^I  have  not  the 
evidence  of  Mr.  Bird. 

11.054.  Do  not  let  me  do  you  an  injustice — will 
you  take  it  (handing  a  copy  of  Mr,  Bird's  evidence  to 
the  witness)  f 

(Chairman.)  I  rather  think  he  is  right,  that 
Mr.  Fowler's  plan  did  not  go  before  the  Board.  I 
think  Mr.  Evans'  plan  went  before  the  Board. 


{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  Mr.  Saunders  drew  red 
lines  hhowing  the  exits  to  the  north. 

(The  Witness,)  It  does  not  say  that  my  plans 
actually  went. 

11,055  (Mr.  Winch,)  No,  it  does  not  ? — My  plans 
did  not  go.  I  made  plans  which  dealt  with  the  land 
so  as  to  give  a  much  larger  area  to  the  houses ;  \ 
thought  thev  were  too  close  together.  Mr.  Bird, 
therefore,  when  he  got  that  plan,  took  some  of  the 
features  of  my  plan  as  to  outlets,  but  did  not  adopt 
the  plan  as  I  sent  it. 

1 1.056.  Did  you  vote  on  any  question  with  regard 
to  the  plans  before  the  Board  ? — I  expect  I  voted 
against  it  if  I  voted  at  all ;  but  I  am  not  sure,  becaui^ 
it  was  not  the  plan  I  sent  in. 

11.057.  You  took  50/.  for  advising  and  then  voted 
against  the  plan  ? — I  did  not  take  50/.  for  advising 
only. 

11,058-9.  What  did  you  take  the  50/.  for  ?  Suppos- 
ing the  plans  you  did  prepare  were  not  those  which 
were  ultimately  sent  to  the  Board,  what  did  you  get 
the  50/.  for  ? — Mr.  Bird  called  me  in  to  make  a  survey 
of  the  property.  I  was  engaged  for  him  on  a  number 
of  other  buUdings  at  the  time,  and  made  surveys  of 
property  at  Norwood  imd  at  Selliurst,  and  Mr.  Bird 
said  to  me,  not  at  the  time  the  plans  were  in  at  all, 
but  afterwards,  after  it  was  all  over,  he  said,  *<  Well, 
**  you  have  had  a  good  deal  of  trouble  about  two  or 
"  three  things,  and  I  will  put  down  50/.  for  that" 
It  included  these  amongst  the  number  of  other 
things. 

(Chairfnan.)  I  think  both  are  agreed  on  that,  that 
it  was  not  exdasively  for  plans.  Mr.  Bird  says  so 
and  Mr.  Fowler  says  so. 

11,060.  (Mr.  iVtnch.)  One  other  matter.  Did  you 
have  anything  to  do  with  surveying  the  row  of  houses 
near  the  railway  in  Coldharbour  Lane,  Camberwell  ? 
— Yes,  some  of  Mr.  Bird's  property, 

ll,0i61.  Yon  did  ? — I  surveyed  them.  It  had 
nothing  to  do  with  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works 
ataU. 

11.062.  Do  they  encroach  on  the  public  footway? 
— I  do  not  know  that  they  do. 

1 1.063.  If  you  do  not  recolleot  anything  about  your 

survey ? — ^I  will  tell  you  what  took  place.     I  did 

not  survey  the  property  at  all.  Mr.  Bird  asked  me  to 
UMike  an  elevation  of  some  houses  on  some  land  which 
he  had  bought  and  which  he  had  let  to  a  builder.  I 
merely  made  the  elevation  and  without  any  reference. 
I  made  no  plans  for  the  Board. 

1 1.064.  You  did  not  go  to  the  spot  ? — I  went  to  the 
spot  to  see  it,  of  course. 

11.065.  Canyon  tell  me  whether  the  building  for 
wuich  you  made  plans  did  or  did  not  encroach  on  the 
public  footway  ? — 1  only  made  elevations. 

11.066.  Then  you  cannot  answer  rae  that  ? — I  do 
not  believe  they  did ;  I  was  not  at  all  asked  about  it. 

1 1 .067.  You  do  not  know  whether  they  did  or  not  ? 
— I  do  not  know  anything  about  it. 

11.068.  In  making  the  plans  would  it  not  be  your 
duty  to  inquire  whether  it  was  encroaching  on  the 
pubhc  footway  ?'— The  builder  makes  the  elevation 
and  the  builder  makes  an  application  to  Mr.  Bird  to 
take  some  land.  Mr.  Bird  says  :  **  Well,  if  your 
''  elevation  is  all  right,  I  will  let  it ;  you  must  show 
"  it  to  my  architect."  Then  he  comes  to  me ;  I  see  it 
and  approve  of  it,  and  I  do  no  more. 

11.069.  You  cannot  tell  me  as  a  fact  whether  it  did 
encroach  on  the  public  footway  ? — I  believe  it  did  not, 
but  I  was  not  asked  the  question. 

11.070.  (Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Did  your  Board  ever 
stop  any  other  district  surveyor  prosecuting  under  the 
Act  on  any  other  occasion  ?  This  was  not  an  appli- 
cation, you  know,  from  Mr.  Whiteley.  The  district 
surveyor  took  out  a  summons  to  prosecute  the  builder 
or  Mr.  Whiteley  for  an  infringement  of  the  Act.  Did 
your  Board  ever  interfere  on  other  occasions  to  stop 
prosecutioDS  by  the  district  surveyor  ? — Do  you  mean 
with  reference  to  the  cubical  contents  ? 

11.071.  Yes? — Yes,  I  think  the  Board  has  been 
asked ;  I  recollect  one  great  case,  that  was  Fetter  and 
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Galpin,  the  great  booksellers  at  the  back  of  Ludgate 
Hill;  their  area  very  much  exceeded  the  cubical 
contents  provided  for  by  the  Act.  I  know  that  in  that 
case  the  matter  was  brought  before  the  Building  Act 
Committee.  I  do  remember  also  some  other  capes  of 
a  like  character. 

11.072.  Do  you  mean  that  there  the  Building  Act 
Committee  told  the  district  surveyor  not  to  proceed 
with  the  prosecution  ? — I  think  the  form  is  that  the 
district  surveyor  writes  to  the  Board  asking  the  Board 
for  directions,  and  the  Board  see  no  reason  why  any 
prosecution  should  take  place.  The  Act  of  Parliament 
was  a  little  foggy  as  to  what  its  real  intention  was, 
and  therefore  the  Board,  seeing  that  it  was  a  retail 
trade,  did  not  advise  any  prosecution. 

11.073.  The  Act  of  Parliament  does  not  put  any 
such  duty  upon  the  Board  of  interfering  with  the 
district  surveyor  ? — ^No,  I  do  not  think  the  Board 
interfere,  but  they  see  no  reason  why  any  action  should 
be  taken  by  the  Board. 

11.074.  (Chairman.)  But  the  Board  would  not  lake 
action,  would  it? — Well,  the  district  surveyor  wntes 
to  the  Boaid,  asking  the  Boanl  to  take  proceedings. 

11.075.  (Mr.  Bosanqvet)  Do  you  say  that  is  the 
usual  proceeding,  that  the  district  surveyor  writes 
asking  the  Board  to  take  proceedings  ? — I  think  under 
ceiiAin  circumstances  they  do  in  a  large  case. 

1 1.076.  Under  the  section  we  are  speaking  of  it  is 
the  district  surveyor  alone  who  is  to  take  proceedings. 
The  district  surveyor  had  taken  proceedings.  What 
I  want  to  know  is  why  in  this  particular  case  the 
Board  inteifored  to  stop  the  district  surveyor  obtain- 
ing the  decision  of  a  magistrate  ? — I  think  the  feeling 
of  the  Board  generally  has  been  in  carrying  out  its 
duties  with  regard  to  the  Building  ^ct. 

11.077.  This  is  not  its  duty;  it  is  the  district 
surveyoi-'s  duties  ? — Well,  in  carrying  out  the  Building 
Act  as  vested  in  the  Board,  that  they  should  not 
unnecessarily  annoy  people  in  trade  and  business ;  and 
as  this  was  a  retail  trade  in  a  shop,  they  did  not  in 
this  case  think  that  any  prosecution  should  take 
place. 

(Mr.  Meadows  TVhite,)  Mr.  Gundry  asked  the 
opinion  of  the  Board. 
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11.078.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  No,  that  is  the  remark-  'IVemietn  Day. 
able  thing,  he  did  not  ask  the  opinion  of  the  Board. 
Mr.  Vulliamy,  or  someone  writing  in  his  name,  said 
he  had.  Your  minute  says  (I  dare  say  you  do  not 
remember  it)  that  you  took  into  consideration  Mr. 
Sundry's  letter,  asking  whether,  in  the  opinion  of  he 
Board,  this  was  a  warehouse.  He  had  not  asked 
anything  of  the  kind.  Then  you  resolved  that  you 
should  take  no  proceedings.  You  think  that  has-been 
done  on  other  occasions  ? — I  know  it  has. 

11.079.  (Mr.  Grenfell.)  I  think  you  gave  your 
opinion  just  now  as  agreeing  in  the  refusal  to  let 
Mr.  Gundry  prosecute  ? — I  did. 

11.080.  And  you  went  on  further  to  say  that  it 
was  because  it  was  a  retail  warehouse  ? — Yes. 

11.081.  Can  you  tell  us  what  the  distinction  is 
between  the  danger  arising  from  a  warehouse  in  which 
goods  are  stored,  and  in  which  bulk  has  not  been 
broken,  and  a  retail  warehouse  ? — I  think  there  is  a 
considerable  amount  of  difference  between  a  trade 
carrie<l  on  where  the  goods  are  spread  over  an  area 
like  a  show  room  and  what  it  would  be  in  a  close 
place  where  the  goods  are  closely  packed,  such  as  oil 
or  jute,  or  anything  used  in  warehousing  generally. 

1 1.082.  Surely  the  danger  would  be  much  greater 
where  things  are  lyhig  scattered  about  and  exposed  to 
the  air  in  various  places  than  where  they  ai*e  tightly 
packed  in  bales,  as  they  are  in  a  warehouse  where 
bulk  is  not  broken  ? — I  think  it  has  been  proved  by 
great  fires  that  have  taken  place,  such  as  that  at 
Humphrey's  wharf,  that  when  the  fire  once  gets  hold 
of  a  place  of  that  sort,  even  iron  doors  have  not  been 
able  to  stop  the  fire  spreading. 

11.083.  Not  if  they  ai'e  open  ? — Even  if  they  are 
shut.     They  were  not  open  at  Humphrey's  warehouse. 

11.084.  No,  not  in  Humphrey's,  but  in  Whiteley's? 
— I  am  speaking  of  Humphre3r's. 

11.085.  It  is  a  subject  of  great  curiosity  to  the 
Commission  how  they  arrived  at  this  decision,  and  the 
explanation  and  opinion  you  have  given  make  it  still 
more  difficult  to  understand  what  the  distinction  is 
between  a  place  where  trade  is  carried  on  as  a  retail 
trade  and  as  a  wholesale  trade. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Robert  Evans  recalled,  further  examined. 


11.086.  (Chairman.)  You  wish  to  make  a  statement 
with  reference  to  what  was  alleged  in  an  answer  of 
Mr.  Bird's  that  you  were  not  considered  an  architect, 
in  fact  that  you  were  a  builder  who  had  just  com- 
menced to  practice  as  an  architect ;  is  that  correct  ? — 
No,  it  is  not.  I  have  been  practising  28  years,  as  I 
can  prove. 

11.087.  I  believe  as  far  back  as  1863  you  were 
employed  as  a  surveyor  by  the  City  of  London  Union  ? 
— Yes,  to  survey  the  parish  of  St.  Mary  Mounthaw 
and  St.  Olaves,  Silver  Street,  Wood  Street. 


11.088.  We  need  not  go  more  into  detail,  but  you  Mr.  B.  Evans 

have  been  in  practice  for  many  years  as  an  arcliitect  ? 

— Yes  I  have,  and  I  wish  to  state  that  it  has  done  me 

great  injury    on  works  that  1   am  carrying  on  at 
Brixton. 

1 1.089.  You  mean  the  statement  that  you  were  not 
an  architect,  properly  so-called,  and  that  you  had 
only  just  started  ? — Yes. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Jambs  Snbllino  recalled,  further  examined. 


11.090.  (Chairman^  The  Commission  do  not  think 
it  necessary  to  go  over  again  the  matter  as  to  which 
you  made  your  statement,  and  as  to  which  Mr.  Fowler 
has  made  his  statement,  but  I  understand  you  wish  to 
say  something  with  reference  to  the  statement  that 
Mr.  Fowler  has  made  this  morning,  suggesting  that 
you  only  have  given  this  evidence  out  of  spite  ? — Yes, 
be  did  state  that. 

11.091.  What  do  you  wish  to  say? — It  is  nothing 
of.  tlie  sort.  I  have  been  pressed  by  Mr«  Broadhurst 
to  give  him  particulars  so  that  he  could  ask  a  question 
in  the  House  of  Commons.    I  said  I  had  known 


Mr.  Fowler  a  number  of  years  and  I  refused  to  give 
any  information  whatever,  so  that  it  is  certain  it  was 
not  for  spite.  With  regard  to  Mr.  Fowler  contradict- 
ing my  statement,  it  is  certain  I  went  up  immediately 
to  the  syndicate,  and  I  can  produce  those  five 
gentlemen  to  prove  every  word  I  stated  and  you 
would  have  their  words. 

11,092.  You  mean  you  had  told  them  at  the  time 
what  passed  between  you  and  Mr.  Fowler? — Yes, 
months  before  this  action  which  he  speaks  about  took 
place,  so  that  it  will  show  there  was  no  spite  in  the 
matter ;  far  from  it  I  thiuk. 


Mr. 

J,  SneUing. 


The  witness  withdrew. 
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Mr.  George  Edwards  sworn  and  examined. 


Twentieth  Day. 


Mr. 
G.  Edwards. 


11.093.  {Chairman.)  You  have  been  for  many 
years  a  member  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works? 

24  July  1888.    —Yes. 

11.094.  Representing  I  believe  the  parish  of  St. 
Marylebone  ? — Yes. 

11.095.  When  did  you  first  become  a  member  of  the 
Board  r — In  December  1873. 

11.096.  You  are  now,  I  believe,  deputy- chairman  of 
the  Board  ? — No,  not  at  present.  I  have  been  for 
two  years,  but  the  time  has  ceased.  I  have  just 
ceased,  and  Mr.  Cole  has  succeeded  me  ;  because  we 
are  only  in  for  two  years. 

11.097.  You  were,  down  to  a  month  ago  ? — Yes. 

1 1 .098.  That  will  be  for  the  years  from  1886  down 
to  1888  ?— Yes. 

11.099.  May  I  ask  what  your  calling  or  business 
is  ? — I  was  a  coachmaker. 

1!,100.  But  you  are  not  now  in  business? — No,  I 
have  done  nothing  in  business  except  nominally  since 
I  have  been  at  the  board ;  in  fact  I  ceased  doing  any 
work  when  I  came  to  the  Board. 

11.101.  Have  you  taken  an  active  part  in  the 
business  of  the  Board  ? — ^Yes,  rather. 

11.102.  I  observe  that  at  a  meeting  of  the  Board 
held  in  the  course  of  this  month  you  used  this  expres* 
sion  : — "  I  hope  we  are  not  going  to  drift  back  into 
"  what  used  to  exist — an  inner  cabinet  here."  Will 
you  tell  us  what  you  referred  to  ? — My  general  feel- 
ing was  that  of  certain  members  of  the  Board ;  that 
there  was  a  certain  party  of  the  Board  that  wished  in- 
directly to  rule  it ;  conferring  together  prior  to  the 
Board  meetings. 

11.103.  Who  did  that  inner  cabinet  you  allude  to 
consist  of  that  had  existed  previously? — Well,  it  is 
mei-ely  a  surmise.  1  could  not  say  for  certain  they 
were  a  cabinet.  You  asked  me  who  I  thought  it  con- 
sisted of.  It  would  bo  Col.  Munro,  Mr.  Runtz,  Mr. 
8elway,  and  two  or  three  others  sitting  round  just  in 
that  corner. 

11.104.  You  mean  that  they  used  to  act  together? 
—Yes. 

11.105.  You  speak  of  drifting  back  into  it,  as  if  it 
were  a  thing  that  existed,  and  then  had  ceased  ? — Oh, 
certainly.  Since  the  Board  had  increased  in  numbers 
I  think  the  Board  would  not  tolerate  that  sort  of  thing 
so  much  as  they  did  before. 

11.106.  Your  idea  was  that  the  Board  generally 
were  more  or  less  led  by  a  certain  number  who  acted 
together ;  was  that  it  ? — Yes,  certainly. 

1 1.107.  Can  you  tell  me  who  the  two  or  three  others 
were  ? — ^Well,  they  were  the  moving  parties.  I  should 
say  Mr.  Fowler  was  one  of  them  as  well,  but  they 
were  the  moving  parties  :  and  then  they  used  to  have 
great  influence  with  members  by  getting  them  to  vote 
on  certain  questions  that  they  took  up  and  thought 
ouglit  to  be  carried  out. 

1 1.108.  Any  particular  class  of  questions  ? — ^No. 

11.109.  (Mr.  Grenfell.)  Was  Mr.  Saunders  one? 
— Mr.  Saunders  used  not  to  be  so  much  at  the  Board ; 
but  certainly  he  would  be  conferred  with  by  the 
party. 

11.110.  (Chairman.)  Were  you  a  membei*  of  the 
Board  at  the  time  the  sub-committee  that  used  to  deal 
with  compensation  cases  ceased  ? — Yes. 

11.111.  When  was  that.  Do  you  remember  the 
circumstances  under  which  it  ceased  ? — That  was 
soon  afler;  in  fact  that  compensation  committee, 
which  was  a  committee,  I  think,  of  15  or  17,  was 
sitting  at  the  time  I  first  entered  the  Board.  Your 
Lordship  was  told,  I  think,  by  the  chairman  that  I 
had  moved  that  it  should  be  referred  to  a  committee 
of  the  whole  Board  instead  of  a  sub-committee.  My 
reason  for  that  was  that  I  used  to  sit  next  to  Mr.  Hall, 
a  solicitor  representing  Holbcrn,  and  he  was  on  that 
committee,  and  he  thought  there  were  ceitain  claims 
that  were  settled  not  quite  to  the  interest  of  the 
public,  and  that  if  the  whole  Board  would  come  down 
and  decide  on  these  questions,  he  thought  there  would 
be  a  different  conclusion.     He  impressed  me  so  very 


much  with  that,  in  fact  thnt  was  at  the  time  that  the 
Elarrow  Road  improvement  was  going  on,  that  I 
moved  that  it  should  be  a  whole  Board  committee, 
wishing  at  the  same  time  that  if  anything  did  happen 
at  a  small  committee  meeting,  we  could  get  the  whole 
Board  down  to  stop  anything  going  wrong.  I  may 
say  that  that  committee  now  has  met  for  many  years, 
and  that  is  the  committee  that  meets  prior  to  the 
12  o'clock  meeting  on  the  Monday  of  the  works 
committee. 

11.112.  It  is  not  a  committee,  is  it? — It  is  a  com- 
mittee of  the  whole  Board  ;  it  is  now  a  committee  of 
the  whole  Board  settling  compensation  cases. 

11.113.  Does  not  that  strike  you  as  rather  too 
numerous  a  body  to  go  into  detail  ? — I  was  going  to 
explain  that  that  meets  before  12  o'clock.  MThen  we 
have  plenty  of  business  to  do  it  meets  at  11,  and  if 
there  is  not  so  much  business  half-past  11,  according 
to  the  amount  of  claims ;  and  when  that  business  is 
concluded  the  chairman  leaves  the  chair,  and  then 
retakes  the  chair  again  as  the  chairman  of  the  com- 
mittee of  the  whole  Board  to  do  the  general  business, 
and  as  a  rule  I  should  say  there  are  about  14  to  15 
members  attend  to  that  compensation  work,  and  Ihey 
are  pretty  nearly  all  the  same  members  ;  so  much  so, 
that  last  Monday,  thinking  I  might  be  usked  such  a 
question,  I  took  the  names  and  members  present.  J 
think  there  were  14.  I  should  say  that  they  hardly 
over  exceed,  up  to  12  o'clock,  20  members,  hardly 
ever  20. 

11.114.  But  that  would  not  always  be  the  same  14  ? 
— Mostly  the  same  people  used  to  attend.  I  took 
great  interest  in  compensation  cases,  and  I  used  to 
attend  regularly. 

11.115.  What  was  your  ground  for  supposing  that 
the  previous  committee  had  not  altogether  acted  in  the 
interests  of  the  public  ? — What  Mr.  Hall  told  mo. 

11.116.  But  what?  give  us  some  idea? — He  srJd 
he  thought  some  of  the  claims  were  settled  in  the 
interest  of  the  parties  making  a  claim,  and  that  certain 
members  representing  the  districts  hdped  those  claims 
through  if  they  were  on  that  sub-committee. 

11.117.  There  is  nothing  to  prevent  that  happening 
now,  is  there  ? — Oh,  certainly,  because  directly  any- 
thing like  that  was  to  occur  now,  you  would  get  the 
Ciise  adjourned,  and  then  get  the  whole  Board  down  ; 
and  it  would  be  decided  by  the  whole  Board  instead 
of  by  a  committee  of  15. 

11.118.  A  committee  of  lo  only  settle  it  subject  to 
the  approval  of  the  Board  ? — ^No,  they  used  to  settle 
it  themselves. 

11.119.  Did  not  their  decisions  go  for  approval  to 
the  Board  ? — Well,  if  so,  it  was  merely  a  nominal  ap- 
proval. I  could  not  say  for  certain.  If  so,  it  would 
be  merly  reported  that  the  work  was  done. 

11.120.  As  regards  the  dealing  with  land,  the  land 
you  had  to  sell,  not  the  compensation  cases  for  land 
sold  to  you,  there  was  no  sub-committee  at  nil  as  I 
understand.  That  was  always  dealt  with  by  a  com- 
mittee of  the  whole  Board  ? — I  do  not  quite  follow  the 
question. 

11.121.  You  had  very  large  property  which  from 
time  to  time  you  sold  ? — That  we  came  into  posses- 
sion of  through  an  improvement. 

11.122.  Yes?— Yes. 

11.123.  Any  question  with  r^ard  to  those  was 
always  dealt  with  by  a  committee  of  the  whole  Board  ? 
— Oh,  yes.  Originally  there  used  to  be  tenders  for  it, 
and  then  afterwards  they  were  always  by  auction. 

11.124.  The  management  of  that  part'  of  the  work 
of  the  Board  was  always  in  the  hands  of  practically 
thb  whole  Board  ? — Yes. 

11.125.  You  never  had  any  estates  committee,  or 
anybody  of  that  kind  to  look  into  it,  and  deal  with 
the  selling  or  disposing  of  your  property  ? — ^That  was 
done  by  the  whole  Board  committee. 

11.126.  Did  it  never  occur  to  you  that  that  was 
rather  a  large  and  clumsy  body  to  deal  with  the 
management  of  considerable  estates  and  the  disposal 
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of  it  ?  —  First,  when  an  improvement  was  made, 
the  ground  was  cleared ;  the  engineer  laid  his  plan 
before  the  Board  and  afterwards  it  was  plotted  out  by 
the  architect,  and  then  it  was  tendered  for. 

11.127.  Are  not  you  necessarily  in  the  hands  very 
much  of  your  officers,  if  you  had  no  smaller  body  to 
look  carefully  into  all  the  details  ? — I  think  that  there 
were  very  pertinent  questions  put  both  to  the  engineer 
and  to  the  architect  about  the  property,  and  likewise 
as  to  the  line  of  frontages  and  the  arrangement  of  the 
street,  if  it  were  not  approved  of. 

11.128.  At  your  general  committee  of  the  Board 
there  would  be  30  or  40  frequently  present,  would  not 
there  ? — I  should  say  on  an  average  you  might  take 
it  40  people  now  especially,  and  perhaps  prior  to  the 
enlargement  of  the  Board  you  might  say  35. 

11.129.  Was  there  any  department  of  the  Board 
work  that  you  specially  directed  your  attention  to  ? — 
No,  I  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  Building  Act  com- 
mittee. I  have  been  a  chairman  of  the  parks  com- 
mittee, and  I  have  been  a  chairman  of  the  tiro  brigade 
committee. 

11.130.  You  were  not  on  the  Building  Act  com- 
mittee or  the  theatres  committee  ?  —  I  have  never 
been  on  either. 

11.131.  Were  you  on  the  drainage  committee? — 
Yes,  that  was  a  sub-committee. 

11.132.  I  think  you  said  you  became  a  member  in 
1873?— Yes,  December  18th,  1873. 

11.133.  So  that  of  course  you  would  not  know  any- 
thing about  contracts  prior  to  that  date  ? — ^No. 

11.134.  Did  you  take  any  part  in  the  inquiry  into 
Mr.  Robertson's  matter  as  to  the  Pavilion  ? — Well, 
rather  an  active  pait. 

11.135.  Were  you  on  the  committee  of  inquiry  ? — 
Yes. 

11.136.  Did  you  support  the  letting  of  the  Pavilion 
to  Mr.  Villiers?— No. 

11.137.  Y'ou  opposed  it  ? — Directly. 

11.138.  What  part  did  you  ultimately  take  when 
there  Mas  a  division  of  opinion  in  ihe  committee  as  to 
how  Mr-  Robertson's  case  should  be  dealt  with  ? — 
Well,  I  never  voted  on  the  side  for  Mr.  Robertson. 

11.139.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  The  Pavilion  site  we 
hear  never  was  put  up  to  public  tender  in  any  way  ? — 
No. 

11.140.  It  never  was  offered  to  the  public? — 
Never. 

11.141.  Were  any  other  sites  dealt  with  in  that 
manner,  or  was  it  a  single  exception  ? — To  the  best 
of  my  recollection  I  think  that  it  was  pretty  nigh  the 
only  exception. 

1 1.142.  You  do  not  remember  any  cases  in  which 
the  public  were  not  invited  to  tender  for  other  sites  ? 
— To  the  best  of  my  recollection  I  do  not. 

11.143.  {Mr.  Meadows  fVInte.)  I  think  you  took 
a  special  part  in  these  coo^pensal  ion  cases  that  were 
on  before  the  Board  ? — I  did. 

11.144.  We  hear  that  this  change  of  system  from 
the  sub-committee  to  the  general  body  was  originally 
moved  by  you  ? — It  was. 

11.145.  I  think  from  that  time  you  attended  and 
exercised  a  very  careful  supervision  over  the  parti- 
cular branch  of  the  work  of  the  Board  ? — I  have.  I 
have  paid  particular  attention  to  it. 

1 1.146.  And  attended,  I  think,  almost  every  meeting 
of  the  Works  Committee  during  the  hours  wheu  that 
subject  WAS  considered  ? — Yes,  T  think  so. 

11.147.  I  think  with  the  exception  of  a  short  time 
when  ill-health  prevented  your  attendance.  I  may 
say  you  were  constantly  in  attendance  there  ? — Yes. 

11.148.  I  ihink  you  have  stated  the  object.  The 
object  was,  that  although  the  same  members  might 
attend  taking  special  interest  in  the  subject,  yet  there 
was  an  opportunity  for  any  member  of  the  Board  that 
pleased  to  attend  and  see  how  thingi«  were  going  on 
and  to  take  a  part  if  he  pleased  ? — Quite  so. 

11,149  So  that  there  might  be  a  check  upon 
anything  like  a  clique  or  any  particular  influence  ? — 
That  was  my  real  motive  in  getting  the  committee 
moved  to  the  whole  Board. 


11.150.  May  I,  without  going  too  much  into  detail,  TweniioUi  liu\ 

ask  you  were  the  reix)rt8  of  the  ofiicers  discussed  on  

these  occasions  ? — Oh  !  Yes.  24  July  1888. 

11.151.  And  criticised  and  sometimes  modified  ? —  "TT 

11.152.  It  was  always  tlie  mdependent  act  of  the      

committee    that    ultimately   sanctioned  a   particular 

offer  being  made  or  a  particular  sum  being  given  ? — 
Oh  !  certainly  sometimes  the  committee  Offered  and 
had  further  opinions  from  our  officers. 

1 1 .153.  Have  you  found  any  practical  inconvenience 
from  what  Lord  Herschell  has  suggested  as  to  the 
great  number  of  those  who  had  to  deal  with  the 
question? — Not  the  least.  I  am  perfectly  satisfied 
that  it  is  very  much  better  managed  now.  I  think  it 
is  open  to  less  ground  of  suspicion  as  to  anybody 
because  the  whole  Board  could  come  down  at  once 
if  there  was  anything  wrong. 

11.154.  You  find  that  those  gentlemen  who  have 
practically  attended  to  this  have  not  only  mastered  the 
subject  as  well  as  they  can,  but  that  they  have  a  con- 
siderable knowledge  of  the  subject  ? — Yes,  and  have 
paid  great  attention  to  it. 

11.155.  {Chairman,)  1  suppose  you  were  very 
much  guided  by  Mr.  Goddard's  advice  in  the  matter 
of  compensation  ? — Well,  no.  You  see  the  way  com- 
pensation cases  are  managed  first,  is  this  :  Mr. 
Goddard  used  to  act  for  Mr.  VuUiamy  ;  he  used  to 
give  us  his  value  of  the  freehold  and  the  leasehold. 
Then  wo  used  to  have  a  report  from  Mr.  Gunn  as  to 
the  inquiries  he  had  made  with  reference  to  the  trade 
done.  He  used  to  go  through  the  books  and  read  to 
us  what  returns  had  been  made  and  what  profits  they 
shewed.  We  very  frequently  differed  both  with  Mr. 
Goddard  and  with  Mr.  Gunn,  and  they  then  asked  for 
a  fuither  professional  opinion  to  be  taken  and  the  case 
adjourned. 

11.156.  Had  you  each  a  copy  of  their  report 
before  you  ? — No. 

11.157.  It  was  merely  read  out  to  you  ? — Read  out. 

11.158.  That  does  not  seem  a  very  good  way  of 
arriving  at  a  conclusion,  15  people  hearing  figures 
read  out  ? — You  very  soon  take  the  figures  down.  A 
property  has  so  many  years  lease  to  run  at  a  certain 
ground  rent,  and  you  can  very  soon  calculate  it. 

11.159.  That  is  a  simple  case?— Those  are  the 
general  cases.  There  would  be  the  trade  claim; 
there  would  be  a  certain  return  made  and  a  certain 
profit  shown,  and,  I  think,  having  been  in  trade  our- 
selves, we  are  pretty  well  equal  to  test  the  trade 
profits. 

11.160.  I  suppose  the  trade  profit  professes  to  be 
extracted  from  the  books  ? — ^Yes,  I  have  been  very 
largely  an  Income  Tax  Commissioner  for  many  years, 
and  have  had  great  experience  in  trade  profits.  It  is 
most  remarkable  to  see  the  difference  of  two  opinions 
— the  one  that  wants  the  claim  made  higher,  and  the 
one  tiiat  wants  the  claim  made  lower.  It  is  quite 
ridiculous.  In  the  same  classs  of  trade  one  would 
talk  of  30  per  cent  gross  profit,  and  the  other  would 
talk  of  12f 

11.161.  {Mr.  Meadows  WhUe.)  I  will  take  you 
now  a  little  more  iu  detail  into  this  matter.  Of  course 
in  compensation  cases,  which  came  before  you — a 
simple  case  where  it  was  a  leasehold,  the  chief 
elements  would  be  the  number  of  years  purchase  and 
the  improved  rent? — ^Tliat  is  it. 

11.162.  Those  would  be  the  two  questions  which, 
substantially  speaking,  would  guide  the  matter  ? — Yes. 

11.163.  Were  those  two  questions  discussed  in- 
depently  of  the  officer's  report  by  the  committee  ? — 
Very  frequently,  not  always,  because  sometimes  we 
should  bo  so  satisfied  with  the  officer's  report. 

11.164.  Can  you  give  me  any  notion  of  the  number 
of  those  cases  in  the  year.  I  believe  there  very  often 
were  adjournments  of  the  discussion  of  a  particular 
case  for  further  information  ? — Certainly. 

11.165.  Did  the  committee,  or  any  member  of  the 
committee,  ever  view  the  premises  ?—^As  a  person 
interested  I  h^ve  been  down  very  frequently  to  see  the 
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24  July  1888. 

Mr, 
G,  Edwards, 


premises  myself  without  being  ordered  to  go,  if  the 
case  has  been  adjourned. 

11.166.  With  regard  to  property,  those  are  the 
two  elements  which  would  form  the  basis  of  a  valua- 
tion ? — Yes. 

11.167.  With  regard  to  trade;  it  would  be  first,  of 
course,  the  correctness  of  the  accounts  taken  from  the 
books,  and  next  the  number  of  years'  purchase  which 
were  to  be  offered  upon  the  net  profits  so  ascertained  ? 
^Yes. 

11.168.  Those  would  be  the  chief  elements  ? — That 
would  be  the  basis. 

11.169.  That  was  all  done  in  the  accountant's  office 
I  think  ?— Yes. 

11.170.  And  the  report  was  carefully  made  upon 
ascertained  figures  when  there  were  the  elements  of 
ascertaining  ttiem  present  in  the  shape  of  books  kept 
by  the  trader  ? — ^Yes,  it  was  as  carefully  attended  to 
to  my  mind  as  if  it  were  a  personal  matter  of  your 
own. 

11.171.  If  there  were  no  books  to  guide  you  or 
any  suspicion  of  books,  further  advice  from  trade 
experts  would  be  taken? — Very  frequently.  Mr. 
Gunn  gives  a  certain  opinion  as  he  works  it  out, 
that  he  thinks  there  is  such  and  such  a  profit.  I 
have  frequently  said  "it  is  absurd  that  a  profit  like 
**  that  can  be  made  in  such  a  business;  take  an 
"  expert's  opinion,"  and  then  it  has  been  adjourned 
for  somebody  who  knows  specially  about  it  to  give 
a  report  at  the  next  meeting. 

11.172.  May  I  take  it  generally  that  there  was  an 
independent  and  free  discussion  of  these  claims  ? — 
Certainly. 

11.173.  You  say  there  was  a  cabinet;  that  there 
were  some  gentlemen  who  were  very  active  members 
of  the  Boai-d  ?— -Yes. 

11.174.  Youlffe  speaking  of  that  to  which  I  sup- 
pose you  did  not  yourself  belong  ? — I  never  belonged 
to  the  cabinet ;  I  was  not  admitted. 

11.175.  I  suppose  you  yourself  took  an  active  part 
in  the  affairs  of  the  Board  ?— Yes. 


11.176.  And  you  expressed  your  opinions  pretty 
freely  did  you  not  ? — Very  fearlessly. 

11.177.  And  independently? — And  independently 
I  hope. 

11.178.  And  the  questions  were  debated  and  dis- 
cussed and  voted  upon  ? — Yes. 

11.179.  With  regard  to  the  compensation.  Mr. 
Goddard  was  the  officer  chiefly  charged  with  the 
preliminary  work  of  investigating  these  claims  and 
expressing  his  opinion  upon  them  ? — ^Well,  it  was 
Mr.  Vulliamy's  depi^rtment,  but  Goddard  used  to  be 
the  man ;  we  knew  that. 

11.180.  Had  you  reason  before  these  matters  came 
out  to  have  any  suspicion  of  Mr.  Groddard's  honesty  ? 
— The  first  suspicion  I  had,  was  on  a  certain  refe- 
rence made  by  him  to  Mr.  Villiers,  as  to  whether  he 
would  advance  on  his  claim,  aud  he  came  back  and 
said  that  he  had  committed  the  Board.  I  put  the  two 
things  together,  that  he  first  of  all  introduced  Mr. 
Villiers  and  then  had  so  hastily  committed  the  Board, 
and  I  began  to  have  very  grave  suspicions  of  Mr. 
Goddard. 

11.181.  That  was  at  the  time  of  the  Pavilion 
matter  ? — Yes. 

11.182.  Which  was  the  origm,  if  I  may  say  so,  of 
this  Commission  ? — Yes. 

11.183.  Up  to  that  time  had  you  any  suspicion  ? — 
Up  to  that  time  I  had  not. 

11.184.  {Chairman.)  I  do  not  understand.  How 
did  it  come  before  the  Board  that  Mr.  €k)ddard  had 
done  this.  I  thought  we  had  it  that  Mr.  Vulliamy  did 
it  ? — Exactly  so,  but  we  always  used  to  read  behind 
the  lines.  Mr.  Vulliamy  was  so  weak  that  he  was  an 
inefficient  officer.  Mr.  Goddard  and  Mr.  Robertson 
were  Mr.  Vulliamy. 

11.185.  For  how  long  had  that  gone  on  ? — I  think 
four  or  five  years. 

11.186.  {Mr,  Meadows  White.)  I  take  it  from  you 
thsi   Mr.   Goddard   was  the   acting  person   in   this 


particular  matter  oi  valuations? — Yes.  1  was  one 
amongst  15  or  16 ;  we  all  used  to  take  an  active  part. 

11,187.  You  are  here  now,  and  I  ask  you  whether 
you,  taking  this  active  part  up  to  the  time  of  the 
I^avilion  matter,  had  no  reason  for  entertaining 
suspicions  of  Mr.  Goddard's  honesty  ? — ^Yes,  I  have 
taken  a  very  active  part. 

J  1,188.  To  go  to  the  land  sales  to  which  Lord 
Herschell  called  your  attention  the  tenders  were 
discussed  ? — ^Yes. 

11.189.  In  the  same  way  ? — Yes. 

11.190.  {Chairman,)  I  should  like  to  ask  you 
about  that.  Did  not  it  occur  to  you  that  if  Mr. 
Vulliamy  was  so  weak  that  he  was  merely  Mr. 
€k)ddard'8  and  Mr.  Robertson's  voice,  some  steps 
ought  to  be  taken  with  regard  to  it  ? — Well,  I  daresay 
you  know  what  boards  are.  Boards  are  minorities 
and  majorities.  I  for  years  endeavoured  to  convince 
my  colleagues  that  we  ought  to  insist  upon  the 
resignation  of  Mr.  Vulliamy,  and  I  was  unsuccessful, 
but  that  has  been  my  opinion  for  some  years. 

11.191.  Was  that  brought  forward  as  a  motion  or 
merely  by  speaking  ? — By  speaking.  The  fact  is,  it 
was  no  use  doing  it,  to  speak  against  an  officer  and  to 
get  him  compelled  to  retire.  Unless  you  had  a  party 
behind  your  back  you  had  no  chance.  But  I  tried  to 
work  it  as  much  as  I  could,  and  1  could  nbt  succeed. 
I  may  be  wrong,  but  that  was  my  opinion. 

11.192.  When  Mr.  Vulliamy  having  been  pensioned 
off  offered  to  come  back,  and  was  flowed  to  come 
back  and  resume  his  functions,  was  there  any 
opposition  to  that  ? — I  considered  it  a  most  ridiculous 
thing. 

11.193.  {Mr,  Meadows  White.)  Mr.  Vulliamy  came 
back  only  under  a  temporary  appointment  ? — Yes,  it 
was  so,  but  then  I  should  not  have  had  it  as  a 
temporary  appointment.  The  majority  of  the  Board 
carried  it. 

11.194.  Do  you  remember  the  fact  that  at  that  time 
the  committee,  who  had  in  hand  the  consideration  of 
the  candidates  for  the  architect's  position,  were  unable 
to  find  among  the  candidates  in  the  first  instance  any 
person  who  in  their  opinion  was  fit  for  the  position  ? 
— ^Yes,  that  was  so. 

11.195.  Were  vou  a  party  to  that? — To  re- 
engaging Mr.  Vulliamy  ? 

11.196.  No;  were  you  a  member  of  the  committee 
who  reported  that  there  was  no  gentleman  they  could 
recommend  for  the  appointment  ? — That  was  a  com- 
mittee of  the  whole  Board.  I  do  not  think  that  there 
was  a  gentleman  at  that  time  suited  for  us. 

11.197.  Therefore  it  was  necessary  in  some  way 
or  other  to  fill  the  post  of  superintending  architect 
for  the  time  ? — Yes. 

11.198.  There  was  no  gentleman  then  among  the 
candidates  who  was  considered  by  the  committee  of 
the  Board  worthy  of  the  position  ?  —  Well,  not 
qualified. 

11.199.  The  Board  had  for  a  time  to  make  some 
temporary  provision  ? — Yes. 

11.200.  {Mr  Bosanquet.)  Did  you  ever  com- 
municate to  the  chairman  or  anybody  else  your 
suspicions  of  Mr.  Goddard  ?— ^Af ter  that  ? 

11.201.  Yes  ? — Well,  you  cannot  mention  suspicions 
you  know,  because  it  is  a  very  peculiar  thing  unless 
you  can  prove  it,  but  I  think  there  were  more 
members  than  myself  had  the  same  sort  of  suspicion 
after  that  piece  of  evidence  that  was  given  to  us. 

11.202.  Did  you  ever  call  it  to  the  attention  of  any 
of  those  who  were  guided  by  Mr.  Goddard — of  the 
chairman  for  instance  ? — No  ;  we  might  have  talked 
of  it  privately  ;  it  has  never  'jeen  mentioned  publicly 
in  the  Board. 

11.203.  Did  you  ever  mention  it  to  the  chairman. 
Lord  Magheramorne  ? — No. 

11.204.  Did  you  have  any  suspicion  of  Mr.  Robert- 
son at  any  time  ? — Oh,  yes. 

1 1.205.  I  mean  before  the  inquiry  ?  —  Oh,  yes, 
through  his  extravagant  living. 

11.206.  Did  you*  ever  mention  that  to  other 
members  of  the  Board  ? — Certainly. 
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11.207.  (Chairman.)  When  did  that  suflpicion  first 
arise  ? — Some  four,  five,  or  six  years  ago. 

11.208.  You  knew  even  after  you  had  that  sus- 
picion that  he  had  a  very  great  influence — that  what 
Mr.  Vulliamy  nominally  did  was  very  much  Robert- 
son's doings  ? — ^Yes.  I  wanted  to  know  where  he 
got  the  money  from  to  live  at  the  rate  he  did. 

11.209.  (Mr.  Bosanquet.)  I  do  not  know  whether 
you  can  explain  this.  Mr.  Hobson  did  not  seem  to 
be  able  to  do  so.  Do  you  remember  the  site  of  the 
Colonial  Institute?  —  If  you  ask  me  individually 
whether  I  recollect  that  one  site,  I  can  only  say  there 
was  the  site;  there  were  many  sites  in  Northum- 
berland Avenue  to  let. 

11.210.  You  had  various  transactions  with  Mr. 
Hobson,  I  dare  say  yon  recollect? — The  name  of 
Hobson  was  known ;  it  used  to  be  commented  upon 
indirectly. 

11.211.  The  particular  occasion  is  this;  your  Board 
resolved  to  let  Mr.  Hobson  have  the  freehold  at  25 
years*  purchase  when  he  had  informed  the  Board  that 
he  was  ready  to  give  26  or  27  years'  purchase  ? — ^Yes, 
and  that  was  carried  to  my  utter  disgust. 

11.212.  Can  you  account  for  that  in  any  way  ?-- -I 
should  think  it  was  a  bit  of  temper ;  I  should  think 
that  is  all  because  it  had  been  moved  to  accept  it  at 
26  years',  and  it  was  not  carried,  and  then  some 
gentleman  moved  that  it  be  25  years' ;  I  was  very 
much  disgusted  with  the  proceedings;  that  is  all  I 
know. 

11.213.  {Mr.  Meadows  White,)  Will  you  be  kind 
enough  to  say  the  date  at  which  you  had  any 
suspicion  of  Mr.  Robei*tson's  style  of  living? — ^I 
believe  that  I  talked  to  very  many  members  the  last 
four  or  five  years  about  it  privately. 

11.214.  {^Mr,  Winch,)  I  need  hardly  ask  you,  but 
I  suppose  you  were  not  one  of  those  who  voted  that 
Mr.  Vulliamy,  in  addition  to  his  salary,  should  have  a 
pension  running  concurrently  ? — Certainly  not. 

11.215.  Who  were  the  members  who  opposed  your 
making  that  motion  about  Mr.  Vulliamy ;  was  it  the 
cabinet.  Did  the  cabinet  oppose  it.  You  privately 
went  about  seeing  whether  you  could  get  any  support  ? 
— ^Yes  ;  I  found  I  could  not  get  any  support. 

(Mr,  Meadows  White.)  The  question  of  Mr.  Vulli- 
amy's  salary  was  raised  Mter  Mr.  Vulliamy's  death  ? 

{Chairman.)  It  is  not  about  that.  It  is  about  his 
thinking  Mr.  Vulliamy  was  too  weak  for  the  post. 

11.216.  (Mr,  Winch.)  You  came  to  the  conclusion 
that  Mr.  Vulliamy  really  wac  in  substance  a  mere 
dummy  in  the  office  for  four  or  five  years,  and  that 
the  valuations  were  Robertson's  and  Groddard's? — 
Well,  now,  if  I  may  go  sc  far  as  to  say  so,  anybody 
could  see  that  Mr.  Vulliamy  in  the  committee  room 
when  he  was  giving  his  opinion  was  all  abroad,  and 
that  he  knew  nothing,  to  my  mind,  of  what  he  was 
talking  about  till  he  turned  round  to  Mr.  Robertson, 
who  used  to  coach  him  up  and  prime  him  what 
questions  to  answer ;  he  was  speaking  to  everybody. 

11.217.  You  very  naturally  went  about  trying  to 
get  support  l)efore  you  would  bring  on  the  motion  ? — 
Yes. 

11.218.  (-annot  you  give  me  the  names  of  any  you 
approached  ? — No,  I  am  not  going  to  mention  names. 
I  am  a  member  of  the  Board,  and  I  believe  the  Board, 
as  a  body,  are  perfectly  right. 

11.219.  With  regard  to  the  principle  of  compensa- 
tion his  Lordship  put  to  you  with  regard  to  the 
ordinary  case  of  the  rental  of  a  house  being  so  much, 
and  the  ground  rent  so  much,  there  is  not  any  difficulty, 
but  if  you  take  that  class  of  cases,  of  which  you  have 
an  immense  number,  namely,  public-house  cases,  that 
is  an  actual  question  of  experts,  is  it  not,  with  regard 
to  the  trade  valuation  which  is  the  principal  element  ? — 
In  reference  to  public-housd  valuations,  unfortunately, 
we  are  entirely  in  the  hands  of  experts,  and  we  can- 
cannot  treat  them  in  the  same  way  as  we  do  other 

-  claims.  They  used  to  give  six  and  seven  years' 
profits,  and  we  used  to  endeavour  to  get  hold  of  first 
Miles,  and  then  somebody  else  to  jrlve  evidence  for  us. 
We  went  into  the  enemy's  camp  to  obtain  evidence 


about  pnblic^houses,  and  we  could  not  get  it.  We 
used,  very  frequently,  to  go  to  arbitration,  or  to  juries, 
in  public-house  cases,  and  we  wei*e  universally  beaten. 
You  might  bring  a  surveyor  or  valuer,  and  the  first 
quefetion  put  to  him  would  l)e,  **  What  knowledge  have 
"  you  of  this  particular  class  of  property:"  and  he  was 
obliged  to  say  he  had  not  any  knowledge  of  that 
particular  class,  and  then  his  evidence  was  tabood. 

11.220.  That  is  the  sort  of  question  counsel  would 
put.  I  can  hear  them  putting  it.  With  regard  to  the 
trade  valuation  the  first  difficulty  you  have  is  that 
many  of  these  houses  are  based  on  what  is  called  pay* 
ments  alone,  that  is  payments  to  brewers,  distillers, 
and  sundries  ? — Yes. 

11.221.  And  then  with  regard  to  a  particular  class 
of  houses — a  house  like  the  "Angel "  at  Islington — the 
profits  might  be  50  per  cent,  on  the  payments, 
whereas  in  a  smaller  class  it  might  be  30  per  cent., 
and  it  is  a  pure  question  of  experts,  is  it  not  ? — It  is. 

11.222.  Do  not  you  think,  with  r^ard  to  questions 
of  compensation  for  public-houses,  they  ought  rather 
to  be  referred  to  a  select  committee  than  to  a  com- 
mitee  of  the  whole  Board.  What  can  the  whole 
Board  do  with  regard  to  public-houses  ? — What  more 
could  a  select  committee  do  than  get  the  information 
that  we  have  from  the  experts.  First,  we  had  Mr. 
Goddard's  opinion,  and  then  we  had  two  or  three  other 
public-house  valuers,  to  tell  us  their  opinion,  and  the 
whole  Board  committee  to  judge  of  that.  There 
were  only  15  or  16  as  a  rule,  just  as  any  sub-com- 
mitteee. 

11.223.  Do  not  you  think  you  could  select  10  out 
of  the  whole  Board,  who  would  really  underhtand 
something  about  it  ? — Our  Board  is  a  very  peculiar 
board.  I  think  most  of  our  members  are  men  who 
have  gone  through  trade,  and  retired  and  devoted 
themselves  to  public  life.  They  have  graduated,  to  a 
certain  extent,  at  local  boards,  and  come  down  there 
with  a  training,  to  a  ceitain  extent,  for  the  duties  that 
they  undertake. 

11.224.  Do  not  you  think  that  among  those  gentle- 
men, who  have  retired,  you  could  find  10  who  also 
understand  something  about  the  valuation  of  property  ? 
— I  believe  most  members  of  the  Board  are  very 
acute,  and  would  know  the  value  of  property  them- 
selves, most  of  them.  I  think  there  is  very  little 
doubt  about  that. 

11.225.  {Mr.  Grenfell,)  Then  are  we  to  under- 
stand that  it  is  still  your  opinion  that  a  large  com- 
mittee of  40  to  discuss  such  questions  as  valuations  is 
better  than  a  sub-committee  ? — My  opinion  is  this  :  as 
it  is  worked  it  is  not  a  committee  of  40,  it  is  really  a 
committee  of  something  like  15,  and  we  have  this 
benefit  that  if  those  15  are  seen  to  take  a  biassed 
opinion  we  can  ask  the  whole  of  the  members  of  the 
Board  to  come  down  and  stop  that  biassed  opinion. 

11.226.  You  are  of  that  opinion  even  supposing  the 
cabinet,  as  you  call  it,  were  men  who  were  above 
suspicion,  and  who  really  were  serving  the  public? — 
It  was  my  Lord  who  put  that  word  in.  1  did  not 
introduce  it  here. 

11.227.  {Chairman.)  It  was  your  expression 
originally  ? — ^Yes,  your  Lordship  introduced  it  in  some 
remarks  I  made  at  the  Board.  I  should  not  have  used 
such  a  word  as  that  here,  unless  you  had  mentioned  it. 
The  cabinet  was  not  there  to  do  anything  detrimental 
to  the  Board.  I  do  not  say  they  meant  to  do  anything 
for  their  own  interests,  but  they  wanted  to  rule  the 
Board.  They  wanted  everything  to  emanate  from 
themselves  instead  of  having  the  independent  view  of 
the  different  members  of  the  Board.  Unless  they 
initiated  a  thing  they  biassed  certain  votes  and  it  had 
very  little  chance. 

11.228.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  Do  you  think  a  committee 
of  such  men  as  Mr.  Hall  and  yourself  and  two  or 
three  others  would  not  have  been  a  more  competent 
body  to  deal  with  these  delicate  questions,  than  dis- 
cussing these  mattei*s  after  taking  the  views  of  the 
officials  before  a  large  body  like  40  ? — Well,  we  have 
naixlly  ever  had  it.  I  would  sooner  it  worked  as  it  is 
working  now,  and  I  am  sure  it  is  much  better  for  the 
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public  interest,  and  will  be  much  less  liable  to  any 
suspicions  than  doing  it  by  a  small  sub-committee. 

11.229.  You  are  working  now  with  a  strong  light 
upon  you  ? — We  have  been  working  so  for  some  time. 
I  do  not  care  how  strong  the  light  is.  The  Board,  I 
think,  has  not  been  very  wrong  of  lat*^  yean*. 

11.230.  {Chairman.)  \'ou  have  told  usihutatonc 
time  you  htul  suspicions  abo'it  Mr.  Robertson,  and  at 
a  later  period  about  Mr.  Goddard.  Is  there  any  other 
official  ot*  the  Bonrd  ahout  whom  you  have  had 
suspicions  ? — Well,  you  know  those  are  very  i>eculiar 
things  to  answer  publicly — a  suspicion — because  you 
mav  have  a  wrong  suspicion  and  very  much  damage 
a  man  unless  you  have  some  facts. 

11.231.  I  suppose  you  do  not  have  even  suspicion 
without  some  facts  ? — No,  exactly.  The  only  thing 
is  1  should  not  have  liked  to  venture  to  say  publicly 
that  of  which  I  had  a  suspicion  before  as  to  Mr. 
Goddard  and  the  other  though  I  watched  them  very 
closely  afterwards. 

11.232.  I  will  not  ask  you  to  name  them  publicly, 
but  if  you  will  supply  me  witli  the  names  of  the 
individuals  and  the  fact  which  has  given  rise  to  any 
suspicion  in  your  mind,  I  will  then  consider  whether 
there  is  any  sufficient  ground  for  going  any  further  ? 
— Well,  I  do  not  know  that  I  have  any  sufficiont 
ground  to  go  even  so  far  as  that.  It  is  a  very  serious 
thing  without  having  some  evidence  to  indirectly 
traduce  a  man's  character. 

1 1.233.  I  understand  you  to  say  that  there  is  no 
substantial  fact  upon  which  you  can  found  an  un- 
favourable opinion  of  any  other  official  of  the  Board  ? 
— No,  certainly. 

11.234.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Did  you  sometimes  get 
complaints  that  your  Board  would  give  no  informa- 
tion to  outsiders  of  what  you  were  doing  ? — Oh,  yes. 

11.235.  How  were  those  dealt  with?  Were  they 
brought  to  the .  knowledge  of  the  Chairman  and  the 
other  members,  or  did  they  reach  you  privately  ? — 
As  a  rule  it  has  l>een  in  reference  to  the  Building 
Act,   and   certain   information  which   they   used   to 


require ;  I  have  been  asked  by  members,  and  I  have 
said  "really  you  must  excuse  me  going  behind  the 
**  scenes  to  get  you  information.  If  you  have  any- 
"  thing  to  inquire  about,  you  must  go  publicly  before 
"  the  Board  or  ask  the  committee  itself;  individually 
I  will  not  give  you  any  information." 

11.236.  Was  it  brought  before  the  Board,  as  a 
Bpard,  that  tIio.se  complaints  were  m;ule.  that  no 
information  could  be  obtained  as  to  what  iheir  reasons 
were  for  rejecting  things  ? — I  think  the  piincipal 
ground  of  complaint  used  to  Iw  with  ihe  Building  Act 
committee,  of  which  I  am  not  a  member.  1  never 
have  been  ever  since  I  have  been  at  the  lioard. 

11.237.  Did  you  ever  bring  before  the  Board  com- 
plaints against  the  Building  Act  committee? — No, 
The  Building  Act  committee  say  that  it  is  always  put 
on  to  the  minutes.  If  you  like  to  see  the  minutes  of 
the  Board  after  they  are  brought  up,  there  is  the  very 
thing  itself.  I  am  speaking  under  correction.  Yon 
bad  better  get  them  from  the  Building  Act  committee 
themselves. 

11.238.  What  I  want  to  know  is  whether  the  Board 
as  a  Board,  ever  found  any  fault  with  the  Building 
Act  committee  for  acting  in  this  way  ? — No,  the 
Building  Act  committee,  I  believe,  say  they  really 
did  give  the  information. 

11.239.  Did  you  have  any  complaints  that  people 
had  to  go  for  information  to  the  architect's  office 
when  they  wanted  to  have  dealings  with  land  and  to 
get  information  ? — No. 

11.240.  You  never  heard  of  any  such  complaint  as 
that  ?— No. 

{Mr.  Selway.)  1  hope  you  will  allow  me  to  disclaim 
any  knowlege  of  any  cabinet  in  the  Metropolitan 
Board,  or  that  I  am  entitled  to  the  honour  which 
Mr.  Edwards  wishes  to  put  upon  me  of  having  con- 
trolled the  Board. 

{Mr,  Winch,)  I  understand  this  cabinet  office  is 
without  emolument. 

{The  witiiess).  Yes. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mb.  Guildford  Barkkb  Richardson  sworn  and  examined. 


^fr.  O.  B. 
Uichardson. 


11.241.  {C/iairman.)  You  are  a  member  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  P — Yes  ;  I  have  been 
a  member  for  very  many  years. 

11.242.  Representing  Greenwich  ? — ^Thc  Green- 
wich District  Board. 

11.243.  How  long  have  you  beea  a  member  of  the 
Board? — Since  1862.  J  believe  I  am  the  senior 
member  of  the  Board  at  the  present  moment  and 
have  been  for  some  time. 

11.244.  Have  you  served  as  deputy -chairman  ? — 
Many  years  ago  I  served  the  office  of  deputy-chair- 
man. It  was  not  called  deputy-chauman  at  that 
time  ;  it  was  called  deputy-chairman  of  ths  Works 
and  General  Purposes  Committee.  Practically  it  is 
the  same;  it  has  only  been  slightly  altered  in  the 
name. 

11.245.  May  I  ask  what  your  calling  or  profession 
is  ? — My  business  is  that  of  an  East  India  agent. 

11.246.  Were  you  on  the  Building  Act  committee? 
— I  never  was  on  the  Building  Act  committee. 

11.247.  To  what  department  of  the  Board's  work, 
if  any,  was  it  that  jrou  specially  devoted  yourself  ? — 
I  was  always  taking  a  rather  active  part  in  the 
finance  committee  of  the  Board,  and  almost  all  other 
committees.  I  think  I  have  been  on  every  other 
committee  of  the  Board  except  the  Building  Act 
committee.  I  was  for  a  very  short  time  on  the  fire 
brigade  committee.  I  cannot  exactly  call  all  the 
committees  to  mind  now,  but  I  think  1  have  been  on 
every  one  of  them  almost.  It  is  such  a  long  time  that 
I  have  been  on  the  Board ;  it  runs  over  a  long  period. 

11.248.  I  believe  yuu  lately  made  some  reflections 
upon  the  fact  that  the  Building  Act  committee  did 
not  always  give  the  reasons  for  their  action  ? — Yes,  I 
have  done  so  again  and  again  as  my  colleagues  know. 
I  have  always  been  comphiining  more  or  less  that 


they   did    not   communicate  the   reasons  why  they 
refused  the  applications  which  were  made  to  them. 

11.249.  Was  that  before  this  inquiiy? — Long 
before  this  inquiry.  I  had  many  applications  from 
people,  those  whom  I  represent,  who  have  come  up  to 
the  Board,  and  made  their  applications  to  the  Board, 
and  they  could  not  get  any  definite  answer.  They 
came  to  me  and  asked  me  what  they  were  to  do.  Of 
course  I  used  simply  to  go  into  the  superintending 
architect's  office  and  get  the  facts,  and  communicate  it 
to  them,  and  give  them  my  views.  Of  course  all  the 
proceedings  are  open  to  the  members  of  the  Board* 

11.250.  Were  you  always  able  to  obtain  that  in- 
formation in  the  superintending  architect's  office  ?— *• 
I  never  was  refused.  No  officer  of  the  Board  has 
refused  to  answer  the  questions  I  put  to  them. 

11.251.  So  that  you  were  able  to  ascertain  from 
them  the  grounds  upon  which  the  refusal  had  been 
Imsed? — Yes,  I  always  did  ascertain  it.  I  do  not 
know  that  I  ever  had  any  refusal  or  attempted  refusal, 
nor  have  I  ever  asked  for  information  and  not  had  it. 

11.252.  As  far  as  you  could  see,  was  there  any 
reason  why  that  should  not  be  communicated  to  the 
applicants? — That  was  one  of  my  grounds  of  com- 
plaint, that  I  thought  the  Building  Act  committee,  by 
the  way  in  which  they  discharged  their  work,  were 
bringing  the  Board  into  a  very  hostile  condition  with 
the  public  generally.  I  believe  there  are  more  com- 
plaints brought  against  tlie  Board  through  the-  action 
of  the  Building  Act  committee  than  any  other  com- 
mittee wo  have  at  the  Board.  I  have  said  so  over 
and  over  again  at  the  Board. 

11.253.  I  see  that  on  a  recent  occasion  you  said 
that  it  led  to  fees  being  paid  to  get  matters  put  for- 
wai'd,  and  to  delay,  and  corruption.  Had  you  formed 
that    idea   before    the  time    of   this    inquiry    being 
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instituted  ? — No,  I  bad  not.  That  was,  of  course,  in 
consequence  of  what  had  passed  on  the  inquiry  which  is 
now  going  on.  I  had  not  the  least  idea  ihat  ahjthing 
of  that  kind  operated  to  produce  delaj  or  anything  of 
that  kind.  If  anybody  had  a^ked  me  the  question,  I 
should  have  said,  no.  It  was  nothing  more  than  the 
principle  on  which  the  business  was  conducted,  f 
think  there  was  ground  for  it  too.  A  person  sends  in 
an  application  to  be  allowed  to  bring  his  house  out  to 
a  certain  line,  and  the  committee  do  not  agree  to  that 
particular  line.  Thoy  would  have  agreed  to  another 
line,  but  instead  of  telling  him  to  wliat  line  they 
wanted  it  to  come  they  leave  the  pei*8on  to  make 
another  application,  and  when  he  made  the  right  one 
it  would  be  granted,  but  of  course  there  was  a  great 
deal  of  delay.  That  was  the  way  in  which  it  generally 
occurred. 

11.254.  You  frequently  were  in  communication 
with  the  superintending  architect's  department  with 
reference  to  thetse  matters? — I  did  not  go  to  the 
superintending  architect.  1  generally  used  to  go 
to  Mr.  White.  Mr.  White  was  the  one  who  would 
always  tell  me  an/thing  that  hod  occurred  in  the 
committee.  Sometimes  I  used  to  go  to  a  meml>er  of 
the  committee  and  ask  what  he  would  recommend, 
and  so  on.  I  never  had  any  difficulty  in  getting  the 
information. 

11.255.  Had  you  formed  the  same  opinion  a^  Mr. 
Edwards  that  Mr.  VuUiamy  was  vei*y  much  in  the 
hands  of  Mr.  Goddard  and  Mr.  Robertson  ? — Oh,  yes, 
Mr.  Vulliamy  of  course  was  a  very  excellent  officer. 
He  came  to  the  Board  pretty  nearly  at  the  same  time 
that  I  did.  I  was  an  old  friend  of  Mr.  Vulliamy,  and 
had  watched  his  progress  all  through,  but  of  late 
years  he  has  not  been  what  he  was ;  he  has  been  very 
deficient,  and  I  expressed  my  opinion  again  and  again 
not  only  to  members  of  the  Bofurd,  but  I  have  done  so 
to  the  chaurman  of  the  Board.  I  thought  it  was  his 
part  to  tell  him  that  it  was  his  duty  to  send  in  his 
resignation. 

11.256.  How  long  had  that  been  ? — The  last  time 

I  spoke  to  the  chairman  about  it  I  should  think 
would  be  two  or  three  years  ago.  It  is  now  a  year 
and  a  half  since  Mr.  Vulliamy  £ed — it  must  be  more 
than  that— two  years  before  he  died  I  should  say  at 
the  least. 

11.257.  Was  that  the  first  time  or  the  last  ?— I 
could  not  say  that  from  memory,  but  I  do  remember 
going  to  him  and  speaking  very  strongly  and  telling 
the  chaurman  that  1  thought  it  was  lus  duty  not  to 
let  the  department  fall  away  as  it  was  doing,  and  be 
a  disgrace  to  the  Board  as  I  considered  it.  I  urged 
him  to  tell  Mr.  Vulliamy  to  speak  to  him  as  a  friend. 

11.258.  In  what  way  did  you  consider  it  was 
becoming  a  disgrace  to  the  Board  ?«— There  was  no 
proper  head  to  the  staff,  Mr.  Vulliamy  was  more  the 
servant  of  the  staff  than  the  head  of  the  staff  of  the 
supermtending  architect's  department;  anyone  who 
took  an  active  part  could  see  that ;  Mr.  Edwards  did, 
and  I  did.  He  was  of  course,  very  loth  to  leave.  It 
was  a  very  disagreeable  duty  to  discharge.  Mr. 
Vulliamy's  monetary  position  was  not  of  a  very  first- 
class  kind.  He  knew  that  if  he  left  the  Board  he 
would  not  perhaps  be  able  to  provide  for  his  wife  and 
daughters  the  same  comforts  that  they  had  hitherto 
had,  and  he  was  very  unwilling  to  go.  When  you  see 
his  resignation  in  the  paper,  that  was  not  voluntarily 
written,  that  was  written  because  it  was  communicated 
to  him  that  it  was  desirable  and  necessary  that  he 
should  resign. 

11.259.  The  matter  never  was  brought  before  the 
Board  ? — ^Well,  it  was  indirectly.  The  way  in  which 
it  was  done  at  last  was  this :  Nobody  seemed  to  be 
inclined  (if  I  may  use  the  phrase)  to  bell  the  cat ;  it 
wag  a  very  disa^jreeable  duty  to  perform.  We  all 
liked  him  as  a  man.  He  was  a  gentleman  in  every 
sense  of  the  word,  one  with  whom  you  could  not  but 
sympathise,  and  to  tell  him  that  he  must  go  would  be 

II  most  unpleasant  duty.  It  was  done  in  this  way : 
A  committee  w&s  appointed  to  consider  the  whole  of 
the    .ytaff    of 'the  snpcrin tending  architect's   depart- 
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ment,  and  then  in  that  committee  remarks  were  made  Twentieth  Da> 
biiaring  upon  his  inefficiency,  and  in  a  kind,  courteous, 
friendly  way  it  was  communicated  to  him. 

11,200.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  What  was  the  date  of  that 
committee? — I  cannot  tell  the  date,  it  was  just  before 
he  sent  in  his  resignation.  It  must  have  been  about 
March,  April,  or  May  1886. 

11.261.  (Chairfftan.)  During  that  time  part  of  Mr. 
Vulliamy's  duty  was  the  personal  duty  which  could 
not  be  performed  by  anyone  else  ? — ^Part  of  it. 

11.262.  The  duty  of  fixing  the  building  line?— 
Yes. 

11.263.  Did  not  that  seem  a  very  serious  matter  to 
leave  without  appeal  to  an  official  who  you  felt  to  be  in 
that  condition  ? — It  was  a  serious  thing  if  you  take  it 
in  itself,  but  I  do  not  think  there  were  half  a  dozen 
such  cases  in  a  twelvemonth.  I  doubt  if  there  were 
more  than  three  or  four  probably  for  many  years, 
perhaps  KometinieN  not  two.  It  wa«  not  in  its  effect  a 
matter  of  any  great  imi>ortanco,  but  on  his  defining  a 
line  in  my  own  neiglibourho(Kl  1  told  him  very  plainly 
my  opinion ;  I  said,  you  have  ruined  the  man  and 
destroyed  him,  the  poor  fellow  is  dead  since  then. 
He  liad  defined  a  frontage  contrary  to  his  duty  as  I 
conceived,  and  that  was  the  (?ase  that  went  to  the 
House  of  Lords. 

11.264.  That  is  rather  a  serious  matter? — It  went 
up  to  the  House  of  Loixls,  and  it  was  decided  that  his 
ipse  dixit  was  without  appeal;  that  was  at  Plum- 
stead.  I  knew  Spackman  very  well,  he  was  a  very 
respectable  trader  in  my  immediate  neighbourhood  ;  I 
reside  in  Blackheath,  he  was  in  Blackheath  village  ; 
the  magistrate  was  oppojmd  to  the  way  his  case  was 
dealt  with,  everybody  was  against  it,  but  the  local 
board,  and  Mr.  Vulliamy  followed  the  local  board. 

11.265.  Did  you  take  any  particular  part  with 
reference  to  any  of  the  departments  other  than  the 
architect's  and  the  engineer's  departments?  —  Only 
98  a  member  of  the  Board,  of  course,  and  as  interested 
in  all  the  departments,  more  particularly  perhaps  I 
have  been  in  the  accountant's  department  than  in 
any  other.  I  have  had  more  to  do  with  that  because 
I  am  rather  inclined  to  financial  work,  and  have  taken 
an  active  part  in  it. 

11.266.  You  have  told  us  that  in  your  opmion  the 
architect's  department  was  for  some  time  in  an  un- 
satisfactory condition  ;  was  there  any  other  department 
that  you  referred  to  of  which  you  formed  the  same 
opinion  ? — No,  certainly  not ;  not  in  the  same  position, 
excepting  you  go  back  to  the  early  period  of  the 
Boani.  We  had  an  accountant  at  the  Board  then  who 
was  utterly  inefficient,  a  man  of  the  name  of  Hughes, 
before  we  had  Mr.  Gunn.  Mr.  Gunn  is  an  admirable 
officer,  and  the  whole  Department  since  he  has  been 
there  has  been  in  perfect  order.  I  do  not  believe  any 
board's  accounts  are  kept  in  the  admirable  way  that 
ours  are. 

11.267.  There  is  no  observation  occurs  to  you  upon 
any  of  the  other  departments  ? — No,  I  should  say  not. 
Of  course  you  are  going  over  a  very  long  period  of 
time  when  you  take  me  back  to  1862,  or  something  of 
that  kind,  25  or  26  years. 

11.268.  Let  us  say  within  the  kst  10  years  ? — No, 
I  think  I  have  nothing  to  say  with  reference  to  the 
other  departments,  as  far  as  I  know ;  of  course  there 
have  been  questions  that  have  been  raised  from  time  to 
time  in  the  engineer's  department,  but  I  do  not  know 
that  they  have  been  of  any  great  importance.  You 
have  had  some  of  them  discussed  before  you,  you  dealt 
with  one  of  the  eai'ly  ones ;  I  was  on  the  Board  at  that 
time. 

11.269.  Questions  as  to  conti-acts  ? — Yes.  You  had 
the  first  contract  for  the  Thames  Embankment  before 
you  a  little  time  ago. 

11.270.  Have  you  any  reason  to  suppose  that  there 
was  anything  unsatisfiwstory  about  the  acceptance  of 
any  of  the  tenders,  or  any  of  the  contracts  ? — No,  1 
should  say  everything  has  been  most  perfect  and  up- 
right in  the  acceptance  of  contracts.  I  do  not  mean  to 
say  that  they  have  all  been  carried  out  quite  as  favour- 
ably and  as  perfectly  as  they  might  have  been,  but  as 
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far  as  their  acceptance  by  the  Board  is  concerned,  I  am 
perfectly  certain  that  there  has  not  been  the  slightest 
attempt  of  favoritism  at  all.  They  have  been  brought 
before  the  Board ;  the  tenders  have  been  opened ;  they 
have  been  dealt  with  on  their  merits,  and  if  the  lowest 
one  was  not  a  man  who  was  deemed  to  be  utterly  in- 
competent to  do  the  work,  the  lowest  tender  has  always 
been  taken. 

11.271.  Well,  hardly  that,  has  it?-^I  think  so. 

11.272.  There  was  one  instance  that  Sir  Joseph 
Bazalgette  gave  ns,  where  I  think  Messrs.  Walker 
tendered  at  a  lower  rate  than  that  at  which  the  con- 
tract was  accepted.  I  asked  if  they  were  the  Messrs. 
Walker  who  built  the  Severn  Tunnel,  and  are  now 
building  the  Manchester  Ship  Canal,  and  I  was  told 
they  were,  and  they  could  therefore  hardly  be  put 
aside  as  commercially  incompetent? — But  had  they 
done  so  at  that  time  ?  It  was  long  before  the  Severn 
Tunnel,  they  were  not  known  then  in  the  same  way 
as  they  are  now;  we  knew  nothing  of  them  ;  we  had 

.  another  contractor  who  was  known,  and  of  course  we 
should  be  guided  by  that.  We  idways  had  the  lowest 
tenderer  in,  and  asked  him :  What  works  have  you 
done  ?  What  is  your  plant  ?  What  facilities  have  you  for 
carrying  out  works  of  this  kind  ?  and  he  answers  those 
questions,  and  the  Board  is  governed  by  the  answers 
he  gives,  and  they  come  to  the  conclusion,  yes  or  no, 
upon  it,  and  then  go  to  the  next  one. 

11.273.  Had  you  any  suspicion  of  either  Mr. 
Goddard  or  Mr.  Robertson  ? — I  never  had  any  opinion 
of  Mr.  Eobertson  at  all  since  1875.  The  evidence 
which  was  then  taken  with  regard  to  Mr.  Robertson 
was,  in  my  mind,  suiiicient  to  show  that  he  acted  un- 
faithfully to  the  Board,  and  I  never  believed  him  since 
then.     He  knew  that  perfectly  well. 

11.274.  That  is  in  187t5.  That  was  a  question 
about  a  book  of  reference  ? — Yes ;  the  evidence  that 
was  taken  then  was  sufficient  to  show  that  he  was  dis- 
honest; I  was  perfectly  certain.  I  do  not  know 
whether  you  have  it  before  you. 

11.275.  We  have  not  the  evidence  before  us? — Do 
you  not  know  the  case  ? 

11.276.  No;  perhaps  you  will  tell  us  what  it  was  ? 
— I  will  tell  you  it  very  shortly ;  it  was  simply  this : 
There  were  two  Messrs.  Fullers  in  London  constantly 
seeking  for  compensation  cases  with  the  Board,  one  of 
them  got  ft  great  many  aiid  the  other  got  very  few. 
They  were  relatives ;  1  do  not  know  what  their  re- 
lationship was,  but  1  have  heard  they  were  brothers. 
The  one  that  was  not  successful  in  getting  the  great 
number  evidently  l)elieved  that  there  was  something 
false  going  on,  and  he  laid  a  trap.  He  wrote  a  letter 
to  Robertson  offering  him  n  couple  of  guineas  for  a 
copy  of  the  reference  book  which  of  course  contained, 
as  your  lordship  knows,  the  names  of  every  person  a 
claimant  of  the  Board,  and  what  the  character  of  the 
property  was,  and  where  they  resided  and  what  their 
addresses  were.  The  bait  took,  Mr.  Robertson  offered 
to  give  a  copy  of  the  reference  book  for  the  two 
guineas.  When  this  had  taken  place  Messrs.  Fuller 
wrote  a  letter  to  Lord  Magheramorne  telling  him 
exactly  what  had  taken  place.  Then  the  Board  or  a 
committee  of  the  Board  instructed  the  then  solicitor  of 
the  Board)  Mr.  Wyke  Smith,  to  go  down  and  see 
Messrs.  Fuller,  Mr.  Smith  went  down  and  saw  Messrs 
Fidler  and  their  books ;  he  saw  the  cheque  that  was 
drawn,  and  saw  the  book  they  had  received  from  Mr. 
Robertson.  Mr.  Robertson  said  as  it  was  a  cheque 
he  did  not  want  to  pass  it  through  any  account  of  his 
own,  and  he  asked  that  it  might  be  cashed.  He  was 
referred  to  the  cashier  and  the  cashier  showed  his 
books.  He  showed  the  cheque  that  was  paid  Robert- 
son for  two  guineas.  Robertson  was  sharp  enough 
not  to  put  his  name  on  the  cheque.  There  was 
nothing  of  that  kind,  you  could  not  produce  any 
absolute  evidence,  but  they  all  gave  their  evidence 
distinctly  to  the  fact  that  he  had  come  down  to  the 
office  and  received  his  two  guineas,  and  had  left. 
That  is  all  in  Mr.  Smith's  own  handwriting,  all  the 
evidence  that  he  took  down.  That  came  up  to  the 
committee  and  was  dealt  with  by  the  c^omiittee. 


11.277.  As  I  understand  when  the  committee  met 
Mr.  Fuller  declined  to  come  ? — Mr.  Fuller  was  then 
asked  to  come  before  the  committee,  and  substantiate 
what  Mr.  Smith  had  said,  and  then,  instead  of 
Mr.  Fuller  coming,  he  said,  **No,  I  have  given  all 
*'  the  evidence  I  can  possibly  give,  your  own  solicitor 
"  has  seen  it,  and  I  refuse  to  do  anything  more.  It 
"  is  for  you  to  take  your  own  action."  On  that 
ground  1  believe  my  colleagues  on  the  committee  (I 
was  on  the  committee  myself)  considered  that  it  was 
at  an  end,  and  Mr.  Robertson  was  acquitted,  or 
allowed  to  keep  his  place. 

11.278.  Some  one  had  been  dismissed  previously, 
had  he  not  ? — There  was  another  person  connected 
with  him,  1  forget  his  name,  he  was  in  the  solicitor's 
department.  He  was  not  dismissed,  he  was  afraid  to 
stand  an  inquiry  and  he  left  the  Board.  That  poor 
fellow  I  believe  has  been  begging  in  the  streets  of 
London  and  receiving  coppers  from  some  of  his  old 
colleagues  on  tiie  Board. 

11.279.  Af^er  that  you  say  you  did  not  believe  in 
Mr.  Robertson  ? — I  never  had  any  confidence  in  him 
from  that  time,  and  Mr.  Robertson  knew  it  perfectly 
well. 

11.280.  His  salary  was  constantly  increased? — 
Constantly  raised.  Then  perhaps  I  should  take  the 
other  side  of  the  case.  Mr.  Robertson  was  a  veiy 
young  man  at  this  time,  and  young  men  will  fall  and 
make  mistakes  and  do  wrong  things,  and  it  does  not 
follow  that  they  continue  to  be  always  wrong  ;  I  think 
that  was  the  sort  of  feeling  among  my  colleagues. 
He  was  an  intelligent  young  man,  as  you  can  see,  a 
clever  fellow  and  a  great  deal  might  be  made  of  him. 
I  think  they  were  unwilling  to  visit  him  with  dis- 
missal and  ruin  for  that  one  act. 

11.281.  Subsequently  to  that  was  there  anything 
fresh  which  added  to  your  suspicions  ? — ^No,  he  had 
numbers  of  opportunities  of  doing  things  which  it  was 
very  difficult  to  form  an  opinion  upon ;  all  I  can  say 
is,  I  had  no  confidence  in  him,  and  when  all  the  other 
matters  came  out,  of  course  it  only  confirmed  my 
suspicions  from  the  first.  I  am  told — I  do  not  know 
whether  it  is  true — that  Mr.  VuUiamy  was  aware  that 
his  brothers  were  trading  under  a  false  name ;  J  have 
heard  \i  since. 

11.282.  You  never  heard  it  until  that  investiga- 
tion ? — 1  heard  it  before  the  investigation.  I  asked 
my  own  questions  in  the  office,  and  I  found  out  it  was 
known  in  the  office,  though  it  was  not  known  gene- 
rally in  the  Board ;  it  was  not  known  officially,  at  all 
events.  I  believe  if  it  had  been  known  officially 
Mr.  Robertson's  proceedings  would  have  been  stopped 
years  back. 

11.283.  As  to  Mr.  Goddard,  had  you  any  reason  to 
suspect  him  ? — No,  I  had  no  reason  to  suspect  him. 
He  came  to  the  Board  about  the  same  time  that  I 
did.  I  do  not  think  his  antecedents  were  of  a  very 
first-class  character,  but  he  came  as  a  clerk  only  at 
300/.  a  year ;  he  was  very  clever  and  useful,  and  his 
t<alary  was  raised  very  quickly.  I  think  the  action  of 
the  Board  in  connexion  with  him  was  to  pay  him  a 
thoroughly  good  salary,  so  as  to  be  sure  to  keep  him 
honest ;  of  course  there  were  very  great  opportunities 
for  dishonesty  in  valuing  property.  I  believed  him 
honest.  1  asked  his  opinion  in  matters  which  related 
to  myself  individually,  and  I  have  always  accepted 
his  opinion  I  knew  what  an  oddity  he  was,  talking 
a  great  deal  of  rubbish  as  to  his  funny  views. 

Il,2b4.  You  have  said  it  was  known  in  the  Board 
that  Robertson's  brothers  were  trading  under  these 
assumed  names  ;  who  knew  it  in  the  Board  ? — I  think 
you  had  better  not  ask  me.  I  do  not  like  to  mention 
the  names  of  my  colleagues.  1  only  knew  one  that 
knew  it ;  that  is  all. 

1 1,285.  We  shall  perhaps  hear  from  them ;  you  do 
not  know  it  ? — ^No,  I  think  1  might  almost  swear  that 
there  were  not  half-a-dozen  members  of  the  Board 
knew  it ;  if  it  had  been  known  it  ^would  have  been 
stopped  at  once.  I  am  perfectly  confident  our  Board 
intended  to  act  honestly,  and  never  would  have 
allowed  anything  of  that  kind  to  take  place.    It  was 
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known,  there  is  no  doubt  about  it.  May  I  say  that  I 
asked  yoa  to  let  me  come,  becaose  I  am  reeponsible 
for  the  decision  of  the  Board,  with  re^^ard  to  the 
amount  that  was  voted  to  Mr.  VuUiamy's  executors, 
and  if  yoa  would  ask  me  a  few  questions  about  that  I 
should  be  obliged. 

11,286.  We  find  that  Mr.  Vulliamy  was  allowed  to 
go  back  as  superintend! nff  architect,  and  that  after 
his  death  there  was  paid  not  only  the  salary  for  that 
period  of  time,  but  also  the  pension  in  addition  ? — 
Yes.  First  of  all  I  think  I  oujrht  to  say  that  now  you 
know  what  apparently  yon  did  not  know  before, 
that  Mr.  Vulliamy  did  not  really  and  truly  rasign 
himself,  that  it  was  forced  upon  him.  You  see  it 
materially  alters  the  case.  Well,tl»en  on  the  28th  of 
May  the  Board  determined  his  superannuation.  The 
superannuation  that  was  so  determined  was  bindinjs: 
upon  the  Board,  and  nothing  could  alter  that  except 
Mr.  Vulliamy  altered  it  himself.  Mr.  Vulliamy  used 
to  consult  me,  and  he  did  consult  me  upon  questions 
which  took  place  at  that  time,  because  he  wanted  to 
stop  ;  he  did  not  believe  in  his  own  incapacity  for 
undertaking  the  duties  of  the  Board,  he  thought  he 
was  perfectly  capable,  he  wanted  to  come  back,  and 
he  wrote  a  letter  offering  to  withdraw  his  resignation. 
I  told  him  you  are  very  foolish  indeed  if  you  do 
anything  of  the  kind,  because  if  you  withdraw  your 
resignation  you  may  lose  your  superannuation.  By 
the  Act  of  Parliament  he  would  have  lost  his  super- 
annuation ;  and  I  said,  we  may  not  be  able  to  give  it 
you  again  because  you  would  be  a  new  officer  then ; 
he  saw  that,  and  he  would  not  withdraw  his  resigna- 
tion, but  he  was  quite  willing  to  come  back  tempo- 
rarily there  is  no  doubt.  Well,  he  did  come  back, 
but  only  for  a  period  of  three  months,  and  allowed 
the  Board  to  reappoint  him.  I  ought  not  to  use 
the  word  "  reappoint,"  but  to  appoint  him  for  a 
distinct  period  of  three  months,  because  the  Board 
by  its  own  acts  was  unable  to  fill  the  place.  We 
were  unable  from  the  first  advertisements  we  put 
out  to  find  anyone  really  competent  to  take  the  place, 
and  therefore  it  was  delayed  until  after  the  recess, 
and  when  we  returned  from  the  recess  it  was  necessary 
to  a  certain  extent  to  coach  the  new  officer,  and  he 
was  asked  to  come  back  for  the  purpose  of  coaching, 
as  it  were,  whoever  might  be  his  successor,  and 
putting  him  up  to  the  discharge  of  his  duties  and 
giving  him  every  assistance  and  facility  of  that  kind. 
We  all  knew  that  Mr.  VuUiamy's  health  always 
failed  him  in  foggy  weather.  Whenever  the  fogs  of 
London  came  on  he  was  absent ;  he  was  obliged  to 
stay  at  home.  He  lived  down  at  Greenhithe.  He 
was  with  us  one  day  on  the  Monday,  which  was  our ' 
Works  and  General  Purposes  Committee  day,  apparently 
perfectly  well,  at  least  as  well  as  usual,  and  on  the 
Friday  when  I  came  to  the  Board  the  chairman 
announced  his  death.  In  that  week  we  had  had  three 
of  those  wretched  November  fogs,  and  they  killed 
him,  poor  fellow. 

1  l,2b7.  I  do  not  quite  understand.  I  understand 
your  leaving  him  his  pension  and  giving  him  remune- 
ration for  the  time  during  which  he  was  doing  work, 
but  1  do  not  quite  see  why  that  remuneration  should 
amount  to  more  than  would  make  up  his  pension  to 
his  full  salary  ? — I  will  give  you  the  reasons  which 
operated  with  me,  and  operated  of  course  with  the 
majority  of  the  Board.  The  point  simply  was  this : — 
First  of  all  his  executors  could  sue  the  Board  for  his 
superannuation,  that  is  clear.  Very  well,  then  he 
comes  to  the  Board  at  the  Board's  desire  fbr  a  period 
of  three  months,  and  practically  he  dies  when  only 
six  weeks  and  two  or  three  days  have  elapsed.  The 
Board,  I  need  not  say  of  course,  saved  the  superannua- 
tion. If  he  had  gone  as  he  intended  to  go  to  the 
south  of  France  during  the  vdnter.  he  would, 
humanly  speaking,  have  been  alive  now,  and  en- 
joying his  supei-anu nation,  but  we  brought  him 
back  to  the  Board.  It  was  a  separate  appointment. 
We  should  have  had  to  pay  another  man  the  same 
sum  of  money  if  we  had  taken  a  stranger,  and  the 
feeling  in  my  mind  was  that  we  ought  to  give  him 


first  of  all  and  separately  the  superannuation ;  and 
secondly  that  we  should  remunerate  him  for  the  separate 
duty  he  had  to  perform  from  the  29th  of  September 
to  the  day  of  his  death,  and  it  was  my  impression,  and 
I  do  not  hesitate  to  say  80«  that  the  least  we  could  pay 
to  his  executoi*s  was  at  the  rate  he  was  receiving 
before,  the  1.750/.  I  took  an  interest  in  the  case 
myself,  and  it  was  my  0¥m  doing  so  far  as  moving  it 
and  appealins^  to  the  Board  to  do  it  as  a  matter  of 
kindness  and  consideration  because  his  widow  was 
not  left  very  well  oflT.  I  consulted  our  solicitor.  I 
know  that  our  solicitor  took  counsel's  opinion  upon 
it,  and  counsel's  opinion  was  that  we  should  be 
perfectly  justified  if  we  arrived  at  that  conclusion. 
That  was  communicated  to  the  Board,  and  the  Board 
carried  the  motion  which  I  put  first  as  an  amend- 
ment, and  then  as  an  original  motion.  I  must  say 
with  all  due  deference  to  your  Lordship  that  I  think 
conpcientiously  I  was  right  in  what  I  did.  I  do  not 
think  the  Board  could  honestly  have  done  less  than 
they  did.  It  was  a  very  small  sum  when  you  come  to 
look  at  it,  altogether.  I  do  not  know  whether  yon 
know  the  sum,  it  was  a  mere  trifie  after  all.  The 
cheques  that  were  paid  to  him  for  snperannnadon 
were  129/.  1^.  5d.  and  the  salary  for  the  six  weeks 
was  240/.  9s.  10c/.,  so  all  that  he  received  was 
369/.  lis.  Zd.  for  that  which  his  widow  knew,  and  I 
knew,  and  all  his  friends  knew,  produced  his  death. 
He  died  because  we  brought  him  back.  He  would, 
humanly  speaking,  have  lived  if  he  had  not  been 
brought  back. 

11,288.  {Mr.  Bosanguet.)  You  told  us  you  were 
on  the  committee  which  inquured  into  Robertson's 
case  upon  Fuller's  complaint  ? — I  was. 

11»289.  You  told  us  there  was  a  report  by  the 
solicitor  ? — Yes. 

1 1.290.  Which  I  suppose  would  be  entered  on  some 
minutes  which  are  to  be  found  ? — I  do  not  think  it  is 
entered  on  the  minutes.  I  believe  it  is  a  separate 
document.  I  have  read  it.  I  read  it  during  the  time 
of  the  inquiry  of  the  committee  as  to  Mr.  Robertson. 
I  called  for  it  because  I  considered  it  part  of  the 
inquiry  to  show  that  Mr.  Robertson's  antecedents  had 
been  so  unfortunate  and  unsatisfactory. 

11.291.  Did  you  ever  communicate  that  report  of 
the  solicitor  to  the  Board  in  general  ? — Oh,  yes,  it  was 
all  known.  I  do  not  know  as  to  every  other 
member  of  the  Board. 

11.292.  You  were  a  sub-committee  or  a  small  com- 
mittee inquiring  into  the  case.  Did  you  ever  commu- 
nicate to  the  whole  Board  what  the  solicitor  had 
found  out  ? — Well,  I  do  not  know  that  I  absolutely 
personally  communicated  it  to  the  Board.  It  was 
individually  known  to  the  members  of  the  Board  all 
through  excepting  the  new  members.  All  the  old 
members  of  the  Board  knew  it  perfectly  well. 

11.293.  I  am  speaking  of  the  Board  at  that  time  ? — 
At  the  time  of  the  inquiry  ? 

11.294.  Yes? — It  was  certainly  known  to  every 
member  of  the  committee  engaged  in  that  inquiry. 

11.295.  You  reported  to  the  Board  ?— Yes. 

11.296.  Did  you  report  to  the  Board  not  only  the 
conclusion  you  had  come  to  but  what  the  solicitor  had 
fonnd  out  and  reported  to  you?— The  report  of  the 
solicitor  was  brought  biefoi-e  the  Works  and  General 
Purposes  Committee. 

11.297.  That  is  the  whole  Board?— That  is  the 
whole  Board,  and  a  portion  of  it  was  read  at  that 
conmiittee.  I  made  constant  reference  to  it  and  other 
members  made  reference  to  it,  but  I  do  not  think  it 
was  read  in  its  entirety. 

1 1.298.  Was  it  generally  understood  upon  the  com- 
mittee as  well  as  by  yourself  that  the  charges  really 
were  made  out  against  Mr.  Robertson.  You  tell  us 
there  was  no  doubt  about  it  in  your  own  mind.  Was 
it  generally  accepted? — I  cannot  answer  for  other 
people's  minde>  all  I  can  say  is  as  to  my  own.  I  never 
had  any  doubt  in  my  own  mind,  and  anybody  who 
reads  the  evidence  which  was  taken  by  Mr.  Wyke 
Smith  musty  I  think,  form  his  own  conclusions. 

3  B  2 


Twentieth  Day. 

34  Julj  1888. 

Mr,  G.  B. 
JiichardsoM, 


Digitized  by 


Google 


380 


METROPOLITAN   BOARD   OF   WORKS   INQUIRY   COMMISSION  : 


Iweuticth  Day 
24  July  1888. 

Mr.  G.  B. 

Richardson, 


11.299.  Did  you  vote  that  Mr.  Robertson  should 
be  acquitted  ? — I  cannot  remember  the  details  of 
what  took  place  in  the  committee.  I  can  only  say 
that  first  of  all  the  evidence  was  brought  before  us, 
and  then,  as  I  said  before,  the  committee  determined 
to  call  Mr.  Fuller  before  them,  and  Mr.  Fuller  would 
not  come,  and  then  the  conclusion  was  arrived  at  that, 
under  those  circumstances,  they  would  dismiss  the 
inquiry. 

1 1.300.  We  have  had  the  minute  before  us  which 
practically  acquits  Mr.  Robertson.  It  seems  a  little 
.strange  that  members  who  were  convinced  of  his  guilt 
should  acquit  him  ?  —  I  cannot  answer  for  my 
colleagues.     It  was  a  very  long  time  ago,  in  1875. 

11.301.  You  yourself  may  for  all  you  know  have 
voted  for  acquitting  him  ? — I  had  a  very  different 
opinion  to  other  memben^  of  the  committee. 

11.302.  You  were  jigainst  it? — I  was  entirely 
against  it. 

11,3(X^.  {Mr.  fVinch.)  One  question  about  Mr. 
Robeitson.  You  were  suspicious  of  him — to  put  it 
on  no  higher  ground — in  1875  ? — Yes. 

11.304.  You  kuew  his  salary  ? — Yes. 

11.305.  Did  you  know  how  he  was  living? — Not 
at  that  time  I  did  not.  The  first  I  heard  of  his 
living  beyond  his  means  was  a  report  which,  strange 
to  say,  Mr.  Goddard  said  he  made  to  his  chief,  Mr. 
Vulliamy. 

11.306.  When  was  that? — He  said  it  to  the  com- 
mitee  during  the  inquiry  and  it  must  have  been,  I 
should  think,  about  a  year  before  the  inquiry  took  place, 
when  he  said  he  reported  to  Mr.  Vulliamy  that  he  had 
reason  to  believe  that  Mr.  Robertson  was  living 
beyond  his  means.  He  was  keeping  two  or  three 
carriages  and  a  livery  servant,  and  he  used  to  come 
up  to  the  Board  in  a  carnage  with  his  livery  servant 
behind  him  as  a  gentleman  in  the  highest  degree,  and 
he  said  he  thought  he  could  hardly  do  that  upon  his 
ordinary  salary ;  he  thought  it  was  impossible,  and  he 
re[)orted  that  to  Mr.  Vulliamy. 

1 1.307.  His  salary  was  400/.  a  year  ? — According 
to  Mr.  Groddard's  statement  at  the  committee,  Mr. 
Vulliamy  said  that  he  knew  he  had  some  property 
iefl  him,  and  therefore  he  could  not  take  any  notice 
of  it,  and  he  never  reported  it  to  the  Board. 

11.308.  Had  he  been  drivi»^g  out  in  his  carriage 
lor  many  years  before  this  ? — I  do  not  say  for  many 
years.  I  only  know  what  Mr.  Goddord  said  he  had 
reported.     I  never  saw  anything  of  the  carriage. 

11.309.  There  was  nothing  that  came  befoie  you 
which  excited  your  suspicions  that  something  must 
be  vn-ong? — No,  that  was  all  that  I  heard. 

11.310.  (Mr.  Freeman.)  One  question  about  this 
matter  with  reference  to  Mr.  Fuller.  It  arose,  did  it 
not,  from  Mr.  Robertson  bringing  certain  correspon- 
dence before  the  chairman  of  the  Board.  It  initiated 
with  Mr.  Robertson  himself? — No.  Mr.  Fuller  wrote 
to  the  chairman.  I  think  it  was  a  letter  to  the 
chairman ;  ray  impression  Ls  that  it  was  so. 

11.311.  Lord  Magheramorne  has  told  us  that  the 
correspondence  with  Mr.  Fuller  was  laid  before  him 
by  Mr.  Robertson  to  ask  him  what  he  was  to  do  in 
the  matter  ?— T  think  not. 


11.312.  And  that  thereupon  Ix>rd  Magheramorne 
reported  it  to  the  Board,  and  they  appointed  a  com- 
mittee of  investigation  ? — Yes. 

11.313.  Ton  are  aware  that  before  the  report  of 
the  solicitor  which  you  referred  to,  Mr.  Robertson 
himself  appeared  before  the  committee,  and  Mr. 
Vulliamy  had  been  before  that  committee  ? — Yes ;  I 
believe  so. 

11.314.  And  Mr.  Vulliamy  gave  an  account  of  the 
high  position  in  which  he  held  Mr.  Robertson?— 
Yes. 

11.315.  And  you  recollect  seeing  the  committee's 
report  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  satisfy  them  that 
the  charge  was  made  out  ? — I  did  not  agree  with  that 
report. 

11.316.  I  believe  the  matter  you  have  chiefly 
directed  your  attention  to  all  along  has  been  the 
question  of  finance  ? — Yes. 

11.317.  And  I  believe  you  have  taken  a  large  part 
in  causing  the  present  stock  of  the  Board  to  be  issued 
on  the  favourable  terras  it  has  been  issued  on,  and  in 
the  present  financial  arrangements  ? — Yes,  I  did  take 
the  initiative  long  before  we  got  our  Loans  Act  that 
we  should  borrow  the  money  on  our  own  statutory 
security ;  and  when  that  Loans  Act  was  passed  there  was 
a  great  question  arose  as  to  how  it  should  be  interpreted. 
I  ventured  to  express  ray  views  upon  it  because  I 
thought  it  would  be  more  favourable  to  the  Metro- 
polis than  the  view  of  the  solicitor  at  that  time,  Mr. 
Wyke  Smith.  I  expressed  my  view  and  got  the 
question  referred  to  counsel  I  think  Lord  Selbome 
was  one  of  the  counsel  we  employed,  and  there  were 
two  others,  and  I  am  pleased  to  say  that  they  con- 
firmed my  view  instead  of  the  solicitor's,  and  under 
that  opinion  we  have  been  spreading  the  indebtedness 
of  the  Board  over  the  60  years  instead  of  17  years, 
and  I  think  I  may  say  the  Metropolis  has  gained 
through  that  interpretation  of  the  statute  at  least  up 
to  the  present  time  two  millions.  That  is  to  say  two 
millions  would  have  been  drawn  by  the  Boaixi  from 
if  it  the  metropolis  had  been  taken  on  the  interpreta- 
tion of  Mr.  Wyke  Smith. 

11.318.  Having  that  special  knowledge  of  finance, 
yonr  attention  has  been  largely  directed  to  the  ac- 
countant's department  ? — Yes. 

11.319.  Has  that  departanent  all  through  ever  since 
Mr.  Gunn  has  been  there  been  not  only  perfectly 
honestly  but  ably  administered  ? — I  should  say  most 
perfectly  administered.  I  have  the  highest  opinion  of 
the  officers  in  the  accountant's  department 

1 1 .320.  I  believe  there  is  one  other  matter  to  which 
you  directed  your  attention  a  great  deal,  and  have 
given  evidence  before  committees  upon,  and  that  is 
^e  question  relating  to  the  gas  and  water  companies  ? 
— ^I'es,  I  have  been  examined  very  often  upon  those 
questions. 

11.321.  And  you  have  succeeded  in  getting  in 
various  clauses,  and  you  have  given  evidence  before 
committees  about  clauses  for  reducing  the  powers  of 
those  companies  and  making  more  favourable  terms 
for  their  ultimate  purchase  ? — Yes,  I  have  done  so  but 
not  very  successfully  I  am  afraid. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


(Mr.  Meadows  fVhite.)  Would  vour  Lordship  allow 
me  to  hand  in  this  document.  The  chairman  wished 
me  to  hand  in  this  document  to  correct  something  he 
said,  and  perhaps  your  Lordship  would  not  mind  read- 
ing it  so  that  it  should  go  on  the  notes  as  a  correction 


of  the  chairman's  evidence  {handing  in  same).  It  is 
m  the  form  as  if  one  of  the  gentlemen  who  have  been 
called  had  stated  it. 

{Chairman.)  We  can  get  it  from  some  other  member 
of  the  Board. 


Adjourned  to  Friday  next  at  11  o'clock. 
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TWBNTY-PIRST    DAY. 


Friday,  27th  Jaly  1888. 


PBB8ENT: 


LORD^EBSCHELL. 


I 


Mr.  Gsbnfbll. 
Lord  HERSCHELL  in  the  Chair. 

Mr.  Jab££s  Beal  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr.  Bosanqubt,  Q.C. 


11.322.  {Chairman.)  I  believe  jou  have  taken 
considerable  interest  in  the  question  of  the  Metro- 
politan Board  of  Works  and  its  proceedings  ? — From 
its  origination. 

11.323.  You  have  written  a  letter  to  the  news- 
papers, and  the  Commissioners  have  desired  your 
presence  for  the  pnrpose  of  offering  them  any  assis- 
tance you  can  give? — I  have  endeavoured  to  be  a 
finger  post  to  point  out  where  they  can  get  the 
evidence  completing  the  charges  which  have  been  made 
from  1855  up  to  now.  The  question  arose  how  far 
you  would  go  back.  It  has  not,  I  believe,  been 
decided,  but  I  have  sent  notes  of  evidence  beginning 
even  with  the  meeting  preceding  the  election  of  the 
first  chairman,  to  show  that  it  began  badly,  and  with 
corruption. 

11.324.  I  see  you  suggest  that  it  would  be  desirable 
to  have  a  list  of  the  great  contracts  for  the  last  20 
years,  the  names  of  the  contractors,  and  the  amounts 
of  the  contracts.  That  has  already  been  done  by  the 
Commission  some  time  ago  ? — You  have  got  that  ? 

11.325.  Yes.  I  should  like  to  know  if  you  can  tell 
ns  anything,  or  give  us  any  fact  in  connexion  with 
those  contracts  which  would  put  us  upon  further 
infonnation  ? — No.  I  introduced  Mr.  Ridley  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Commission,  with  a  view  of  his 
answering  Sir  Joseph  Bazalgette's  evidence  as  to  the 
northern  outfall  contract,  and  as  to  another  one, 
the  pumping  station,  northern  ontfsll,  Bayliss  and 
Eckersley. 

11.326.  That  we  have  already  been  in  communica- 
tion with  him  about.  I  see  you  refer  to  the  sugges- 
tion that  a  contractor  was  allowed  to  fill  up  with 
rubbish  deposited,  which  he  obtained  from  builders 
and  others  instead  of  with  the  material  taken  from  the 
bed  of  the  river  ? — ^It  was  most  important  that  the 
material  should  be  taken  trom  the  beil  of  the  river. 

11.327.  That  matter  has  been,  with  r^^d  to  one 
contract,  inquired  into  by  the  Commission.  I  want 
to  know  if  you  speak  of  the  same  contract,  or  one 
that  we  have  not  inquired  into  ? — The  same.  I  have 
just  had  read  to  me  an  answer  given  by  Sir  Joseph 
BazalgAtte,  which  I  am  sure  could  not  be  sustained  by 
evidence. 

11.328.  That,  of  course,  is  still  the  subject  of 
inquiry.  The  Commission  have  intended  to  take 
further  evidence;  but  what  I  wanted  to  know  was 
whether  that  was  the  one  you  spoke  of,  or  whether 
there  was  any  other  ? 

{Mr,  Grenfell.)  This  is  the  embankment  contract 
you  said  as  to  tne  outfall? — No;  this  is  as  to  the 
embankment.  The  first  one  was  the  out&ll.  That 
ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  stop  where  it  is,  because 
not  only  was  it  necessary  to  put  in  the  filling  where  it 
was  from  the  river,  because  the  width  of  the  river  was 
reduced,  and  the  fiow  of  water  therefore  increased,  but 
afterwards,  through  this  rubbish  being  put  in  instead 
of  Thames  ballast,  the  ratepayers  had  to  keep,  year 
after  year,  following  that  sinking  of  the  surface  with 
a  large  quantity  of  Macadam  materials,  which,  I 
suppose,  bias  cost  scores  of  thousands  of  pounds,  which 
would  have  been  avoided  if  the  onginal  contract  had 
been  carried  outi 


11.329.  Then  you  refer  to  a  contractor  who  had 
tendered  for  one  of  the  great  contracts,  and  after  he 
had  got  it  was  informed  that  ^*  it  would  not  be  con- 
"  firmed  unless  he  paid  20,000/.  to  somebody  **  ? — 
Yes ;  I  set  that  out  in  a  petition  I  presented  to  the 
House  of  Commons ;  and  I  charged  three  members, 
Mr.  Doulton,  the  member  for  Lambeth ;  Mr.  Staniland, 
the  member  for  Boston  ;  and  Mr.  Jackson,  the  member 
for  Ashton-under-Lyne,  with  receiving  10,000/.  a-pieoe 
to  be  the  contractor's  sureties  when  the  contractor 
had  offered  to  deposit  the  money. 

11.330.  What  contractor  was  that  ? — Mr.  Ridley. 

11.331.  That  was  the  contractor  who  did  not  get 
the  contract  ? — No,  he  did  not  get  it.  The  facts  I 
set  out  in  this  petition,  which  I  am  glad  they  have 
found,  were  very  simple.  These  three  members  wei'e 
put  upon  a  committee  to  inquire  into  the  Essex 
Reclamation  Scheme.  I  thought  it  was  dishonest  that 
these  men,  who  had  received  10,000/.  a-piece,  should 
be  introduced  into  that  commission,  and  give  a  verdict 
in  favour  of  the  Board,  when  public  opinion  was  so 
strongly  against  it. 

11.332.  A  commission  of  what? — Of  the  House  of 
Commons  on  the  Essex  Reclamation  Scheme,  Bill 
No.  2,  when  public  opinion  was  so  strongly  opposed 
to  the  whole  scheme.  I  took  Mr.  Jackson  up  to  Mr. 
Brand,  the  whip,  and  I  said,  '^  Mr.  Brand,'*  so-and-io, 
that  is  the  10,000/. ;  and  Mr.  Jackson  said,  <<  I  should 
**  have  been  a  great  fool  if  I  had  not  taken  it." 

11.333.  Which  Mr.  Jackson  was  that?— The 
member  for  Ashton-under-Lyne. 

11.334.  One  moment.  I  do  not  understand  what 
you  suggest  he  was  to  get  the  10,000/.  for  ? — For 
finding  sureties  to  Mr.  Fumess,  who  had  got  the  con- 
tract. Mr.  Ridley  had  tendered  for  the  contract  for 
495,000/.  He  was  then  telegraphed  to  that  he  would 
not  have  the  contract  confirmed  in  the  foUowing  week 
unless  he  deposited  20,000/.  The  gentleman  who 
communicated  with  Mr.  Ridley,  as  I  have  set  out 
here,  said,  "  Mr.  Pumess  will  give  25,000/.  if  you  will 
not."  Now  if  the  20,000/.  had  been  deposited, 
there  was  no  necessity  for  a  surety,  no  necessity  for 
the  loss  of  a  shilling,  and  no  necessity  for  adding  this 
to  the  cost  of  the  contract. 

11.335.  Of  course,  as  to  that,  we  are  not  here  to 
inquire  into  the  conduct  of  membera  of  Parliament, 
but  into  the  conduct  of  members  of  the  Board  ? — This 
is  part  of  the  Board. 

11.336.  Mr.  Staniland  is  dead,  is  not  he  ?— I  think 
not.  Mr.  Jackson  is,  and  Mr.  Doulton  is ;  but  here 
IS  the  petition;  and  they  never  attended  in  their 
places  in  the  House  again  that  session. 

11.337.  That  seems  to  me  to  be  very  much  beyond 
the  scope  of  our  inquiry,  except  so  far  as  it  concerns 
any  action  of  the  Board  or  members  of  the  Board  ? — 
It  is  the  Board.  Why  did  the  Board  insist  upon 
sureties  for  10,000/.  a-piece  when  he  offered  to  deposit 
the  amount? 

11,838.  That  is  another  thing  ;  but  the  Board  in- 
sisting on  the  sureties  of  10,000/.  a-piece  has  nothing 
to  do  with  the  arrangement  between  Mr.  Fumess  and 
people  who  became  his  sureties,  unless  they  were 
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members  of  the    Board? — Surely   the  deposit  for 
20,000/.  is  as  good  as  chree  sureties  for  30,000/. 

11.339.  How  do  you  suy  that  the  Board  knew  of 
tho<e  arrangements  made  between  Mr.  Furne^s  and 

Mr,  J,  Beat,    thei^e  three  gentlemen  ?     What  reason   is  there  for 

' believing  the  Board  knew  of  those  ? — The  fact  that 

Mr.  Ridley  will  come  and  prove. 

11.340.  Which  fact  ?— That  he  offered  to  deposit 
the  30,000/.  in  case  no  sureties  would  be  required. 

11.341.  That  Mr.  Ridley  did?— Yes. 

11.342.  That  may  be  so  ?— That  the  Board  required 
the  sureties,  and  we  say  corruptly. 

11.343.  In  the  specification,  I  suppose  there  was 
the  alternative  to  these  sureties  or  the  deposit  of 
money  ? — I  should  think  not. 

11.344.  Do  you  know? — No,  I  do  not.  We  never 
bee  these  contracts,  or  the  forms. 

11.345.  Apart  from  the  question  of  Mr.  Ridley's 
being  the  lower  tender  and  the  other  the  higher,  it 
did  not  matter  to  the  Board  whether  it  was  done  by 
deposit  of  money  or  by  sureties  ? — I  think  it  did. 
They  knew  all  the  ropes.  They  know,  if  the  30,000/. 
was  in  cash,  there  was  an  end  of  it ;  but  that,  if 
10,000/.  each  was  found  in  three  sureties  they  would 
have  to  be  guaranteed  and  paid. 

11.346.  Do  you  mean  that  all  sureties  require  to  be 
paid  to  become  sureties  ? — To  that  amount  certainly. 
Who  will  take  an  enormous  risk  of  495,000/.,  if  he  is 
a  surety,  unless  he  is  protected  in  some  way  by  money 
payment  ? 

11.347.  Therefore  you  say  that  the  method  of 
doing  it  by  sureties  was ? — A  corrupt  one. 

11.348.  An  unwise  method?  —  I  will  not  say 
unwise  ;  I  say  corrupt. 

1 1,849.  But  surely  three  people,  if  they  are  solvent 
people,  who  are  sureties  for  the  performance  of  a 
contract  amounting  to  495,000/.  are  a  better  security 
than  20,000/.  down? — Thirty-thousand  pounds  de- 
posited, no. 

11.350.  Why  not? — They  were  only  guarantees 
for  30,000/. 

11.351.  Is  that  80.  that  they  were  only  guarantees 
for  30,000/.  ?— That  is  aU. 

11.352.  Then  it  is  the  difference  between  20,000/. 
and  30,000/.  ?--They  only  asked  him  for  25,000/. 
Twenty-five  thousand  pounds  it  may  have  been  which 
he  was  ready  to  deposit,  so  as  to  avoid  paying  these 
men.    He  refnsed  to  pay  them. 

11.353.  Have  you  anything  to  show  that  the  Board 
knew  of  the  arrangement,  which  you  say  was  corrupt? 
— No.  If  yoo  have  the  list  of  contracts,  the  amounts, 
and  the  list  of  contractors,  the  amounts  of  loose 
money  to  which  I  have  referred ;  and  you  leain  the 
names  of  the  sureties ;  and  the  fact  that  there  wQre 
millions  of  pounds  worth  of  contracts  given  to  one 
man,  and  not  to  the  outside  contracting  world  :  and 
that  the  engineer  of  the  Board  was  the  sole  arbitrator 
between  the  Board  and  him  as  to  works  and  the 
amount  of  extras  paid  out  of  thase  loose  moneys,  you 
have  your  lesson.     You  will  see  the  whole  thing. 

11.354.  There  will  be  a  good  deal  beyond  that, 
before  one  sees  the  whole  thing  ? — I  think  you  will, 
if  you  fro  through  all  you  have  hinted  at. 

11,855.  However,  that  is  the  contract  you  referred 
to— the  contract  of  Mr.  Fumess  that  was  accepted, 
and  Mr.  Ridley  who  was  not  accepted  ?  —  Yee. 
Mr.  Ridley  will  come  up  at  any  time  your  Lordship 
pleases  to  appoint.  He  went  away  at  my  I'equest, 
because  I  found  he  had  gone  to  the  old  solicitor  of 
Sir  Joseph  Bazalgette. 

11.356.  We  have  been  a  long  time  in  communica- 
tion with  Mr.  Ridle)'.  He  is  not  well,  and  is  unable 
to  oome  ? — No,  he  was  quite  well.  I  brought  him  here 
last  week. 

11.357.  His  answer  to  his  sunmions  to  come  to-day 
says  that  he  is  not  well,  and  cannot  come,  and  will 
come  at  a  future  day.  I  do  not  know  whether 
Mr.  Ridley  knows  about  his  health  better  than  you 
do  ?  —  I  will  telegnq^ih  to  him  to  come  up  on 
Tuesday. 


11.358.  We  have  arranged  with  him  to  come  ? — H^ 
told  me  you  had  not. 

11.359.  As  soon  as  he  is  well  enough  he  will  come  ? 
— He  will  come  whenever  you  want  him.  He  was 
here  last  week,  and  I  never  saw  a  man  better. 

11.360.  He  has  gout,  which  is  a  thing  which  does 
come  on  even  after  you  have  been  pretty  weU.  Tliere 
is  only  one  other  matter  here,  that,  as  far  I  see,  the 
Commission  has  not  had  before  them  and  dealt  with, 
and  that  is  the  two  occasions  on  which  you  say  the 
expenditure  has  been  disallowed  by  the  auditors,  one 
sum  of  16,000/.  and  another  of  3,000/.  ?— It  is  more 
than  that ;  but,  still,  I  only  mention  this.  16,000/. 
was  for  the  Water  Bill  of  J  876.  They  knew  it  was 
not  within  their  power  to  promote  such  a  Bill,  and  we 
surcharged  them  in  order  to  prove  they  had  no  such 
power,  and  in  every  case  where  they  have  been  sur- 
charged, it  was  for  objects  for  which  they  knew  they 
had  no  power  to  incur  the  expense. 

11.361.  What  was  the  date  of  that  ?— 1876. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  With  regard  to  that  there 
is  a  Parliamentary  indemnity. 

11.362.  {Chairman.)  What  was  the  other  one? — 
The  expenses  for  the  seats  in  Hyde  Park  for  the 
Prince  of  Wales  Thanksgiving.  It  had  nothing  to 
do  with  them. 

11.363.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  There  is  a  Parlia- 
mentary indemnity  for  that  also  ? — It  was  nothing  to 
do  with  them.  They  had  to  get  a  special  Act  of  Par- 
liament to  enable  them  to  pay  it  out  of  the  rates. 

11.364.  {Chairman.)  Did  Parliament  give  them  the 
power  ? — Yes  ;  they  had  spent  the  money. 

11.365.  I  suppose  Parliament  thought  it  was  not 
altogether  so  unreasonable  ?  —  They  expended 
16,000/.  in  an  inquiry  which  they  knew  would  be 
futile,  because  they  had  no  power  to  enter  upon  it, 
nor  would  Parliament  give  them,  if  they  had  known 
the  control  of  these  matters  in  their  then  state,  because 
it  was  as  bad  then  as  it  is  now. 

11.366.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  What  was  this  inquiry  ?— 
It  was  a  Bill  promoted  by  them  to  acquire  the  under- 
takings of  the  Water  Companies  in  London  ;  they  lost 
it,  of  course. 

11.367.  {Chairman.)  Is  there  any  other  matter  on 
which  you  can  assist  us  ? — I  daresay  I  could.  There 
is  the  question  about  the  banking  account  of  the 
Board. 

11.368.  That  we  have  also  inquired  about? — But 
you  see  the  figures  1  give  there.  I  do  not  see  that 
you  asked  about  those  ngures. 

11.369.  We  did  not  ask  about  those  specific  figures, 
but  we  inquired  about  the  balances,  and  we  found 
that  the  Treasury,  for  some  considerable  time  past, 
has  had  a  weekly  return  of  all  the  balances  they  have^ 
and  determined  what  amount  they  ought  to  put  into 
Treasury  Bills,  and  that  amount  has  been  put  into 
Treasury  Bills  ? — That  is  since  then.  We  made  that 
demand.  If  they  borrowed,  as  they  did,  say  two 
millions,  and  they  paid  3  per  cent.,  that  is  60,000/.  a 
year,  and  it  lies  at  the  London  and  Westminster 
Bank,  to  be  used  by  them,  against  which  they  give 
the  Board,  say  1  per  cent,  or  1^  per  cent* 

11.370.  Thiftt,  of  course,  depends  on  how  long  it 
lies  there? — It  is  at  the  rate  of  5,000/.  a  month 
interest 

11.371.  But  it  depends  on  how  long  it  lies  there, 
and  whether  they  could  get  better  terms  by  buying 
Treasury  Bills,  than  interest  at  the  bank  ? — I  say  it 
would  not  have  been  done  if  the  Chairman  had  not 
been  a  director  of  the  London  and  Westminster 
Bank. 

1 1.372.  Why  ? — Nobody  would  leave  two  millions 
with  their  bankers  when  they  could  use  it,  or  it  nedd 
not  have  been  called  up. 

11.373.  It  would  depend  on  how  soon  I  wanted  it, 
and  what  interest  I  could  get  by  investing  it  beyond 
what  the  bank  allowed  me? — Supposing  they  want 
money ;  they  do  not  want  two  millions  iu  a  day,  and 
yet  their  balances  varied  through  the  mouth  of  June, 
between  the  three  amounts  I  have  named  there — two 
millions,  one  million,  and  1,600,000/. 
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11,374.  How  long  did  they  have  that  balance  ? — I 
do  not  know.     You  should  get  the  return. 

ll,37i>.  Wheie  did  you  get  those  figures  from  ? — 
Their  books.  I  got  those  irom  Mr.  Leslie,  a  member 
of  the  Board,  who  is  indignant  at  the  course  of  their 
finance. 

11.376.  How  long  ago  is  that  ?— 1874.  1  sug- 
gested you  should  get  a  return  from  them  of  their 
monthly  balances  on  the  first  of  each  month  from  that 
day  upwards,  and  then  we  shoidd  see. 

11.377.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  1  think  you  mu«t  be 
wrong  about  the  interest  being  5,000/.  a  month.  Lord 
Magheramome  says  5,000/.  a  year  ? — Supposing  they 
borrowed  two  millions  of  money  at  3  per  cent.,  that 
is  60,000/.  a  year. 

11.378.  J  thought  you  said  that  was  lying  at  the 
bank  at  that  rate  ? — No,  they  borrowed  from  the 
public  at  thut  rate,  and  then  lent  it  to  the  bank  at 
1  per  cent,  or  1 J  per  cent. 

11.379.  (Chainnan,)  Have  you  got  the  date  since 
when  the  Treasury  Bills  have  been  taken  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  tVhite.)  I  have  sent  for  it. 

(  The  Witness.)  Then  with  regard  to  the  chairman  : 
he  came  into  an  estate  which  required  him  to  live  in 
Ireland  for  three  months  in  the  year,  and  to  Ireland 
he  goes  for  three  months.  Now,  I  say  that  is  not 
the  right  thing  for  the  Chairman  of  such  a  Board. 
We  have  had  no  answer  to  the  question  as  to  the 
cheques  being  signed,  or  who  signs  them,  or  what 
anangements  are  made  to  protect  the  finances  during 
his  absence. 

11.380.  {Mr,  Crrenfell.)  We  have  it  in  evidence 
that  he  is  not  the  chairman  of  the  Finance  Committee  ? 
— That  does  not  matt';r ;  he  is  the  Chairman  of  the 
Board  and  a  member  of  every  committee. 

11.381.  (Chairman.)  You  would  hardly  think  that 
the  Chairman  of  the  Board  must  necessarily  do  every- 
thing in  connexion  with  the  Board  ? — I  should  think 
he  should  sign  every  cheque. 

11.382.  I  do  not  know  why;  why  should  not  the 
Chairman  of  the  Finance  Committee  ?  —  Can  you 
delegate  such  an  authority  in  that  form  ? 

11.383.  Why  not?  Why  is  the  Chairman  of  the 
Board  any  more  the  person  to  sign  cheques  than  the 
Chairman  of  the  Finance  Committee  ? — In  every  vestry 
the  order  of  the  vestry  directs  the  committee  to  sign 
cheques. 

1 1.384.  In  the  case  of  a  vestry  the  rector  does  not 
sign  all  the  clieques? — No,  he  does  not  attend, 
although  he  may  be  ofiicially  the  chairman. 

11.385.  Is  there  a  finance  committee  in  a  vestry  ? — 
Yes. 

11.386.  Does  not  the  chairman  of  the  finance 
committee  sign  the  cheques  ? — Three  of  the  members 
by  order  of  the  vestry.  In  the  absence  of  the  chair- 
man, when  an  order  is  given  to  sign  the  cheques,  how 
does  he  know  these  things  are  correctly  done  ?  He 
attends  every  committee. 

11.387.  It  depends  on  whom  the  Board  allowed  to 
do  it.  lY  the  Board  ordered  the  chairman  of  the 
Finance  Committee  antl  other  members  to  do  it,  what 
is  the  harm  in  that  ? — I  think  there  is  a  great  harm. 

11.388.  Surely  the  Chairman  of  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee looking  into  the  cases  is  a  more  suitable  man 
than  the  Chairman  of  the  Board,  who  cannot  look 
into  ever)' thing  ? — I  do  not  think  so.  He  ought  to 
look  after  that  at  least. 

11.389.  If  he  has  to  look  after  everything,  his 
looking  after  everything  would  be  no  more  than 
nominal  ? — We  had  a  case  some  years  ago  of  an 
officer  of  the  Board  in  the  Finance  Department 
charged  with  corruption, — Hughes,  I  think  his  name 
was, — and  then  I  understood  the  matter  was  arranged 
by  the  chairman  always  signing  the  cheques. 

11.390.  I  do  not  understand  how  it  is  a  greater 
secuiity  for  the  Chairman  of  the  Board  to  sign  the 
cheques  than  for  the  Chairman  of  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee, whose  special  duty  it  is  ? — When  there  was  a 
fraud,  that  was  to  be  the  protection  against  fraud. 

11.391.  If  the  chairman  of  the  Finance  Conmaittee 
was  fraudulent ? — It  was  not  the  chairman. 


Tw«ity-£nt 
Day. 


Mr.  J.  Btal. 


11,392.  Why  should  the  Chairman  of  the  Finance 
Comniittee  be  a  less  safe  person  to  supervise  than  the 
Chairman  of  the  Board  ? — The  Chairman  of  the  Board 
is  the  salaiiea  oflicer  of  tiie  Board,  and  supposed  to    *^  ^^^  ^^® 
have  control  ol'  and  to  infiuenoe  everything. 

11.393.  (Mr.    GrenfelL)    There  was   a  Finance 

Conamittee,  and  they  elected  the  ^Vjrroan  of  that  ? 

A  fortnight  ago. 

11.394.  (Chairman.)  It  has  been  going  on  for 
years  ? — Yes,  but  they  re-elected  one  the  other 
day. 

{Mr.  GrenfelL)  This  is  the  question  and  answer ; 
"  You  are  the  Chairman  of  the  Finance  Committee  ? 
"  A.  No.  Q.  Is  there  any  Chairman  of  the  Finance 
"  Committee?  A.  Yes.  Q.  He  is  named  by  the 
**  Board?  -4.  No,  he  is  named  by  his  own  com- 
'*  mittee.  At  this  present  moment  there  is  a  Finance 
"  Committee  that  has  sat,  and  are  electing  their 
"  chairman  for  the  ensuing  year." 

11.395.  (Chairman.)  The  cheques,  in  the  absence 
ol  the  Chairman,  would  be  signed  by  the  Deputy 
Chairman,  I  see,  under  the  byelaws  ? — As  I  say,  he 
goes  away  for  three  months  and  draws  hb  salary  all 
the  same,  and  we  have  not  the  protection  I  think  we 
should  have  of  his  presence. 

11.396.  (Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Then  you  would  not 
allow  him  any  holiday  ? — Not  as  to  signing  cheques. 
I  should  like  to  know  whether  any  ba^er  would  put 
his  clerk  in  instead  ? 

11.397.  (Chairman.)  Do  you  know  of  any  public 
body  where  the  cheques  are  always  signed  by  the 
same  person,  and  when  he  is  taking  his  holiday  no 
cheques  are  signed  ? — I  know  many  small  commercial 
operations  of  building  societies  and  friendly  societies 
where  they  are  all  signed  by  the  chairman. 

11.398.  And  does  he  take  no  holiday,  or  do  cheques 
wait  until  h€  comes  back  ? — They  are  sent  to  him,  with 
a  minute  of  the  board  ordering  their  signature. 

11.399.  What  security  is  tl^t  ?  He  knows  nothing 
of  the  transaction  ? — That  is  his  look  out. 

11.400.  The  cheques  are  sent  down  to  him  to  be 
signed.  \N  ould  not  it  be  a  greater  security  if  the 
cheques  were  signed  by  the  Chairman  of  the  Finance 
Committee,  who  has  actually  looked  into  the  matter  ? — 
In  addition  to  the  chairman. 

11.401.  (Mr.  GrenfelL)  Can  you  give  us  what  the 
pi^vision  is  as  to  signing  cheques  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  fVhite.)  I  think  the  byelaw  has 
been  already  before  the  Commission. 

11.402.  (Chairman.)  Is  there  any  other  point  you 
wish  to  mention  ? — It  is  not  for  me  to  go  into  unless 
I  was  asked  the  question  iirom  beginning  to  end. 

11.403.  It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  much  better  if 
there  is  anything  that  it  should  be  communicated 
either  to  the  Secretary  or  to  me,  or  in  some  other  way, 
and  then  we  will  exercise  our  discretion  upon  it  ? — I 
do.  I  have  sometimes  written  you  three  letters  a 
day  suggesting  questions  for  examination  to  be  put  to 
witnesses. 

11.404.  But  you  wrote  to  the  newspapers  as  though 
no  attention  was  being  paid  to  any  of  the  suggestions, 
and  therefore  I  thought  this  was  to  be  something  dif- 
ferent to  what  we  have  heard  about  ? — ^You  say  you 
have  those  returns. 

1 1.405.  We  put  a  number  of  questions  on  subjects 
which  you  say  here  we  have  not  been  inquiring  into 
at  all,  and  that  we  are  pursuing  our  investigation 
without  them  ? — ^I  am  told  1  can  see  the  shorthand 
writer's  notes,  and  that  the  **  Financial  News  "  reports 
are  not  so  accurate  that  I  can  entirely  rely  upon  them. 
Of  course  the  other  papers  are  very  scanty. 

(Chairman.)  That  I  do  not  know  about. 

11.406.  (Mr.  Bosanquet.)  You  said  that  the  con- 
tractor for  the  Thames  Brabaukment,  Mr.  Furness, 
was  paid  money  for  allowing  rubbish  to  be  shot  there 
instead  of  putting  in  good  ballast  from  the  Thames  ? 
— ^Yes. 

11.407.  Can  you  tell  us  of  anybody  else  who  is 
able  to  prove  that ;  you  have  only  heard  it  ? — I  knew 
it  at  the  time  well^  and  compkined  about  it.  Mr. 
Furness  is  dead. 
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11.408.  {Mr.  Studd.)  Mr.  Furness  is  not  dead  ?— 
Then  Mr.  Furness  is  going  to  prove  it.  Before  Lord 
Robert  Montague's  Committee  we  put  the  price  at 
dd,  a  yard,  and  we  were  told  afterwards  we  had  put 
it  too  low ;  that  it  was  1«.,  and  although  Sir  Joseph 
Bszalgette  speaks  of  a  few  thousand  pounds,  we 
were  then  told  it  was  80,000/.  he  receiTed. 

11.409.  {Mr.  GrenfelL)  For  what  ?— For  filling  in. 


That  instead  of  expending  money  in  filling  in,  he  got 
that  for  the  rubbish  that  was  put  in. 

11.410.  {Chainiian,)  He  failed  ?— He  did,  but  big 
contractors  very  often  do.     Peto  did. 

11.411.  (J7/-.  Bosanquet,)  Who  is  the  Mr.  Stani- 
land  you  mentioned  ? — ^The  then  member  for  Boston, 
<t  solicitor  there. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


{Mr,  Tatlock,)  Woidd  your  Lordship  permit  me  to 
make  an  application  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Saunders  ? 

(Chairman.)  Yes. 

(Mr.  Tatlock.)  My  Lord,  there  are  many  state- 
ments in  the  evidence  which  has  been  given  which 
reflect  upon  the  professional  reputation  and  claims 
of  Mr.  Saunders.  There  are  also  many  statements 
made  which,  he  says,  are  untrue,  and  he  is  moHt 
anxious  to  tell  your  Lordship  and  the  other  members 
of  the  Commission  his  view  of  the  various  matters, 
and  give  an  absolute  denial  to  many  of  the  circum- 
stances. He  has  furnished  a  statement  to  your 
Lordship  of  those  points  with  which  he  desires  to 
deal,  and  I  therefore  trust  your  Lordship  will  permit 


him  to  give  any  further  evidence  he  may  wish.  I  do 
not  know  whether  I  am  travelling  beyond  what  I  am 
entitled  to  do,  if  I  tell  your  Lordship  that  he  is  most 
anxious  to  answer  any  question  your  Lordship  may 
put  to  him.  He  is  aware  that  your  Lordship  can 
make  him  do  so,  but  still  he  is  anxious  to  answer 
any  question  that  the  Commissioners  may  wish  to 
put  to  him,  not  only  upon  the  matters  which  have 
been  inquired  about,  but  anything  further  that  may 
have  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  Commission  durini^ 
the  time  since  he  has  been  examined. 

(Chairman.)    We   propo?e   to  call    kim    later  in 
the  day. 


Mr.  WiLLiAU  Wkbstbb  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr. 
fV.  Webster. 


11.412.  (Chairman,)  You  are,  I  believe,  the  son 
of  Mr.  William  Webster,  the  contractor  ? — Yes. 

11.413.  I  judge  from  your  age  that  you  do  not 
personally  know  anything  of  these  matters  ? — No, 
I  do  not. 

11.414.  Your  father  is  dead  ?— Yes. 

11,416.  Is  the  business  that  he  carried  on  still 
being  carried  on  by  his  successors  ? — I  can  hardly  say 
that.  I  have  started  a  business  myself;  it  commenced 
on  the  26th  March. 

11.416.  This  year  ?— Of  this  year. 

11.417.  When  did  your  father's  business  cease  ?— 
He  has  certainly  not  taken  any  contract  since  the  year 
1882-83  ;  but  his  business  was  carried  on,  I  believe, 
with  a  partner  until  two  years  ago,  I>ecember  1886. 

11.418.  Who  was  the  partner  ?— Mr.  Staniland. 

11.419.  Is  that  the  Mr.  Staniland  who  was  formerly 
member  for  Boston  ? — Yes.  He  was  purely  a  finan- 
cial paitner,  I  believe. 

1 1.420.  How  long  had  he  been  partner  with  your 
father  ? — ^A  great  many  years,  since  the  commence- 
ment :  I  do  not  know  exactly. 

11.421.  He  would  not  know  any  partioulars  of  the 
business  ? — I  do  not  think  so. 

11.422.  Where  are  the  books  of  the  firm  ?— The 
books  of  my  father's  business  ? 

11.423.  Yes? — ^After  hb  death  we  examined  the 
books  and  so  on  ;  the  books  of  the  partnership, 
and  his  business  books  had  evidently  been  destroyed. 
Thev  were  destroyed  at  intervals  of  years,  I  believe, 
as  they  became  of  no  further  use  ;  but,  of  course, 
there  are  papers  exi.sting. 

11.424.  But  not  the  books  containing  the  accounts 
of  the  firm  ? — fHo.  I  believe  when  the  partnership 
was  ended,  the  books  were  destroyed  immediately 
afterwards. 

11,426.  Were  there  any  managers  who  managed 
the  affairs  of  the  bnsiness  ? — Several. 

11,426.  But  was  there  any  one  who  had  a  sort  of 
general  management  who  would  be  able  to  speak  to 


the  contracts  ? — There  are  two  remaining  who  would 
be  able  to  speak  to  the  contracts.  I  believe  they 
were  with  my  father  for  many  years. 

11.427.  Who  were  those?— Mr.  Row  ell  and  Mr. 
Crow. 

11.428.  (Mr.  Gren/ell.)  Who  was  the  accountant 
of  your  fatJxer's  business? — Mr.  Crow  would  be  his 
accountant  and  chief  cashier. 

11.429.  (Mr.  Bosanquet.)  You  yourself  have  got  a 
contract  with  the  Board  ? — Yes. 

1 1.430.  That  is  for  the  works  at  Crossness  ? — Yes ; 
the  precipitating  tanks  and  reservoirs. 

11.431.  Was  that  advertised  to  public  tender? — 
Yes. 

11.432.  Before  your  tender  was  accepted,  had  you 
anything  to  do  down  there  ior  the  Board  ? — No, 
nothing  for  the  Board.  I  had  commenced  some 
experiments  of  my  own  at  my  own  expense,  in  refer- 
ence to  an  invention — an  electrical  invention  for 
precipitating  sewage. 

11.433.  Down  at  Crossness  ?— Yes. 

1 1 .434.  Who  did  you  arrange  with  that  you  should 
go  and  try  your  experiments  there  ? — I  went  before 
the  whole  board  and  asked  permission. 

11,436.  When  was  that  ? — It  would  be  sometime 
in  January  of  this  year. 

11.436.  When  was  your  tender  accepted? — It 
would  be  sometime  in  May,  I  believe. 

11.437.  The  date  of  the  contract,  I  think,  was 
sometime  in  June  ? — It  would  be  signed  then. 

11.438.  Your  tender  was  accepted  in  May  ? — Yes. 

11.439.  (Mr.  Meadows  White,)  'I  believe  you 
appeared  before  the  whole  Board  ? — I  did. 

11.440.  And  you  made  experiments  to  show  them  ? 
— Yes. 

11.441.  And  described  the  nature  of  your  inven- 
tion ?  —Yes. 

1 1.442.  They  had  full  knowledge  of  what  you  were 
going  to  do  r — Certainly. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Mabk  Hayler  Judge  affirmed  and  examined. 


jfr.  11,443.  (Chairman.)  You  have  been  for  some  time, 

M.  H,  Jddge,    1  believe,  a  member  of  the  Paddington  vestry  ?— For 

—       some  years. 

11,444.  [  brieve  that  you  happened  to  be  foreman 
of  the  coroner's  jury  who  made  the  inquiry  into  the 
fire  at  Whiteley's  in  1887  ? — I  whs  foreman  of  that 
jury. 


11.445.  I  believe  that  the  attention  of  the  jury  was 
directed  in  that  case  to  the  spreading  of  the  fire  ? — It 
was,  ahd  much  surprise  was  expi-essed  ry  the  jury  at 
the  extraordinary  rapidity  with  which  the  fire  spread 
throughout  the  several  buildings. 

11.446.  The  jury  on  that  occasion  made  several 
recommendations,  the  first  four  relating  U>  inquiries 
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or  inquests  in  case  of  fire,  which  I  need  not  trouble 
you  with,  and  the  fifth  was  "  that  the  serious  danger 
*'  which  may  result  from  unscientific  construction 
"  where  ironwork  is  largely  used  calls  for  immediate 
'^  attention,  with  a  view  to  such  amendment  of  the 
^^  Building  Act  a^  will  secure  the  requisite  super- 
"  vision  "?— Yes. 

11.447.  On  the  occasion  of  that  inquiry  before  the 
jury,  Mr.  Saunders,  who  was  the  architect  of  the 
building,  gave  evidence  ? — He  did. 

11.448.  And  also  Mr.  Gundry,  the  district  surveyor  ? 
— Ye5 

11,4^9.  You  did  not  then  learn  anything  as  to  the 
view  that  the  buildmgs  were  not  constructed  in  accord- 
ance with  the  Building  Act  ? — We  did  not,  and  the 
district  surveyor  distinctly  informed  the  jury  that  the 
work  had  been  carried  out  to  his  satisfaction. 

11.450.  {Mr.  Bosanquet,)  That  is  Mr.  Gundry  ? 
— Mr.  Gundry. 

11.451.  (Wr.  Grenfell.)  He  said  that  he  was  satis- 
fied ? — That  he  was  satisfied.  No  suggestion  was 
made  to  the  jury  by  Mr.  Saunders  or  Mr.  Gundry,  or 
Mr.  Roclie,  who  was  the  solicitor,  and  who  appeared 
on  behalf  of  Mr.  Whiteley,  and  who,  from  evidence 
given  before  the  Commission,  appears  to  have  been 
connected  with  the  buildings,  and  was  a  member  of 
the  Board  at  the  time  they  were  erected,  that  there 
was  any  doubt  as  to  the  buildings  having  been  earned 
out  in  accordance  with  the  Building  Act. 

1!,452.  What  was  the  date  of  the  fire? — August, 
last  year.     It  resulted  in  four  deaths. 

11.453.  {Chairman.)  As  regards  that,  we  now 
know  that  the  Board  had  put  a  construction  upon  the 
Building  Act  which,  if  correct,  would  have  shown 
that  the  building  was  carried  out  according  to  the 
Act  ?— Yes. 

11.454.  I  do  not  say  we  are  satisfied  that  it  was 
correct,  but  we  know  now  that  the  Board  in  fact  had 
come  to  that  conclusion,  which  of  course  might  ha^e 
been  the  reason  why  there  was  uo  question  that  the 
building  was  not  in  accordance  with  the  Building 
Act.  In  January  18S5  I  believe  you  called  the 
attention  of  the  Paudington  Vestry  to  the  proposed 
sale  of  the  Pavilion  site  ?  —  I  did,  and  I 
described  it  in  a  resolution,  which  T  proposed 
at  the  Vestry,  as  a  breach  of  trust,  and  that 
it  merited  the  severest  condemnation.  The  Vestry 
instructed  a  letter  to  be  written  to  the  Board  ior 
particulars,  and  on  January  30th,  1885  the  clerk  sent 
a  reply,  in  which  the  Board  politely  refused  to  give 
any  information  on  the  matter,  and  the  unwritten  law 
which  seals  the  mouths  of  the  members  of  the 
Board  with  regard  to  the  proceedings  of  the  Works 
and  General  Purposes  Committee  was  not  broken  by 
a  single  membei*. 

11.455.  I  believe  you  attended  all  the  meetings  of 
the  Committee  which  the  Board  appointed  in  1887  to 
make  an  inquiry  into  the  charges  made  against  the 
Board  ? — I  did,  and  I  gave  evidence  before  that  Com- 
mittee, repeating  the  charges  1  had  made  about  the 
Pavilion,  upon  which  I  was  cross-examined  at  some 
length  by  Mr.  Meadows  White.  Mr.  George  Brick 
attended  to  give  the  evidence  which  he  has  since 
given  the  Commission,  but  the  Chairman  of  the  Board 
refused  to  hear  his  statement.  Colonel  Jones,  V.C, 
was  also  refused  a  hearing. 

11.456.  I  believe  that  was,  if  I  remember  right, 
because  it  was  said  that  his  complaint  i*elated  to  the 
sewage,  which  was  beyond  the  scope  of  that  inquiry  ? 
— The  reason  alleged  was  that  both  Mr.  Brick  and 
Colonel  Jones  wished  to  give  evidence  that  there 
was  corruption  in  other  matters  than  those  referred 
to  the  Committee. 

11.457.  {Mr,  Grenfell,)  Then  it  was  nothing  to  do 
with  the  sewage  ?  —  The  point  on  which  Colonel 
Jones  wished  to  give  evidence  was  not  with  regard 
to  the  sewage,  but  with  regard  to  alleged  corruption 
in  connection  with  the  sewage. 

11.458.  {Chairman,)  The  committee  were  ap- 
pointed, if  I  remember  right,  to  inquire  into  the 
Pavilion    matter  ? — The    committee  were    appointed 
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to  inquire  into  charges  made  in  certain  newspapers, 
and  by  certain  members  of  vestries.  It  was  not 
defined  in  the  reference  as  to  the  particular  charges 
they  were  to  inquire  into,  and  until  the  chairman  of 
the  Board  returned,  the  deputy  chairman  permitted 
and  invited  publicly  any  persons  who  had  charges  of 
corruption  against  the  Board  to  attend  at  the  com- 
mittee, and  give  the  evidence  on  which  they  based 
the  charges. 

11.459.  It  WHS  more  limited,  was  it  not.  Were 
not  these  the  terms  of  the  reference : — **  That  a 
"  special  coiiimittee  be  appointed  to  inquire  into  the 
^'  iiiith  of  certain  statements  in  the  columns  of  news- 
^^  papers,  and  in  a  vestry,  as  to  charges  made  against 
"  officials  and  members  of  the  Board  in  relation  to 
**  the  sale  of  lands,  the  property  of  this  Board,  other 
"  than  by  public  auction,  and  which  charges,  it  io 
**  alleged,  have  never  been  satisfactorily  disposed 
*'  of"  ? — That  is  true.  The  deputy  chairman,  with 
the  assent  of  the  committee,  at  its  public  sittings,  in 
consequence  of  certain  gentlemen  who  were  invited 
to  give  evidence  not  coming  forward,  widene<l  the 
scope  of  the  inquiry ;  and  it  was  only  after  the 
return  of  the  chairman  that  the  inquiry  was  again 
confined  to  that  particular  reference. 

11.460.  {Mr.  Grenfell,)  Colonel  Jones  had  nothing 
whatever  to  do  with  the  Pavilion  site  ? — Not  so  far 
as  I  know. 

11.461.  {Chairman,)  Nor  the  sale  of  lands  ? — No, 
I  think  nothing.  But  1  wish  to  say  with  reference 
to  that  inquiry,  that  none  of  the  officers  against 
whom  charges  were  made  were  examined  by  the 
committee  ;  and  yet  the  committee,  which  consisted 
of  the  whole  Board,  passed  the  following  re.-iolution, 
nem,  con, :  "  That  the  committee  do  report  its  pro- 
^'  ceedings  to  the  Board,  and  state  that  although  the 
"  fullest  publicity  has  been  given  to  the  enquiry,  and 
"  every  opportunity  given  to  persons  able  and 
"  willing  to  give  information  to  the  committee,  no 
"  one  has  come  forward  to  sub.^tantiate  the  statements 
"  made  in  the  newspapers  and  in  the  vestry  as  to 
^^  the  conduct  of  officials  and  members  of  the  board  in 
<<  relation  Fo  the  sale  of  the  board's  lands."  I 
certainly  came  forward  and  made  a  statement  with 
regard  to  that  particular  point. 

11.462.  There  is  one  matter  that  is  mentioned  here 
with  regard  to  what  took  place  at  the  meeting  of  the 
Works  and  General  Purposes  Committee,  after  you 
became  a  member  of  the  Board  on  July  the  9th  ? — 
On  June  the  19th. 

11.463.  June  the  19th  does  not  seem  to  me  to 
matter,  nor  is  it  necessary  to  go  into  it  as  far  as  I  can 
see ;  but  on  July  the  9th,  and  the  next  matter  you 
refer  to,  is  a  matter  we  shall  inquire  separately  about. 
Take  July  9lh  ? — At  the  meeting  of  the  Works  and 
General  Purposes  Committee  on  July  9th,  when  a 
division  was  demanded,  a  motion  was  declared  to  be 
carried  under  the  following  circumstances :  18  voted 
for  the  motiou,  3  against,  and  16  declined  to  vote  ; 
the  motion  was  declared  to  be  carried  ;  fo  that,  in 
addition  to  the  full  Board  meeting  in  private  as  a 
committee,  the  provision  of  the  Metropolis  Local 
Management  Act,  as  to  the  vote  of  the  majority  of 
those  present  being  necessary  to  pass  any  resolution, 
is  disregarded. 

11.464.  {Mr,  Bosanguet,)  What  was  the  resolution 
they  carried  ? — It  is  recorded  in  the  minutes.  It  had 
something  to  do  with  this  Commission. 

11.465.  {Chairman,)  Your  point  is,  that  inasmuch 
AS  16  declined  to  vote,  that  there  was  not  a  majority 
of  those  present  who  voted  for  it,  the  resolution  was 
improperly  cairied  ? — ^That  it  was  improperly  carried, 
I  contend,  because  the  Works  Committee  consists  of 
the  whole  Board  ;  and  I  wish  to  call  attention  to  the 
different  practice  that  obtains  at  the  Board  when  it 
meets  in  public.  Had  a  division  been  demanded  lat 
the  Board  under  those  circumstances,  the  18  would 
have  voted  as  they  did,  and  the  three,  of  whom  I  was 
one,  would  have  voted,  but  the  other  gentlemen  would 
not  have  declined  to  have  voted,  they  would  have  left 
t!ie  room^  and  their    names  would   not  have    been 
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recorded,  and,  therefore,  the  resolution  would  hare 
been  carried;  but  in  the  committee  they  stayed  in 
their  places. 

11.466.  That  does  not  make  much  diiference,  does 
it,  whether  they  walk  outside  until  the  division  is 
over,  or  stay  there  and  do  not  vote? — It  makes  a 
great  difference,  because  if  they  stayed  in  the  room 
and  did  not  vote  they  would  be  practically  voting 
against  the  motion,  and  their  constituents  would 
know  they  were  present,  and  therefore  responsible 
to  a  certain  extent  for  what  was  done.  They  took 
part  in  the  debate,  and,  therefore,  should  have  remained 
to  let  it  be  seen  what  their  view  was. 

11.467.  I  think  one  has  known  it  to  happen  else- 
where that  people  who  have  taken  part  in  a  debate, 
and  people  MPho  have  even  made  a  motion,  leave  the 
House  before  the  vote  takes  place  on  it? — Exactly; 
but  the  position  with  regard  to  the  House  of  Com- 
mons is  quite  different.  There  is  no  provision  there 
for  members  remaining  in  the  House  and  being 
neutral ;  but,  under  the  Metropolis  Local  Management 
Act,  it  is  distinctly  provided  that  members  may  be 
present  and  not  vote,  and  that  no  motion  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  carried  unless  by  a  vote  of  the  majority  of 
those  present. 

11.468.  (Mr.  Grenfell.)  Then  they  were  acting  in 
accordance  with  the  Act  ? — Yes,  but  the  resolution 
was  declared  to  be  carried. 

11.469.  {Chairman,)  Certainly  in  committees  it  is 
not  so,  although  in  the  House  of  Lords,  for  example,  as 
in  the  House  of  Commons,  those  present  at  the  time 
of  division  must  vote  when  the  question  is  put, 
in  a  committee  of  the  House  of  Lords  a  member  can 
decline  to  vote ;  so  that  tliey  followed  there  not  an 
unusual  practice  in  committees  ? — Why  I  refer  to  it 
here  is,  that  this  is  a  committee  of  the  whole  Board, 
and  the  matters  are  referred  to  them  with  power  to 
act  exactly  as  if  they  were  the  Board  ;  and,  therefore, 
I  contend  the  same  rule  ought  to  apply  as  when  the 
Board  sits  in  public 

1 1.470.  I  believe  you  have  a  statement  to  make  with 
reference  to  the  refusal  of  the  Board  to  allow  rate- 
papers  to  inspect  the  books  of  the  Board  ? — ^As  Chair- 
man of  the  Inquiry  Committee,  and  as  a  ratepayer,  I 
have  made  repeated  applications  to  the  Board  for 
permission  to  inspect  the  minutes  of  the  committeeu 
of  the  Board.  The  Board  has  always  decUned  to 
permit  any  ratepayer  to  see  these  minutes,  including 
the  minutes  of  the  Works  and  General  Purposes 
Committee,  consisting,  as  it  does,  of  the  whole  Board. 
The  right  of  the  ratepayers  to  examine  the  books  of 
the  Board  is  regulated  by  the  Metropolis  Local 
Management  Acts  of  1855  and  1862.  Section  58  of 
the  Act  of  1855  provided  that  the  Acts  of  all  com 
mittees  of  the  Board  should  be  submitted  to  the 
general  body  of  the  Board  for  approval.  Section  31 
of  the  Act  of  1862  repealed  this  provision ;  and  it 
enacted  in  lieu  thereof :  ^^  That  the  Metropolitan 
«  Board  shall  be  at  liberty  to  give  such  instructions 
"  td  any  committee,  appointed  by  such  Board,  regu- 
''  lating  the  conduct  of  any  business  to  be  deputed  to 
^'  such  committee,  and  such  committee  shall  act  in 
'^  conformity  therewith,  and  shall  report  to  the  Board 
"  all  Acts  done  by  them  in  conformity  with  such 
"  instructions."  Section  GO  of  the  Act  of  1855  pro- 
vides that : — "  Entries  of  all  proceedings  of  the  Metro- 
'^  politan  Board  of  Works  shall  be  made  in  books  to 
"  be  provided  and  kept  for  the  purpose."  Section 
61  of  the  same  Act  provides  that  "all  such  books 
*^  shall  at  all  reasonable  times  be  open  to  the  examina-- 
"  tion  of  every  member  of  the  Board  *  *  ♦  and 
"  ratepayer  in  the  Metropolis,  ♦  *  *  and  they 
"  respectively  may  take  copies  of,  or  extracts  from, 
"  such  books,  or  part  thereof,  without  paying  for  the 
«  same ;  and  in  case  the  members  of  the  Board,  or 
"  any  of  them,  or  any  of  the  oilicers  or  servants  of 
**  the  Board,  having  the  custody  of  the  said  books, 
"  being  thereunto  reasonably  requested,  refuse  to 
"  permit  any  ratepayer  to  examine  the  same,  or  take 
"  any  copies  or  extracts,  every  such  member,  officer, 
^'  or  servant,  shall,  for  every  such  oiience,  upon   a 


"  summary   conviction  thereof  before   two  Justices, 
**  forfieit  any  sum  not  exceeding  10/." 

11.471.  Is  it  clear,  or  do  you  suggest  that  that 
gave  a  right  to  any  ratepayer  to  examine  the  minutes 
of  every  committee.  The  committee  must  report  all 
their  acts  to  the  Board,  and  therefore,  of  course,  all 
the  aet^  of  the  committee  would  appear  in  the  Board 
books,  which  would  be  open  to  inspection,  but  would 
it  necessarily  give  a  right  to  inspect  the  minutes  of 
every  committee  ? — I  consider  that  it  gives  the  right 
to  ratepayers  to  see  the  minutes  of  finished  trans- 
actions, and  especially  with  regard  to  the  Works 
Committee,  which  consists  of  the  whole  Board ;  but 
further,  I  wish  it  to  be  distinctly  understood,  that 
since  I  have  been  a  member  of  the  Board,  I 
know  as  a  fact  that  ail  the  acts  of  the  committees  are 
not  reported  to  the  Board,  and  that  resolutions  are 
put  to  the  committee  and  voted  on,  that  such  and  such 
acts  be  not  reported  to  the  Board  ;  and  then  it  is 
held  that  when  the  committee  decides  not  to  do  a 
particular  thing,  that  is  not  an  act,  and  not  reported 
to  the  Board. 

11.472.  It  would  seem  questionable  whether  it 
would  be  expedient  to  allow  ratepayers  to  see  the 
minutes  of  every  committee.  For  instance,  a  man 
whose  claim  for  compensation  is  in  question  may  be 
a  ratepayer.  It  would  hardly  do  to  allow  him  to  see 
the  minutes  of  the  committee  that  was  discussing,  for 
example,  the  question  of  the  compensation  he  was  to 
receive  ? — I  do  not  think  it  would  be  reasonaUe  that 
ratepayers  should  see  minutes  of  Committees  in  regard 
to  matters  which  are  pending,  and  the  request  was 
distinctly  for  minutes  of  completed  matters.  I  think 
when  matters  are  completed  it  is  a  reasonable  time  for 
the  minutes  to  be  open. 

11.473.  If  the  matter  is  completed  it  must  be 
reported  to  the  Board,  so  that  it  would  appear  on  the 
minutes  of  the  Board  ? — It  ought  to  be  reported  to 
the  Board. 

11.474.  It  would  be  sufficient  if  all  acts — ^put 
aside  for  the  moment  whether  things  not  done  are 
acts — were  to  be  submitted  to  the  Board  for  approval. 
If  that  was  carried  out,  it  would  be  sufficient  that 
there  should  be  inspection  of  the  minutes  of  the 
Board,  without  requiring  inspection  of  the  minutes 
of  all  committees  previous  to  their  report  to  the 
Board? — I  think  experience  shows  it  would  be 
much  more  satisfactory  if  the  ratepayers  could  follow 
the  minutes  of  the  Board  to  the  minutes  of  the 
Committee,  that  they  might  see  if  the  minutes  of  the 
Board  were  in  accoi*dance  with  the  minutes  of 
the  Committee,  paiticularly  as  the   minutes  of  the 

.  Committee  are  not  read.  They  are  in  manuscript, 
and  it  has  so  happened  since  I  have  been  at  the  Board 
that  on  one  particular  Friday  I  wished  to  consult  the 
minutes  of  the  Works  and  General  Purposes  Com- 
mittee of  the  previous  Monday,  and  they  were  brought 
to  me  but  not  complett;d,  and  on  Monday  at  12  o'clock 
the  whole  Board,  as  the  Works  and  General  Purposes 
Committee,  order  those  minutes  to  be  signed  without 
their  being  read.  Therefore,  with  officers  such  as 
the  Board  unfortunately  has  had  in  some  instances, 
it  is  not  difficult  to  see  that  the  minutes  might  nbt 
be  in  accordance  even  with  the  decision  of  the  Com- 
mittee. 

11.475.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  That  is  the 
position  that  is  taken  by  the  Board  that  a  different 
rule  applies  to  the  minutes  of  the  committees  and  to 
the  minutes  of  the  Board ;  that  this  section  does  not 
apply  to  the  minutes  of  the  committees  ? — That  is 
the  opinion  of  the  Board. 

11.476.  And  assisted  as  they  are  by  their  l^al 
advisers  ? — I  presume  so ;  but  I  do  not  know  that  as 
a  fact. 

11.477.  It  is  a  matter  which  has  been  carefully 
considered,  and  the  conclusion  of  the  legal  advisers  of 
the  Board,  I  need  not  go  into  the  circumstances  now, 
has  been  that  these  sections  do  not  apply  to  minutes 
of  committees  ? — That  may  be  so. 

11.478.  But  that  accounts  for  the  form  which  the 
muiutes  take.    There  is  a  further  section  you  have  not 
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alluded  to,  that  the  minutes  of  the  Board  are  to  be 
printed,  which  would  bear  on  the  construction  of  the 
whole  legislation  on  the  subject,  and  not  kept  in 
books  as  in  the  early  Act.  There  is  a  subsequent 
section  which  provides  for  the  printing  of  the  minutes, 
in  pursuance  of  which  the  minutes  receive  the  present 
form  of  printed  documents  ? — That  is  so. 

11,479.  1  think  1  may  say  that  certainly  the  com- 
mitt^  report,  in  the  majority  of  matters,  fully  to 
the  Board  when  they  get  permission  to  do  so,  and  the 
Beport  of  the  committee  is  printed  in  the  printed 
minutes  accessible  to  the  ratepayers?  —  The  com- 
mittees report  some  matters  to  the  Board  fully. 

1 1,4^.  And  what  they  do  report  is  print^  in  the 
minutes  ? — Those  reports  are  f>rinted  in  the  minutej*. 

11.481.  Fassing  m>m  that  for  the  moment,  the 
Acts  of  Parliament  on  that,  as  on  other  things,  are  some- 
what difficult  to  construe,  and  it  is  a  matter  for  legal 
argument  perhaps.  There  is  one  thing  i  will  ask  you 
one  or  two  questioos  upon,  with  regard  lo  what  you 
have  said.  1  think  when  you  attended  before  tlie 
Committee  of  Inquiry  you  had  prepared  a  written 
statement  which  you  read  to  the  Committee — 1  am 
speaking  now  of  the  inquiry  which  you  have  alluded 
to?— Yes. 

1 1.482.  You  had  a  written  statement  relating  chiefly 
to  the  Pavilion  site,  which  you  read  ? — Yes. 

11.483.  And  you  said  you  would  do  your  best  to 
secure  the  attendance,  at  the  next  meeting,  of  certain 
gentlemen  you  named — Mr.  Villiei-s,  and  amongst 
others,  Mr.  Nathan  ? — I  did  not  do  that ;  what  I  did 
in  connection  with  the  matter  was  this  :  1  attended  in 
the  public  gallery  with  no  intention  of  coming  for- 
ward to  give  evidence  at  all,  but  as  no  one  came 
forward,  and  as  the  inquiry  was  about  to  be  closed, 
rather  than  that  it  should  be  futile  I  stood  up  in  the 
gallery,  and  then  was  asked  to  come  down,  and  I 
offered  to  come  forward  and  give  such  evidence  as  I 
had  of  the  improper  proceedings  of  the  Board  with 
regard  to  the  sale  of  land.  Then  I  gave  my  evidence 
on  the  following  day,  and  in  that  evidence  I  stated 
that  1  had  written  to  four  gentlemen,  who  were  named 
by  Mr.  Villiers,  as  having  negotiated  with  him  in 
reference  to  this  matter.  Mr.  Villiers  suggested  that 
it  was  for  the  purpose  of  coming  to  some  arrangement 
with  him  so  that  too  high  a  price  should  not  be  given. 
I  did  not  say  I  could  get  anybody  to  come,  I  gave 
the  names  and  wrote  to  the  gentlemen,  and  I  thought 
that  they  would  have  been  mvited  by  the  Committee, 
if  the  Committee  were  anxious  to  get  to  the  bottom 
of  the  matter,  but  that  the  Committee  £Etiled  to  do. 

11.484.  I  think  they  failed  because  they  were  not 
armed  with  the  powers  of  this  Commission  ? — It  is  a 
fact  that  the  gentlemen  were  not  invited  by  the  Com- 
mittee. 

11.485.  Mr.  Villiers  was  said  to  be  abroad,  and 
Mr.  Nathan  did  make  a  statement  which  did  not 
exactly  bear  out  your  statement  ? — A  Mr.  Nathan  made 
a  statement,  and  Mr.  Villiers  said  .Mr.  Nathan,  the 
costumier  at  the  top  of  the  Haymarkei.  It  so 
happens  there  are  two  Mr.  Nathans,  and  th«»  one  who 
attended  may  not  have  been  the  one  referred  to  ;  the 
other  one  was  not  called. 

11.486.  From  what  he  said  he  seemed  to  have  had 
something  to  do  with  it,  but  I  will  pass  from  that. 
You  read  a  written  statement  ? — I  did. 

11.487.  And  after  you  read  your  statement  I  think 
I  put  these  questions  to  you  :  "  I  wish  to  know 
**  whether,  in  what  you  have  suggested,  you  are 
•<  attacking  the  principle  of  letting  sites,  when  yon 
<*  speak  of  the  way  in  which  the  site  has  been  disposed 
"  of,  or  whether  you  intend  to  bring  any  personal 
"  charge  of  corruption  against  any  particular  member 
"  of  the  Board  ?—(-^.)  I  intend  to  attack  the  principle, 
"  and  to  suggest  that  such  a  conversation  as  I  have 
"  described  to  have  taken  place  between  gentlemen, 
'*  about  the  disposal  of  so  Yalnable  a  site  as  that  at 
"  Piccadilly  Circus,  is  of  so  extraordinary  a  character 
**  that  it  justifies  entirely  a  thorough  inquiry  into  the 

.  *<  matter.     (Q.)  I  want  to  understand  whether  you 
<*  are  attacking  the  general  administration    of  the 


**  Board  with  respect  to  the  sale  of  lands,  or  whether 
"  you  have  behind  in  any  way  any  charge  of  personal 
'<  corruption  against  any  individual  member  of  the 
"  Board  ? — (A.)  I  have  nothing  behind  my  statement. 
"  ( Q.)  Then  I  understand  your  statement  to  be  you 
'*  are  really  attacking  the  administration  of  the  Board 
"  with  reference  to  this  particular  letting  as  a  part  of 
**  the  general  administration  of  the  &ard? — {A.) 
"  Exactly.  (Q.)  There  is  no  charge  of  personal 
**  corruption  against  any  particular  member  of  the 
**  Board  ? — (A,)  No,  I  have  flever  made  any  charge 
"  of  corruption.  I  do  not  know  of  any."  Those 
answers  you  gave  to  me,  when  I  was  appointed 
assessor,  and  to  try  and  get  any  information  that  I 
could  on  the  matter.  You  read  your  statement  and 
then  I  put  these  questions  to  you  subsequently  ? — 
Those  are  some  of  the  answers,  but  there  are  others, 
if  you  Lave  the  shorthand  notes  there. 

11,488.  I  will  read  on  further.  "  (Q.)  I  only  ask 
"  you  that  question  because  1  have  had,  I  may  say, 
"  the  disagreeable  task  of  reading  all  the  newspaper 
"  cuttings  to  see  what  the  charges  were,  and  they 
**  seem  to  me  to  tend  to  a  charge  of  personal  corruption 
"  as  well  as  of  wrong  administration."  That  is  how 
I  wind  it  up.  Then  I  say,  *'  Is  Mr.  Villiers  here  ?  " 
and  you  say  you  do  not  know.  "  ( Q.)  You  have 
"  not  secured  his  attendance? — (A.)  I  have  heard 
"  nothing  from  him."  If  you  remember  I  asked  you 
on  a  former  occasion  what  were  the  names  of  the 
gentlemen  to  whom  you  referred,  and  you  said  you 
would  rather  not  give  the  names  that  the  Board  might 
communicate  with  them,  but  that  you  would  com- 
municate with  tbem  yourself.     That  is  what  passed  ? 
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11.489.  This  refers  to  your  promise  to  communicate 
with  them  ? — That  was  in  my  written  statement. 

11.490.  "(Q.)    You    do  not    know    what    other 
"  gentlemen  are   here,  I  suppose? — (A.)   I  do   not 
"  know.     [A  voice  from  the  gallery,  *  My  name  hns 
"  *  been  mentioned ;    Nathan.']     I  thought   in    this 
**  statement   by    mentioning   names  I   might   induce 
"  them  ro  come  forward  and  tell  us  what  they  know 
"  about  it.     ( Q.)  The  first  point  you  made  is  that 
"  Mr.  Villiers  was  allowed  to  take  this  site  without 
**  there  having  been  a  sufficient  previous  competitive 
"  tender? — (A.)   Yes,   I   do  allege  that,  and    that 
'*  further  the  vestry  of  St.  James*  knew  nothing  of 
'^  the    matter    until    the    arrangement    was     made. 
"  (  Q»)  Was  Mr.  Villiers  already  ia  possession  of  the 
"  site  ? — (A,)  Mr.  Villiers  was  a  tenant  from  year  to 
"  year  without  any  rights  at  all,  distinctly  set  forth, 
*'  and  was  therefore  not  in  the  position  of  a  tenant  in 
"  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  term.    The  rights  had  been 
**  acquired  by  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  at 
"  great  expense  from  the  previouH  proprietor,   and 
"  therefore,  the  tenancy  had  given  Mr.  Villiers  no 
*•  right  over  that  of  any  other  person.     (Q.)  He  harf 
'^  conducted,  had  he  not,  the  business  of  a  music  hall 
^'  on  that  site?— (^.)  He  had.     (Q.)  He  is  a  gentle- 
•*  man  of  great  experience  in  the  business,  I  believe  ? 
**  — (A.)  He  is.     (Q.)    I   understand   he  had   pre- 
"  viously  conducted  the  '  Canterbury '  Music  Hall  ? 
**  — (A.)  He  had.     (Q.)  I  believe  the  business  of  a 
**  music    hall   was  still   conducted   by   Mr.    Villiers 
"  at  the    time   of    this   transaction  ? — (A.)  It   was. 
^^  (Q.)  And  the  license  for  music  and  dancing  attached 
**  to   the  music   hall   wa^   of  considerable  value?— 
"  (A,)  Of  very   considerable   value.      (Q.)    And  of 
"  course  it  w'^'i  within  the  competency  or  discretion  of 
*^  the  Middlesex  magistrates  to  lefuse  or  to  grant  that 
'*  license? — (A,)  It  was.      (Q.)  So   that   it  was   a 
'*  matter  for  considerfition  in  disposing  of  the  site 
"  who  would  have  been  the  most  likely   person   to 
"  obtain  a  renewal  of  the  license? — {A.)  Certainly. 
'^  (Q.)  It  was  one  of  those   matters  which  enter^ 
**  into  the  consideration  of  the  disposal  of  the  site  ? — 
**  (A.)    Yes.      (Q.)    Supposing  you   had   conducted 
^'  this  transaction  yourself,  it  would  have  been  a  mat- 
^'  ter  of  consideration  with  yourself  to  see  whether 
*^  the  person  to  whom  this  land  might  be  let  would 
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Twenty-first     **  be  a  likely  person  to  obtain  the  music  and  dancing 
l>ay.  **  license  from  the  magistrates  ?— -(^.)  Exactly.    But 

"  as  Mr.  Villiers  was  not  the  only  person  in  London 

27  July  1888.    «  jjj^^  would  have  been  likely  to  obtain  the  license,  I, 

"jT"  "  as  a  private  owner,  should  have  at  least  thrown 

M  H.  Judge,    "  ^P^n   the   competition    to   others  as  well   as   Mr. 

J 1 "    "  Villiers.     (Q.)  J  t  was  nec;|jssary  to  pull  down  the 

"  old  buildings  on  the  site  ? — {A,)  Exactly,  certamly. 
"  (  Q.)  And  do  you  suggest  that  there  was  any  other 
"  purpose  to  which  that  site  might  have  been  more 
"  properly  applied  }—(^A,)  I  certainly  think  that  the 
"  opportunity  ought  to  have  been  offered  to  public 
"  institutions  to  have  competed  for  so  important  a  site 
"  in  such  a  situation.     (Q.)  £  wish  to  understand  it. 
"  I  am  not  as  familiar  as  the  members  of  the  Board 
"  with  these  transactions.    I  wish  to  understand  your 
'*  complaint.     Your  complaint  is,  that  this  particular 
"  site  was  not  put  up  to  public  competition  ? — {A,)  It 
"  was  neither  put  up  to  public  auction  or  public  com- 
"  petition,  nor  was  it  the  subject  of  a  secret  trans- 
"  action  in  the  Committee,  that  is  your  complaint; 
"  for  we  have  evidence  that  some  members  of  the 
"  Committee  divulged  the  fact.      It  is  just  possible 
"  (it  might  be   suggested)  that  these  four  persons 
"  after  having  the  communication  with  Villiers  might 
"  have  been  satisfied  by  Mr.  Villiers  and  have  made 
"  a  profit  out  of  the  transaction,  out  of  the  exclusive 
"  information  they   received.     (Q.)   1   do  not   quite 
"  understand.     What  do  you  mean  by  the  secrecy  of 
"  the  Committee  ? — {A.)    It  was  supposed  that  the 
"  transactions    between    the    Committee    and     Mr. 
"  Villiers   was  a  secret  transaction,  and  not  to   be 
"  known.     It  was,  however,  on  the  evidence  of  Mr. 
"  Villiers,  clear  that  information  was  given  to  some 
''  one.     It  led   to   four    individuals,    among  others, 
"  communicating   with  Mr.    Villiers,   and    that    he 
"  might   remain    master    of    the    situation    it    was 
"  open  to  him  to  satisfy  them  in  some  way.     I  say 
"  those  ^\Q  individuals,  Mr.  Villiers  and  the  other 
**  four,  ought  not  to  have  been  put  into  this  position 
**  by  a  public  boa  id      ( Q.)  Put  into  what  position  ? 
"  — (^.)  Into  the  position  of  being  able  to  arrange 
"  among   themselves    the    price   that   one   of   them 
"  would  give   for  that  sit-e.     ( Q.)   Do  you  suggest 
"  that  these  four  persons  are  now  in  partnet-ship  with 
"  Mr.   Villiers? — {A,)    I    do   not;   I   suggest  it   is 
"  possible.      My   complaint  is  that  four  individuals 
"  should  have  been  made  acquainted  with  the  nego- 
"  tiation  with  Villiers,  the  terms  of  the  negotiation, 
"  and  were  put  intb  a  position  to  negotiate  with  him 
"  a    financial    transaction,    which,  if   made    known 
"  beyond    Mr.    Villiers,    should    have    been    made 
"  known  to  the  public.     (Q.)  Tell  me  what  evidence 
"  you  have  that  those  gentlemen  became  aware  of  it  ? 
"  — (.4.)  1  have  no  evidence,  and  that  is  why  inquiry 
"  should  be  made.     They  did  become  possessed   of 
"  the  information,  but  where  they  got  it  I  do  not 
"  know,  whether  from  an  officer  of  the  Board  or  a 
"  member.     ('  Q.)  Do  you  know  any  gentleman  who 
"  made   an   offer   before? — {A,)  I  know  Mr.  Pyke 
"  did.     (Q.)  Was  that  considered  ?—(^.)  That  was 
**  considered  by  the  Committee,  but  not  by  the  Board. 
"  (Q.)  Considered  by  the  Committee.     It  was  con- 
"  sidered,  having  reference  to  all  the  circumstances 
''  of  the  case,  and  especially  to  the  fact  that  this  site 
"  had   been   occupied  by  a  music  hall.     Now,  if  I 
"  understand  the  case,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Com- 
'^  mittee  the  site  was  a  proper  one  for  that  purpose, 
"  and   that  fact,   coupled   with    the    fact   that  Mr. 
'^  Villiers  had  managed  the  old  music  hall,  and  that 
"  Mr.  Villiers  had  offered  1 5,000/.  for  the  licenses, 
"  influenced  the  Committee.     Is  that  so  ? — {A,)  I  do 
"  not  quite  understand.     (Q.)  TTou  know,  as  a  fact, 
"  that  that  offer  was  considered,  that  offer  of  4,000/. 
"  as  against  Mr.  Villiers'  3,000/.  and  15,000/.  for  the 
"  licences  ? — {A,)  We  know  that  from  the  Bobertson 
"  Inquiry,  as  members  of  the  public.    I  did  not  know 
"  it  until  that  report  upon  the  Robertson  Inquiry  was 
"  made."     That  was  the  report  that  gave  the   full 
details  of  everything  connected  with  the  "  Pavilion  ** 
site,  and  was  entered  in  the  Board  minutes  ? — ^Yes, 


11,491.  "(Q.)  Can  you  inform  the  Board  how 
"  Mr.  Pyke  became  aware  of  it? — (A,)  J  cannot  tell 
"  you  that,  sir.  (Q.)  It  was  known  generally,  I 
"  suppose,  to  the  public,  that  the  site  would  have  to 
*•  be  built  upon?--(u4.)  It  was  known  when  the 
"  improvement  was  made  that  the  site  would  have  to 
**  be  built  upon.  But  there  was  this  most  extra- 
"  ordinary  circumstance,  that  before  any  of  the 
**  surrounding  land  was  cleared,  the  building  was 
"  erected,  and  the  public  awoke  one  morning  and 
"  found  the  building  on  the  site  (laughter). 
**  (Q.)  That  was  one  of  the  necessities  of  the  case, 
"  in  order  to  secure  the  licence,  that  the  building 
"  should  be  up  in  a  very  short  time  ? — {A.)  Exactly ; 
"  that  is  one  of  the  nec^ssitie8  of  the  case  that  other 
"  individuals  could  have  complied  with.  (  Q.)  We  are 
"  not  concerned  with  difference  of  opinion  as  to  this. 
"  I  only  wish  to  know  exactly  what  your  conclusion 
"  from  the  transaction  is ;  it  occurred  to  you  that  it 
**  was  a  necessity  of  the  case  to  get  up  the  building 
"  as  quickly  as  possible? — (J.)  Certainly.  {Q.)  It 
**  was  got  up,  I  speak  as  one  of  the  public,  in  a  very 
"  short  time? — {A,)  Yef».  I  think  it  was  creditable 
'*  to  all  concerned.  But  that  might  have  been 
"  arranged  without  this  secret  proceeding.  (Q.)  That 
"  is  the  substance  of  your  complaint  as  to  this  site, 
<*  it  was  not  put  up  in  the  first  instance  to  public 
<<  competition,  not  submitted  to  the  whole  of  the 
'^  Metropolis  and  of  England  ;  and  the  next,  as  I 
''  understand  it,  supposing  it  was  a  transaction  be* 
'*  tween  the  Board  and  Mr.  Villiers,  the  secret  was 
**  not  kept? — {A,)  It  shows  there  are  ceit*tain  persons 
'*  who  have  access  to  information,  which  is  of  a  very 
*'  valuable  character,  at  this  Board,  and  are  able  to 
'*  use  that  information,  and  it  is  of  such  a  cliaracter 
**  that  they  might  use  it  to  their  pecuniary  advantage. 
"  After  what  has  become  known  of  this  one  case,  it 
"  is  presumable  that  the  arrangement  would  not  bo 
"  more  strict  in  less  important  cases,  and  such  in« 
<*  formation  might  be  valuable  on  other  occasions. 
"  It  is  upon  this  ground  that  I  base  my  contention 
"  that  a  case  has  been  made  out  for  further  inquiry. 
"  (Q.)  It  is  a  subject  of  inquiry  how  Mr.  Pyke  or 
"  other  persons  became  aware  of  the  transacUons  ? — 
<*  {A,)  Yes.  (Q.)  You  are  quite  aware  15,000/.  was 
"  in  addition  to  the  ground  rent? — {A.)  Quite. 
"  (Q.)  It  was  3,000/.  and  15,000/.  under  the  peculiar 
"  circumstances  of  the  case  against  4,000/.  ? — {A,)  It 
"  is  not  clear  the  1,000/.  had  reference  to  any  other 
"  offer." 

(^Chairman.)  Is  it  necessary  to  read  all  this? 
{Mr.  Meadows  PFTiite.)  That  is  all.  My  point  is, 
that  Mr.  Judge  had  not  behind  his  statement  any 
charge  of  personal  corruption.  Then,  further  on,  I 
say  this,  **  (Q.)  That  is  your  objection  to  this  trahsac- 
**  tion,  and  is  clearly  stated  by  you.  But  you  do  not 
•*  suggest  that  any  member  of  the  Board  is  interested 
"  in  Mr.  Villiers'  undertaking,  or  anything  of  that 
"  sort? — (A,)  I  do  not  wish  to  suggest  anything 
**  beyond  the  fact  of  the  private  transaction,  and  the 
''  fact  that  certain  persons  did  obtain  possession  of 
<•  information  which  was  of  marketable  value,  whether 
"  they  used  it  or  not."  Then  I  go  into  the  question 
of  Mr.  Judge's  suspicion  at  the  time,  which  was  that 
there  was  a  squaring  between  these  parties  ? — No. 

11.492.  You  said,  "The  term  Mr.  Villiers  used 
"  was,  *  to  square  it.'  ( Q.)  So  that  between  them 
<<  they  might  get  the  land  at  a  less  price  than  the 
**  Board  would  otherwise  have  got  ? — (^4.)  Yes  ?  " — 
That  was  Mr  Villiers'  idea.     It  was  not  mine. 

11.493.  You  have  given  that  as  your  idea? — No; 
I  beg  your  pardon. 

11.494.  I  have  read  what  }ou  said? — No. 

11.495.  You  said  you  had  only  Mr.  Villiers' 
statement? — Just  so.  I  gave  to  the  Committee 
Mr.  Villiers'  statement ;  I  did  not  endorse  it. 

11.496.  You  brought  before  the  Committee  that 
which  you  said  was  Mr.  Villiers'  statement  ? 

(Chairfnan,)  Of  course,  he  did  not  endorse  it. 
(Mr.  Meadows  fV/iite.)  No  ;  but  that  is  what  you 
saia  ? — Exactly,  repeating  what  Mr.  Villiers  said. 
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11.497.  I  dare  say  you  have  had  this  before  ycu 
in  some  way  in  your  mind.  I  do  not  think  I  need 
read  any  further  on  the  matter,  but  that  is  the  substance 
of  it. 

{Mr.  Studd,)  I  believe  your  object  jn  attending 
this  inquiry  was  not  to  assail  particular  persons  so 
much  as  to  assail  the  general  administration  of  the 
Board  ?— -That  was  so,  and  to  give  the  remarkable 
instance  of  the  way  in  which  the  ratepayers  had 
suffered  from  bad  administration  —  if  not  from 
something  worse,  which,  not  knowing,  I  did  not 
suggest. 

11.498.  And  it  was  not  until  you  found  the  Board 
themselves  were  not  going  to  call  any  witnesses  or 
persons — 

(Mr.  Meadows  fFhite,)  Of  course,  I  do  not  object 
to  a  question  here,  but  that  is  rather  assuming 
circumstances  which  do  not  appear  to  be  the  case. 

(Mr.  Grenfell.)  I  want  to  hear  the  question. 

(Mr.  Siudd.)  It  was  not  until  you  saw  that  the 
inquiry  was  coming  to  a  close  that  you  did  give  any 
evidence  yourself  ? — Certainly  ;  it  was  not  '  until 
then;  and  I  had  no  idea  that  I  should  have  been 
called  upon  to  give  evidence,  but  I  felt  it  to  be  & 
public  duty,  having  made  certain  charges  outside, 
not  to  let  the  matter  pass  without  giving  the  Board 
the  full  opportunity  of  refuting  the  charges  I  had 
made  elsewhere. 

1 1.499.  Your  view  was  that  it  was  the  place  of  the 
Board  to  call  Mr.  Yilliers  and  the  witnesses  before 
them  from  what  you  had  told  them  ? — That  was  my 
object  in  giving  the  names  to  them. 

11,600.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Did  not  I  dis- 
tinctly myself  personally  ask  you  to  give  the  names 
of  these  gentlemen,  that  the  Board  might  themselves 
write  to  them  and  ask  them  to  attend  the  inquiry  ? — 
You  asked  me  to  give  the  names  of  the  gentlemen  at 
the  meeting  when  I  offered  to  give  my  evidence  on 
the  following  day.  I  said  that  I  should  prefer  in  the 
first  instance  to  communicate  with  them  myself  that 
they  might  be  present  if  they  thought  fit.  On  the 
following  day,  within  24  houi-s,  you  had  the  names. 
My  object  in  not  giving  the  names  then  was  that  I 
should  be  the  means  of  the  first  communication  to 
them  and  not  the  Board  or  any  of  its  officers. 

(Mr,  Grenfell.)  You  yourself  explained  the  dif- 
ference between  the  powers  of  this  Commission  and 
the  powers  which  that  Committee  had. 

11.501.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  And  that  showed 
that  the  Board  made  a  bond  fide  attempt  with  their 
limited  powers  to  get  at  the  mattera  ? — I  should  like 
to  say  that  the  Board  did  write  to  a  number  of  gentle- 
men who  had  made  charges,  and  whose  names  were 
mentioned,  but  they  did  not  invite  Mr.  Yilliers,  nor 
the  four  gentlemen  I  named,  nor  any  of  the  officers 
who  were  charged  with  corruption,  and  they  were 
not  examined  b^ore  the  Board.  t 

11.502.  There  was  no  charge  of  corruption?—! 
made  no  charge  of  corruption,  but  others  did. 

11,603.  You  appeared,  as  I  thought  very  properly, 
having  made  charges,  and  to  the  best  of  your  ability 
you  stated  them,  out  the  other  gentlemen  refused  to 
do  so  ? — The  other  gentlemen  who  had  made  charges 
against  the  officers  of  the  Board,  and  which  charges 
the  Committee  were  appointed  to  inquire  into,  could 
have  been  called  before  the  Board,  though  the  Board 


could  not  have  insisted  on  their  presence.  They  invited 
some  of  those  whose  presence  they  could  not  insist 
on,  and  failed  to  invite  a  single  officer. 

11.504.  (Mr.  Bosanquet^  Your  vestry  seems  to 
have  applied  to  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works 
before  this  Pavilion  site  was  actually  let  to  Mr.  Villiers, 
and  before  he  got  his  contract  ? — I  am  not  quite  certain 
whether  it  was  just  before  or  just  after. 

11.505.  What  is  the  date  of  your  letter?— The  date 
of  the  letter  to  the  Board  of  Works  from  Paddington 
Vestry  was  in  January  1885.  January  30th  was  the 
reply  of  the  Board. 

1 1.506.  I  thought  you  had  written  in  1884  ?— -No. 

11.507.  They  refused  you  information.^ — Thoy 
refused  any  information  whatever. 

1 1.508.  Has  your  Paddington  Vestn^  applied  to  the 
Metropolitan  Board  for  any  other  in^rmation  about 
public  matters  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  JVhite,)  It  was  the  member  for 
Paddington  who  communicated  the  matter  to  the 
Board. 

(Mr.  Bosanquet,)  I  thought  there  was  a  letter  from 
the  Paddington  Vestry  ? — 1  can  read  the  letter.  I 
have  the  letter  which  was  received  from  the  Board. 

11.509.  Then,  I  daresay,  you  can  answer  my  ques- 
tion ?  Has  your  Paddington  Vestry,  as  far  as  you 
know,  applied  to  the  Board  for  information  on  any 
other  matter  of  public  importance  ? — Occasionally  we 
have  applied  for  information  regarding  matters  affect- 
ing Paddington,  but  I  have  no  distinct  remembrance 
of  any  application  being  made  on  a  public  question. 

11.510.  Do  you  know  whether  they  wrote  with 
regard  to  the  new  sewage  scheme,  or  with  regard  to 
Sir  Henry  Roscoe's  report  ?  Was  your  vestry  one  of 
those  that  wrote  for  information? — We  may  have 
written  for  a  report,  and,  if  so,  that  was  received ;  but 
I  have  no  recollection  of  any  definite  application  from 
the  vestry  on  any  other  question  of  public  importance, 
apart  from  Paddington,  where  we  had  any  difficulty  in 
getting  any  information. 

11.511.  (Mr.  Meadows  JVhite,)  Will  you  allow  me 
to  call  your  attention  to  the  fact,  that  the  officers  of 
the  Board  had  been  before  the  Robertson  Inquiry 
Committee.  That  had  all  been  inquired  into  pre- 
viously, and  besides  that  special  matter  that  had 
been  adjourned,  and  was  fully  gone  into  as  far  as  the 
Board,  with  its  limited  powers,  could,  and  all  the 
officers  were  called  on  that  occasion. 

{Chairman.)  There  may  be  grounds  for  doubting 
whether,  if  the  officers  had  been  called,  the  Committee 
would  have  received  any  complete  information. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  do  not  say  it  was  ex- 
haustive, but  the  Board  did  what  they  could. 

( The  Witness,)  The  point  of  difference  was  this, 
that  the  inquiry  was  before  a  sub-committee  as  part 
of  another  committee  of  the  Board,  and  the  informa- 
tion which  I  have  is  to  this  effect,  that  time  after  time 
that  sub-committee  was  equally  divided,  and  that  the 
chairman  gave  the  casting  vote  in  favour  of  the 
officers  ;  and  our  hope  was,  that  if  a  committee  sitting 
in  public  had  inquired  into  this  the  public  would  have 
seen  that  the  inquiry  was  a  real  one,  as  they  were  told 
it  was,  in  private,  and  we  believe  that  something  more 
would  have  transpired,  and  that  the  Board  would  have 
done  something  more  satisfactory  if  the  officers  had 
been  called  and  examined  in  public. 


Twumy-first 
Da;. 

27  July  1888. 


M. 


Mr. 

H.  Judge. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  "William  Alexandeb  Lindsay  sworn  and  examined. 


11.512.  (Chairman.)  You  are  a  member  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ? — Yes. 

11.513.  How  long  have  vou  been  a  member  ? — 
Since  October  1885. 

11.514.  What  district  of  the  Metropolis  do  you 
represent  ? — I  represent  Kensington,  for  which  there 
are  three  members. 

.    11,515.  You  really  did  not  become  a  member  till 
after  substantially  all  the  transactions  occurred  into 


which  we  are  now  inquiring  ? — I  think  so  ;  I  have 
not  observed  anything  since  then. 

11.516.  I  believe  you  yourself  are  opposed  to  the 
practice  of  the  Board  referring  matters  to  committees 
sitting  in  private  with  power  to  act  ? — Yes,  very 
strongly. 

11.517.  And  you  have  expressed  that  opinion  at 
the  Board  ? — Yes,  I  have.  I  have  two  great  reasons 
for  objecting  to  it. 

3C  3 


Mr.  W.  A 
Lindsay. 
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Twenty-first 
Day.    . 

27  July  1888. 

Mr.  W.  A, 
Lindsay, 


11,618.  Will  you  favour  the  CommisBion  with 
those  reasons  ? — One  is,  that  although  1  do  not  for  a 
moment  imagine  that  there  is  a  clique  in  the  Board 
desiring  to  carry  out  any  coiTupt  practices,  I  say  the 
practice  of  referring  matters  to  committees  with  power 
to  act  vei-y  much  facilitates  it  if  it  exists,  and,  there- 
fore, makes  the  Board  an  object  of  suspicion  to  the 
public,  because  it  stands  to  reason  that  if  four  or  ^vQ 
men  desire  to  carry  out  a  scheme  of  their  own,  they 
would  be  a  very  small  minority  on  the  Board  itself, 
but  they  would  be  in  the  majority  on  the  committee 
who  had  power  to  act,  and,  therefore,  they  would 
prHCtically  have  the  power  of  the  majority  of  the 
Board.  My  other  reason  for  objecting  to  it  is,  that 
under  the  pnictice  of  the  Board  it  has  be<!n  ruled  that 
any  reference  to  a  matter  before  a  committee  is  out  of 
order,  and,  therefore,  though  I  have  desired  to  object 
to  certain  legislative  proposals,  I  have  been  unable  to 
do  so,  because  the  matters  have  been  re  f erred  to  a 
committee  with  power  to  act. 

11.519.  Would  not  the  matter,  though  referred  to  a 
committee,  come  before  the  Board  again  ? — Not  if  the 
committee  has  got  power  to  act;  that  is  why  I  object 
to  it.  If  the  committee  has  power  to  act,  it  does  not 
always  report  to  the  Board,  and  I  think  it  never 
reports  if  it  does  not  act. 

11.520.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  What  does  the  power  to 
act  consist  of ;  it  does  not  consist  of  making  bargains, 
I  presume  ? — For  instance,  in  qnestions  of  bringing 
Bills  before  Parliament,  and  so  on,  and  of  agreement 
with  some  other  body,  such  as  the  Corporation  of 
London,  as  to  legislative  matters  to  be  proposed.  If 
the  committee  has  power  to  aict,  they  bind  the  Board 
to  whateyer  is  to  be  proposed. 

11.521.  {Chairman,)  Tou  think  wherever  the 
committee  has  power  to  act  the  discussions  of  that 
committee  should  be  as  public  as  the  discussions  of 
the  Board  itself  ?— I  object  to  their  having  power  to 
act  under  any  circumstances,  but  if  under  any  circum- 
stances they  ought,  then  I  say  the  action  or  non- 
action ought  to  be  reported  immediately  after  it  is 
resolved  upon,  together  with  the  reasons,  and  unless 
that  is  done  -the  public  would  always  suspect  the 
conduct  of  the  committee ;  but  I  say  that  as  an 
abstract  proposition,  not  as  imputing  anything  against 
any  individual,  because  I  have  not  any  knowledge 
of  any  corrupt  motives. 

11.522.  I  believe  you  were  opposed  to  the  diKmissal 
of  Robertson  ? — Yes,  I  certainly  was.  I  considered 
myself  bound  in  considering  the  evidence  against 
Mr.  Robertson  to  confine  my  attention  to  the  report 
of  the  committee,  and  I  maintain  that  it  disclosed  no 
evidence  whatever  against  Mr  Robertson.  I  do  not 
say  whether  the  report  of  the  committee  was  a  right 
one,  but  I  considered  myself  bound  to  deal  with  it, 
not  being  a  member  of  the  committee  myself,  as  it 
stood ;  but  I  strongly  objected  to  the  Hne  which  the 
Board  did  take.  The  Board  censured  Mr.  Robertson 
for  admitted  financial  dealings  with  relatives  of  his 
outside  the  office,  and  my  contention  was,  that  in  the 
first  place  there  were  no  admitted  financial  dealings, 
and  if  there  were  ho  ought  to  be  dismissed,  and  it 
was  impossible  he  could  be  censured ;  he  must  be 
dismissed  or  absolutely  acquitted,  and  that  the  Board 
could  not  let  him  off  with  a  censure. 

11.523.  That  was  the  ground  on  which  you  voted 
both  against  dismissing  him  and  against  censuring 
him  ? — Yes,  and  against  censuring  him. 

11.524.  {Mr,  Meadows  White.)  I  quite  appreciate 
the  reasons  which  you  have  given,  and,  of  course,  1  am 
not  going  into  them;  but  as  you  are  in  the  box 
I  would  like  to  ask  you  this  one  question.  The 
debates  in  the  committees  of  the  whole  Board  are 
conducted  with  great  freedom,  and  everybody  has  the 
opportunity  of  expressing  an  opinion  ? — Certainly. 

1 1.525.  And  votes  are  taken  by  the  chairman  of 
the  committee  ? — Yes. 

11.526.  I  am  speaking  of  the  committee  of  the 
Board,  and  the  subjects  are  debated  at  much  length  ? 
— I    have  no  objection    to    make  to  the    order  of 


procedure  in  committee.     I  think  it  ought  to  be  open 
to  the  public. 

11.527.  And  sometimes  on  important  questions, 
where  it  appears  good  to  the  Board,  sub-committees 
are  appointed,  arc  th^y  not  ? — Yes. 

11.528.  That  really  is  the  difference  between  the 
committee  of  the  whole  Board  and  the  Board  itself; 
that  the  committee  sits  with  closed  doors  and  the 
Board  sits  with  <^n  doors  ? — 1  have  not  made  any 
observations  about  that  in  my  evidence. 

11.529.  1  thought  you  said  that  was  so? — J  do 
personally  think  that  any  committee  of  the  whole 
Board  ought  to  sit  in  public,  but  I  have  not  said  as 
yet  anything  about  it. 

11.530.  {Chairman,)  His  evidence  is  upon  the 
practice  of  referring  it  to  the  committees  with  power 
to  act. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  That  is  under  the  Act 
of  Parliament.  By  the  Act  of  1862  the  practice  of 
the  Board  in  respect  of  committees  was  altered  ? — I 
do  not  say  it  is  illegal.     I  only. say  it  is  undesirable. 

11.531.  {Mr,  Grenfell.)  You  are  of  opinion,  then, 
that  with  regard  to  the  enormous  number  of  questions 
which  it  is  utterly  impossible  a  large  body  of  men 
could  pay  attention  to,  it  is  better  not  to  refer  them 
to  any  small  body  to  get  their  opinion  ? — To  get  their 
opinion,  certainly,  and  for  the  Board  to  act  upon  it 
afterwards.  I  quite  approve  of  referring  matters  to 
committees,  but  what  I  object  to  is  the  committee 
having  power  to  bind  the  Board  by  doing  the  act 
which  ought  to  be  done  on  the  report  of  the  committee 
to  the  Board. 

11.532.  I  do  not  understand  that  the  giving  power 
to  act  binds  the  whole  Board  ? — Certainly. 

11.533.  The  Board  could  reverse  the  decision  of 
the  committee  ? — Certainly  not ;  if  the  committee  has 
power  to  act  the  committee  does  the  act  of  the 
Board. 

11.534.  {Mr.Meadotvs  White.)  Where  third  parties 
are  not  concerned,  the  Board  could,  by  resolution 
properly  passed,  reverse  the  decision  of  the  com- 
mittee. The  Board  have  power  under  the  Act  of 
Parliament  in  their  own  case,  and  a  fortiori  in  the 
case  of  committees,  to  reverse  the  action  of  the  Board 
or  of  the  committee. 

{Mr.  Gref^ell.)  That  is  what  I  supposed  ? — 
Supposing  the  committee  reports. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  Not  where  a  thing  is 
irrevocably  donc^  and  where  the  interest  of  a  mird 
party  is  concerned. 

11.535.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  Have  you  known  many 
cases  in  which  the  power  to  act  has  been  so  under- 
stood, and  action  been  taken,  of  which  the  Board 
disapproved  ? — 1  know  that  two  things  have  happened 
in  the  course  of  my  being  a  member.  I  cannot 
recollect  the  particular  instances,  but  I  could  easily 
get  theito  by  searching  the  minutes.  There  would  be 
no  difPculty  in  getting  them.  The  Commissioners 
will  understand  thut  I  object  to  the  pnwtice,  not 
because  of  any  bad  use  that  I  believe  to  have  been 
made  of  it,  but  it  increases  the  suspicion  -the  public 
have  of  the  conduct  of  the  Board.  It  gives  a  ground 
of  suspicion  that  ought  not  to  exist.  That  is  the  only 
ground  on  which  I  object  to  it. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  In  answer  to  Mr.  Grenfell, 
perhaps  I  might  be  permitted  to  say  this,  that  of 
course  if  any  member  objected  to  the  resolution  of  the 
Works  Committee  on  Monday,  and  wished  to  have 
that  action  altered  by  the  Board,  he  would  at  once 
give  notice  of  motion  for  the  succeeding  Fridiiy,  and 
in  the  meantime  the  action  of  the  committee  would 
be  suspended. 

11.536.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  That  is  what  I  had  under- 
stood by  the  description  previously  given  of  the 
procedure  of  the  Board  ? — I  should  not  admit  that 
that  was  an  answer  to  my  objection. 

11.537.  I  quite  follow  that  ?— That  would  refer,  for 
instance,  to  a  committee  of  which  I  was  a  member ;  and 
I  should   have  power  to  do  that;  but  supposing  a 
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matter  is  referred  to  a  c  ommittee,  with  power  to  act, 
of  which  I  am  not  a  member,  I  may  never  hear  of 
the  matter  at  all. 

11,538;  {Chairman,)  You  would  not  in  that  case 
hear  of  the  matter  until  it  was  done  ? — I  might  never 
hear  of  it  at  all. 


{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  Ail  members  of  the  Board, 
although  they  cannot  sit  on  committees,  may  attend  the 
committees.  Whether  they  belong  to  the  committees 
or  not,  as  I  understand,  they  may,  at  their  discretion, 
attend  the  c(>mmittee6,  though  they  may  not  vote, ' 
They  may  attend  as  spectators  or  auditors. 


Twenty-firut 
Day. 
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The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  J.  Ebknezkb  Saunpbrs  recalled  and  further  examined. 


11.539.  {Chairman.)  T  believe  you  are  desirous  of 
making  a  further  statement  with  regard  to  the 
evidence  which  some  of  the  witnesses  have  given 
before  this  Commission  ? — ^I  am. 

11.540.  I  believe,  first  of  all,  with  regard  to  the 
evidence  of  Mr.  Isaacs,  you  wish  to  make  a  statement  ? 
—Yes. 

11.541.  {Mr.  Tallock.)  The  evidence  is  at  page  15 
of  the  6th    day.   Questions  2801-2-3  ?— The   two 
matters  that  I  wish  to  refer  to  ate,  first,  the  fact  that 
Mr.  Isaacs  has  reported — and  it  may  be  that  it  was 
correct  as  far  as  he  was  concerned — but  indirectly  he 
points  to  the  fact  that  pressure  was  put  upon  Mr.  Villiers 
to  come  to  me,  or  that  I  put  pressure  upon  him.    That 
would  be  understood  by  the  public.     What  I  wish 
emphatically  to  deny  is  that,  personally,  I  put  any 
pressure  or  that  I  was  instrumental  in  having  any 
pressure  put  upon  Mr.  Villiers  to  come  to  me.    He  came 
to  me  as  an  ordinary  client  would  come,  and  I  received 
him  as  such.     It  is  a  matter  of  honour.    Then  the 
second  point  is  as  to  my  professional  ability  or  inability 
to  erect  a  building  of  that  description.     That  is  in 
answer  to  Question  2804,  where  he  says  :  "  He  was 
<'  indignant  at  having  an  architect  placed  upon  him 
^*  who,  in  his  opinion,   was  incompetent  to  do  the 
<<  work  ;  and  further  than  that,  this  architect  was  not 
"  only  incompetent  himself,  but  so  avaricious  that  he 
**  would  not  spend  the  necessary  money  to  employ 
'*  competent  assistants."    Looking  at  the  course  of 
my  professional  career  for  nearly  40  years,  and   the 
buildings  standing  in  all   parts  of  the  city  carried  out 
from  my  designs,  and  knowing  the  stafi*  I  liave  in  my 
office,  I  was  bound  to  come  here  for  my  own  professional 
reputation  and  answer  that.   The  general  public — and 
there  are  many  know  my  professional  standing — would 
know  the  contrary ;  but  personally  there  may  be  those 
who,  |rom  newspaper  reports  and  otherwise,  would 
not,  and  therefore  I  felt  bound  to  be  present ;  and  in 
answer  to  that,  I  will  totally  deny  it.     When  I  refer 
to  the  buildings  in  the  city  of  London  like  Messrs. 
Travers,  the  New  Fruit  Sale  Rooms,  (Messrs.  Adam's, 
Mej»srs.  Keeling  and  Hunt,  Messrs.  Kirk  and  Grant, 
Messrs.    Gray    and    Barrett),   and   Messrs.  Dewar's 
building  in  Wood  Street;  when  I  refer  to  Newgate 
Street  and  the  buildings  which  the  Post  Office  now 
occupy  on  the  southern  side;    when   I  refer  to  the 
buildings  in  Milk  Street  of  Mr.  Payn,  or  the  buildings 
in   Wood  Street    like   Mr.  Thompson's;    these    and 
many  others  are  alone  sufficient  to  support  ray  pro- 
fessional reputation.    Of  course,  ks  a  professional  man, 
my  profession  is  my  living,  and  therefore  I  am  bound, 
under  those  circumstances,  to  come  and  to  simply  say 
what  I  have  stated — I  anl  not  saying  that  Mr.  Isaacs 
himself  in  any   form   sympathised   in   it — but  I  am 
bound,  as  it  comes  upon  the   evidence,  to   say  that 
the  statements  repeated  by  Mr.  Isaacs  are  incorrect, 
which,  of  course,  if  it  were  necessary,  I  could  prove, 
and  prove  to  the  hilt.     Possibly  a  disclaimer  is  all 
that   I   need  make,  but  I  am  bound  to  make  that 
disclaimer  before   your  Lordship  and  the  other  Com- 
missioners. 

{Mr,  Isaacs,)  My  Lord,  as  my  time  is  somewhat 
vriuable,  I,  perhaps,  need  not  stay,  because  I  think  I 
have  nothing  to  answer  to  that  ? 

11,542.  {Chairman.)  That  really  is  not  correcting 
Mr.  Isaacs'  evidence,  because  Mr.  Isaacs  was  merely 
repeating  the  statement  of  Mr.  Villiers  ? — It  is  so.  I 
4»ve  not  asked  Mr.  Isaacs  to  attend.  Mr.  Isaacs 
repeated  what  was  said. 


11.543.  {Mr.  Tatlock.)  The  next  is  the  evidence 
of  Mr.  Villiers  on  the  8th  day,  Questions  3810-11-12  ? 
—  I  am  not  taking  any  special  question,  because 
the  Commissioners'  time  may  be  valuable,  but  in 
consequence  of  a  great  deal  of  Mr.  Villiers'  evidence  I 
was  bound  to  come  here  and  say  this,  that  where  it  is 
in  conflict  with  my  own  evidence  given  to  you  at  an 
early  stage  of  the  proceedings  of  this  Commission  my 
statement  I  see  no  reason  to  alter. 

11.544.  {Chairman,)  Your  evidence  is  in  conflict 
both  with  Mr.  Woodward  and  Mr.  Villiers  ? — I  think 
not ;  on  what  point  ? 

11.545.  Let  me  call  your  attention  to  this.  Accord- 
ing to  your  account  Mr.  Villiers  called  on  you  on  the 
17th  December  and  spoke  to  you  about  becoming 
the  architect  ? — Yes. 

11.546.  You   said  you  were  able  to  fiyi  the  date 
because  yoa  thought  it  was  the  time  that  your  clerk 
made  the  sketch.     Then  you  were  asked   why  you 
paid  Mr.  Woodward  200/.,  and  you  say  you  gave  it 
liim  because  he  had  introduced  it  to  you,  and  in  con- 
sideration of  certain  advice  he  had  given  upon  it,  and 
the  introduction.     Then  Question  1557,  "When  did 
"  he    first    come    to    you    about    it?— (^.)    Well, 
"  Mr.  Villiers  called  upon  me  at  an  early  date ;  one 
"  of  the  early  interviews.     ( Q.)  Was  that  before  the 
"  17th  December  ? — {A.)  No;  I  should  think  it  was 
"  before  that.     If  it  was  the  first  meeting  it  would 
"  be    the   26th   November.       (Q.)  Did    you    know 
«*  Mr.   AVoodward  ?— (^.)    Yes,  well.      (Q.)    When 
"  he  introduced  Mr.  Villiers  to  you,  whatever  date  it 
**  was,    was    it    with   reference    to   your   becoming 
"  architect? — {A.)    No,   it   was   not;    it  was   long 
**  afterwards.      (Q.)  It  cannot  be  long   afterwards, 
"  because  on  the  17th  of  December  you  tell  us  he 
**  spoke  to  you  ? — {A.)  It  was  some  weeks,  or  a  week 
"  or  two  afterwards.     (Q.)  He  did  not  come  with 
"  him  on  the  26th  November? — {A.)  When  he  came 
"  on  the  26th  November  he  came  to  ask  me  to  give 
"  Mr.    Villiers   any  help  I  could."     Then  Question 
1564,  "  In  the  first  instance,  when  he  came,  he  came 
**  and  introduceil  Mr.  Villiers  and  asked  you  for  your 
**  support  in  the  matter  that  was  coming  before  the 
«  Board?— (^.)    Yes.      (Q.)   la   that  all   that  Mr. 
**  Woodward  did? — {A.)  Quite  so."      According  to 
your  representation  Mr.  Woodward  first  came  to  you 
and  simply  introduced  Mr.   Villiers  to  ask  for  your 
supj)ort  at  the  Board,  nothing  being  said  about  your 
being  his  architect  ? — That  was  my  impression,  and 
that  is  my  impression  still,  and  the  answers  I  then 
gave  are  the  answers  I  still  adhere  to.     I  gave  Mr. 
Woodward  that  200/.  for  the  introduction. 

11.547.  I  am  not  talking  of  what  you  gave  the  200/. 
for.  Just  attend  to  the  question.  Did  Mr.  Wood- 
ward introduce  Mr.  Villiers  to  you  and  ask  for  your 
support  for  him  before  anything  was  said  about  your 
being  architect  ? — My  belief  is  he  did. 

11.548.  Did  you  speak  to  Mr.  Woodward  about 
Messrs.  Isaacs  and  Florence  posing  as  architects  for 
the  Pavilion  ?— There  Mr.  Wooilward  is  in  error,  as  I 
believe. 

11.549.  You  deny  that  you  ever  said  anything 
about  that  ? — Quite  so,  as  fiar  as  I  remember. 

11.550.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  H«  spoke  to  you?— Yes. 
I  have  said  in  my  examination  that  all  that  I  knew 
was  that  sundry  architects  were  pressing  Mr.  Villiers 
for  the  position  of  architect. 

11.551.  {Chairman.)  What  Mr.  Woodward  re- 
presents is  that  you  told  him  that,  and  he  afterwards 
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in  consequenco  of  that,  had  an  iutei*view  with  Mr. 
Villiere  and  told  him  the  result  of  his  interview  with 
you  ? — He  is  in  error  there.  I  have  been  many  years 
in  the  profession,  and  I  believe  I  have  never  done  a 
dishonourable  act,  and  that  would  have  been. 

11,562.  Perhaps  you  had  better  attend  to  the  ques- 
tion, because  that  is  better  than  general  observations  ? 
— Only  that  implies  it.     You  must  forgive  me. 

11,653.  No  tloubt  it  does,  and  of  that  we  shall  have 
to  judge.  On  a  subsequent  occasion  did  Mr.  Villiers, 
come  to  your  ofR?a  and  did  Mr.  Woodward  come  in 
whilst  he  was  thc/e  ? — I  should  think  it  likely,  although 
I  have  no  recollection  of  it  as  there  stated. 

1 1.554.  Before  Mr.  Villiera  had  come  on  a  previous 
occasion  had  Mr.  Woodward  come  and  asked  you 
about  acting  as  architect  for  Mr.  Villiers? — I  think 
there  he  is  in  error  as  well.  My  belief  is,  though  it 
is  a  difficult  thing  to  remember  conversations  at  that 
distance  of  time,  that  it  all  took  place  at  one  and  the 
Game  time,  and  that  the  question  Mr.  Villiers  asked 
me  was  either  asked  me  by  Mr.  Villiers  or  Mr.  WckxI- 
v/nrd,  or  in  each  other's  presence,  whether  there  was 
any  objection  or  difficulty  in  my  acting  as  architex^t. 
I  then  gave  you  the  answer  on  the  former  occmion, 
that  I  stated  there  was  no  objection  to  my  acting  as 
architect  if  he  wisiied  me  to  do  so.  I  should  feel  it 
an  honour  ns  they  were  to  be  good  buildings,  but  as 
a  meml)er  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  I  said  1  could 
not  vote  or  take  part  in  anything  to  do  with  himself 
or  his  pro|>erty. 

11.555.  When  you  said  you  could  not  vote  for  hun, 
did  you  add,  **  There  are  more  ways  of  killing  a  cat 
than  hanging  it "  ? — No.  I  saw  that  remark  in  the 
notes  of  evidence.     It  is  not  likely. 

11,656.  Did  you  say,  "  Well,  let  us  see  ;  am  J  to 
"  understand  I  am  to  be  your  architect "  ? — Not  on 
that  occasion.  The  occasion  on  which  I  uttered  those 
words— evidently  they  have  muddled  them,  or  the  way 
in  which  I  asked  him — was  a  much  later  occasion, 
six  weeks  or  two  months  alter  those  dates,  when  I 
was  not  sure  whether  it  was  to  be  Mr.  Worley  or  my- 
solf ;  and  as  time  was  pressing  I  wanted  to  know 
which  of  us  was  to  act,  and  therefore  I  did  say  to  him, 
I  remember,  that  I  wanted  to  know. 

11.557.  Did  he  say,  "You  must  be,*' and  did  you 
say,  *'  Very  well,  then,  we  will  see  what  we  can  do?'* 
— No,  my  Lord. 

11.558.  Did  Mr.  Villiers  take  exception  to  the  ele- 
vation you  had  drawn  ? — Yes,  and  I  think  I  corrected 
that  by  sending  a  statement  to  your  Lordship  and  the 
Commissioners  before. 

1 1  559.  And  Mr.  Worley's  elevation  was  then 
a<lopted? — Mr.  Worley's  elevation  was  brought  in, 
but  the  elevation  I  drew  for  Mr.  Villiers  at  that  time, 
as  1  explained  to  your  Lordship  before,  was  a  simpk; 
sketch,  and  in  consequence  of  his  having  asked  me  to 
let  it  be  a  building  as  nearly  like  some  that  were 
nearly  opposite  as  i  could.  .  There  is  a  building  at  the 
corner  of  the  Haymarket  at  the  top,  a  very  plain 
building,  and  his  intention  at  that  time  was  a  plain 
building  though  a  good  one. 

11.560.  {Mr.  GrcnfelL)  Where  is  that  ?— Sup- 
posing you  arc  going  down  the  Haymarket,  there  is  a 
building  on  the  left-hand  corner,  and  I  got  him  up  a 
mere  outline  sketch,  and  whatever  took  place  with 
Mr.  Worley  and  him  I  will  not  say  was  behind  my 
back,  but  outside,  and  the  next  thing  i  saw  was  that 
elevation. 

11.561.  (Chainnan,)  At  the  time  that  this  inter- 
view took  ])lace  and  you  were  proposed  to  be  employed 
as  architect  the  matter  of  the  site  was  not  concluded  ? 
— 1  think  it  was,  but  I  do  not  know  that  it  was  finally 
concluded  until  a  waek  or  two  afterwards. 

11.562.  Had  you  had  any  conversation  with  Mr. 
Woodward  about  yonr  becoming  architect  before  the 
time  when  it  was  arranged  you  should  be  architect  ? 
— Not  that  I  have  any  knowledge  of — no.  What  I 
wish  to  state  to  your  Lordship,  if  I  may  be  allowed 
ix>  do  so,  and  to  the  other  Commissioners,  is  that  I 
knew  nothing.  1  want  that  to  be  clear,  and  that  is 
that  I   have   principally   come   here   to-day  for  that 


purpose.  I  want  it  to  be  clear  that  I  knew  nothing 
of  any  relations  of  Mr.  Villiers  with  Mr.  Goddard, 
Mr.  Robertson,  or  with  any  of  them  in  relation  to  that 
site. 

11.563.  You  very  early  learned  that  Robei'tson  had 
something  to  do  with  it.  You  told  us  in  your  own 
evidence  you  were  surprised  at  his  interfering? — 
That  is  afterwards — some  weeks  afterwards. 

11.564.  You  never  made  any  communication  to 
anybody  about  it  ? — Not  that  1  know  of;  that  is, 
nothing  was  said. 

11.565.  {Mr.  GrenfelL)  You  knew  that  Robertson 
was  apparently  acting  for  the  corner  plot  ? — ^I  do  not 
think  I  knew  that  until  an  after  date. 

11.566.  {Chainnan,)  Did  you  have  no  conversa- 
tion with  Robertson  about  the  Pavilion  site  or  build- 
ing ? — I  have  no  knowledge  that  1  had.  I  have  no 
recollection  of  any  conversation. 

11.567.  Are  you  prepared  to  swear  that  you  had 
not  ? — To  the  best  of  my  knowledge. 

1 1.568.  Is  your  knowledge  such  that  you  are  pre- 
pared to  pledge  your  oath  that  yon  had  not? — Yes,  so 
far  ns  1  believe. 

11.569.  Doyen  know  how  it  was  tluit  Robertson 
spoke  to  Mr.  Woodward  on  the  subject  au<l  Mr. 
Villiers  ? — No,  I  do  not  at  all. 

11.570.  Mr.  Villiers  says  Robertson  told  him  that 
unless  he  had  you  as  the  architect  there  would  be 
likely  to  be  some  difficulty.  Had  anything  passed 
between  you  and  Robertson  ? — Certainly  not.  First 
of  all,  I  repudiate  the  idea  entirely  that  I  should  have 
suggested — I  never  have  done  such  a  thing,  and  I 
hope  I  never  may — that  there  would  be  the  slightest 
difficulty  in  passing  anything  at  the  Metropolitan 
Board  unleas  I  was  the  architect.  I  should  give  that 
the  strongest  repudiation  I  could  give  as  a  professional 
man.  I  have  no  knowledge  of  ever  having  in  any 
form  or  shape  to  anybody  pi^vented  them  passing 
anything  unless  I  was  professionally  employed. 

11.571.  {Mr.  Tat  lock.)  The  next  matter  is  Mr. 
Thomas  Verity's  evidence  on  the  14th  day,  b^inning 
with  Question  715b,  page  13  ? — In  which  he  says  he 
only  saw  Mr.  Saunders,  I  think,  three  times,  and 
then  only  on  some  questions  as  to  how  the  plans 
should  be  coloured  for  the  Board. 

1 1 .572.  (  ChmruiaH.)  What  do  you  say  as  to  that  ? 
— That  immediately  I  was  instructed  by  Mr.  Haines 
to  profes.sionally  act  I  saw  Mr.  Verity.  X  went  to  the 
premises  and  1  saw  Mr.  Verity  continually. 

11.573.  He  says  ihree  times,  and  you  say  continu- 
ally. How  many  times  will  you  swear  to? — A  great 
many  more  than  three. 

11.574.  Have  you  any  record  of  them  you  can  pro- 
duce ?— No. 

11.575.  Do  you  make  a  note  of  these  things  ? — No, 
I  do  not,  and  I  have  not. 

11.576.  Was  there  any  fixed  sum  agreed  upon  that 
you  were  to  get  ? — No. 

1 1.577.  Then  do  not  you  keep  any  record  of  what 
work  you  do  ? — Yes.  I  do  not  keep  a  i^ecord.  I 
know  what  work  I  do,  and  always  charge  it 

11.578.  Do  you  charge  it  all  from  your  head  after- 
wards ? — Yes,  what  may  be  a  proper  professional  fee 
for  that  particular  work. 

11.579.  You  do  not  make  a  record  of  how  many 
times  you  go  ? — No. 

1 1.580.  That  was  not  making  any  plans  ? — No. 

11.581.  It  was  attending  and  giving  advice? — It 
was.  I  had  the  plans  down  from  Mr.  Verity  in  my 
own  office. 

11.582.  He  says  you  made  some  suggestion  as  to 
the  colouring  of  them  ? — Yes. 

11.583.  Did  you  do  anything  else  to  them  ? — Yes. 

11.584.  Can  you  swear  to  any  part  of  those  plans 
as  being  your  work  ? — No,  I  do  not,  and  I  do  not 
mean  it,  and  I  do  not  wish  yonr  Lordship  to  imply  it. 
What  I  did  with  the  plans  was  to  see  that  the  plans 
should  be  suitable  for  the  purpose.  I  advised  upon 
the  new  entrances. 

11.585.  You  were  a  member  of  the  theatres'  sub- 
committee ? — I  was. 
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11.586.  And  it  was  the  theatres'  sub-committee 
that  was  dealing,  and  would  have  to  deal,  with  this 
case  ? — That  was  so. 

11.587.  It  did  not  strike  you  as  in  the  slightest 
degree  improper  that  you  should  accept  a  retainer  to 
give  professional  advice  under  those  circumstances  ? — 
It  did  not. 

11.588.  You  would  have  to  bo  one  of  the  persons 
to  judge  of  the  matter  afterwards  ? — And  for  the  25 
years  I  have  been  at  the  Board  I  have  always  kept 
away,  and  when  I  have  taken  part  in  anything  in 
which  1  was  professionally  concerned  I  have  men- 
tioned it  at  the  time,  or  intended  to  do  so. 

11.589.  Were  not  you  present  at  the  theatres' sub- 
committee when  this  matter  came  forward  ? — Appa- 
rently on  one  occasion  I  was. 

1 1.590.  I  think  you  moved  or  seconded  a  resolution 
on  one  occasion  ?— Yes. 

11.591.  There  is  no  record  on  the  minutes  of  your 
saying  that  you  were  professionally  engaged  ? — There 
would  not  be. 

1 1.592.  Will  you  swear  that  you  told  the  committee 
or  that  the  theatres'  sub-committee  knew  you  were 
engaged  ? — I  will  not  in  that  particular  instance 
because  I  could  not  remember  it.     I  could  in  others. 

J  1,593.  We  will  come  to  the  others  ? 

11.594.  (Mr.  Tatlock.)  Then  Questions  7205-6  ?— 
That  refers  to  a  matter  that  had  nothing  to  do  with 
the  Board ;  that  is  the  "  Cock  "  Tavern.  Mr.  Verity 
says  that  I  had  done  none  of  the  work,  and  that  he 
had  done  the  whole  of  it,  and  that  I  received  450/.  for 
my  professional  services  as  if  it  was  a  solatium  for 
other  things. 

11.595.  (Chairman,)  That  seemed  to  be  rather  the 
impression  of  Messrs.  Spiers  and  Pond  ? — Apparently 
so,  but  that  is  not  so. 

11.596.  What  did  you  do  ?  First  of  all  that  being 
the  impression  of  Mr.  Spiers,  did  he  employ  you  as 
architect  ? — Yes,  he  did. 

11.597.  To  design  the  plan  for  him  ? — Yes. 

11.598.  Did  you  design  the  plan? — No;  I  did 
partly. 

11.599.  What  part  did  you  do? — Immediately  I 
was  placed  in  communication  with  them  I  commenced 
by  taking  a  plan  of  the  whole  site  as  it  stood  and  of 
all  the  surrounding  properties.  Under  my  own  in- 
structions ail  the  party  wall  notices  were  served  and 
all  the  negotiations  that  took  place  in  relation  to  those 
neighbouring  properties.  I  negotiated  for  the  in- 
creased size  of  the  plot  by  buying  neighbouring  lands. 
I  negotiated  as  to  the  purchase  of  party  walls  which 
had  been  already  erected  by  neighbouring  owners.  1 
attended  and  prepared  the  plans  for  the  licensing,  the 
extension  of  the  license,  and  I  was  frequently  with 
Mr.  Verity,  and  subject  to  what  joint  architects  should 
do  helped  design  the  whole  of  those  plans,  that  is  to 
say,  he  took  out  certain  sketches.  Mr.  Verity  was  not 
employed  when  I  first  commenced. 

11.600.  Have  you  got  your  plans  that  you  prepared 
or  the  sketches  in  relation  to  the  **  Cock  '*  Tavern  ? — 
I  think  I  have  some  of  them — ^the  ground  plan.  Then 
it  was  arranged  with  Mr.  Verity  and  me  that  as  we 
could  not  very  well  both  do  these  plans — ^he  was  at  a 
distance  at  the  west  and  I  in  the  city — we  did  it  in  a 
perfectly  friendly  way — that  his  clerks  should  do  the 
plans,  and  I  was  to  allow  it  as  though  they  were  my 
clerks  and  my  expenditure.  When  we  came  to  the 
end  1,300/.  was  the  amount.  The  works  were  not 
carried  out.  Messrs.  Spiers  and  Pond  took  other 
premises  and  they  sold  this,  and  then  I,  instead  of 
taking  650/.,  which  would  bave  been  my  half,  allowed 
200/.  and  took  450/.  It  is  a  private  transaction  and 
had  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  the  Board  of  Works. 

11.601.  (Mr,  Tatlock.)  Is  this  the  plan  (handing 
plan  to  the  witness)  ? — ^Yes. 

11.602.  (Chairman.)  It  is  a  little  unusual  for 
7^  per  cent,  to  be  paid  ? — It  is,  and  that  was  a  matter 
of  discussion  between  Mr.  Verity  and  myself,  he 
thinking,  looking  at  the  whole  thing,  that  we  ought  to 
have  more  each,  and  it  was  worth  Spiers  and  Pond's 
while  to  have  paid  it. 
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11.603.  Did  you  think  Spiers  and  Pond  could  not 
have  got  any  architect  in  London  to  do  it  for  the 
ordinary  5  per  cent.  ?  What  was  there  so  special  about 
this  **  Cock  "  Tavern  ? — There  was  nothing  extra 
beyond  the  ordinary  design  of  a  good  large  building. 

11.604.  The  larger  it  is  the  bigger  the  sum  which 
it  will  cost,  and  the  bigger  the  amount  of  the  5  per 
cent.  ? — Your  Lordship  is  perfectly  right,  but,  on  the 
other  hand,  they  employed  two  men.  I  originally 
thought  I  was  going  to  build  the  whole  of  this  for 
Spiers  and  Pond,  and  to-be  sole  architect.  Then  Mr. 
Verity  started  the  question,  finding  there  were  two,  as 
to  whether  the  5  per  cent,  was  sufficient. 

11.605.  Have  you  got  the  plan? — ^This  is  one  of 
the  original  plans  with  the  whole  of  my  assistants' 
work  upon  that  as  far  as  the  grounds  and  property 
were  concerned  (handing  in  same), 

11,605.  This  is  not  prepared  in  your  office.  This 
is  "  William  Hay  ward,  Engineer's  Office,  Guildhall  "  ? 
— Yes  ;  but  you  will  see  a  large  quantity  of  pencil 
work,  which  means  some  days*  work.  That  was  an 
old  sale  plan. 

11.607.  Is  this  the  only  plan  you  prepared,  or,  at 
least,  you  did  not  prepare  this  ? — If  your  Lordship 
puts  it  in  that  way.  This  is  another  one  (handing  in 
another  plan). 

11.608.  What  ai-e  these  names,  Spillman  and 
Walters  ? — Owners,  it  may  be,  of  the  neighbouring 
properties.     I  cannot  tell  you  at  this  distance  of  time. 

11.609.  I  do  not  quite  see  the  work  on  that  plan 
which  would  take  several  days  to  do,  or  several  houra, 
or  even  minutes  ? — If  that  was  clear  work,  and  nothing 
upon  it,  your  Lordship  might  be  possibly  right,  but  it 
would  take  more  than  minutes.  It  would  take  many 
hours. 

11.610.  There  are  the  names  of  a  Cew  adjoining 
owners  in  Bell  Yard.  That  is  all  that  is  on  it  that  I 
can  see  ? — Cannot  you  see  a  large  quantity  of  dimen- 
sions ? 

11.611.  I  do  not  see  much  in  the  way  of  dimen- 
sions?— Your  Lordship  may  be  a  good  judge  of  law, 
but  there  is  a  very  krge  amount  of  work  there.  Those 
are  old  buildings,  and  have  to  be  measured  with  the 
greatest  care. 

1 1,612  Who  was  the  clerk  who  did  this  ?— I  should 
have  to  look  to  that. 

11.613.  Perhaps  you  would  look  and  let  us  know. 
What  other  work  did  you  do  in  connexion  with  the 
"  Cock  "  Tavern  ? — There  is  another  plan  (handing  in 
same). 

11.614.  This  seems  to  be  a  block  plan  of  the  ad- 
joining premises  ? — Just  so. 

11.615.  Who  prepared  this  ? — I  did. 

11.616.  Personally?— -With  my  clerks. 

11.617.  What  did  you  take  it  from  ?—From  the 
dimensions  on  the  plans  that  you  have  there. 

11.618.  It  is  really  an  enlarged  version  of  this  plan, 
taken  from  the^e  dimensions  ? — It  is  a  proper  plan, 
prepared  as  I  should  do  if  I  were  about  to  build  for 
your  Lordship  on  that  property,  that  you  might  deal 
with  the  neighbouring  properties,  and  might  know 
your  own. 

11.619.  Does  that  comprise  all  you  did  with  regard 
to  the  "  Cock  "  Tavern  ?— -I  have,  I  think,  informed 
your  Lordship  and  the  Commissioners  that  I  gave  the 
whole  of  the  party  wall  notices.  I  negotiated  with 
the  neighbouring  owners. 

11,62Q.  To  whom  did  you  give  notice  ? — To  all  the 
surrounding  properties. 

11.621.  Do  you  mean  you  drew  them  up  yourself? 
— Yes. 

11.622.  In  your  office?— Yes,  I  do. 

11.623.  How  many  such  notices  did  you  give? — I 
should  think  there  were  10  or  1 1 — ^possibly  more. 

11.624.  What  more  ? — I  negotiated  with  the  neigh- 
bouring  properties. 

1 1.625.  What  about  ? — As  to  the  purchase. 
11,(>26.  What  property  did  you  negotiate  for  the 

purchase   of? — The   property  at  the  end — I    think 
coloured  yellow;  the  properties  on  this  side. 
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11,626.  Tell  me  with  whom  you  negotiated? — I 
should  have  to  look  back  to  my  records,  or  whatever 
I  have. 

11.628.  You  can  name  the  shop  or  building  if  you 
cannot  name  the  owner  ? — I  negotiated  for  Spiers  and 
Pond. 

11.629.  I  know,  but  with  whom  did  you  negotiate 
— for  what  premises  did  you  negotiate  ? — I  believe  the 
yellow  on  the  top — that  is  in  Bell  Yard — for  an  en- 
trance at  the  back. 

11.630.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  The  answer  to  Question 
7206  is  that  you  did  no  work  at  all ;  and  you  have 
hare  come  here  to  explain  what  work  you  did.  We 
thought  you  would  have  brought  the  particulai'S  of 
that  work,  in  order  to  contradict  the  answer  given  to 
this  question  ? — I  could  have  brought  all  the  party 
wall  notices,  and  everything,  if  it  is  necessary ;  but 
I  state  that  that  was  the  work,  because  otherwise  you 
would  suppose  I  did  no  work. 

11.631.  That  is  the  statement  here? — The  work 
was  of  very  considerable  amount. 

11.632.  {Chairman.)  As  much  work  as  drawing 
plans  and  superintending  the  erection  of  the  building  ? 
— ^The  building  was  not  superintended,  and,  therefore, 
I  had  not  got  it  to  do,  nor  had  Mr.  Verity  got  it  to 
do  ;  the  building  was  not  erected.  We  were  not  paid 
for  the  building. 

11.633.  You  were  paid  7^  per  cent.  ? — No,  we  were 
not ;  that  was  an  agreement,  but  we  were  never  paid 
7^  per  cent. 

11.634.  How  much  were  you  paid? — 1,300/.  for 
the  whole  thing. 

11.635.  What  was  that  for  ? — That  was  for  preparing 
the  site,  giving  all  the  party  wall  notices,  arranging 
with  adjoining  owners,  and  buying  additional  land ; 
then  preparing  the  plans,  which  were  prepared  mu- 
tually by  us  at  Mr.  Verity's  office,  his  clerks,  as  we 
allowed  in  the  end,  acting  as  if  they  Were  mine.  I 
should  have  taken  some  of  the  work  down  to  my  own 
place,  but  instead  of  that  by  mutual  arrangement  I 
was  to  pay  and  he  was  to  act. 

11.636.  What  were  the  buildings  to  have  cost  ? — 
About  25,000/.  or  30,000/.  I  think  25,000/.  was 
Messrs.  Spiers  and  Pond's  intention,  but  the  building 
would  have  come  out  more  than  that. 

11.637.  1,300/.  was  5  per  cent,  on  26,000/.  ?— Yes, 
we  were  paid  that  amount. 

11.638.  And  without  erecting  a  building  at  all  ? — 
The  building  was  not  erected.  The  Bank  of  England 
have  built  on  the  site. 

11.639.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  We  have  it  here  that  it 
was  thought  this  was  a  payment  for  services  in  con- 
nexion with  the  Criterion  ? — Yes. 

11.640.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  I  suppose  Mr.  Verity 
could  not  have  said  that  without  some  grounds  ? 

11.641.  {Chairman.)  Mr.  Spiers  said  the  same 
thing  ? — I  never  understood  it  as  such  in  any  form  or 
shape. 

11.642.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  Both  these  persons  have 
said  that  ? — I  was  exceedingly  surprised  to  see  that 
statement. 

11.643.  {Mr.  Bosanquet,)  Not  only  was  no  build- 
ing erected,  but  no  plans  for  the  bmlding  were  pre- 
pared ? — ^Yes,  the  whole  of  the  plans  were  prepared. 

1 1.644.  Mr.  Verity  had  prepared  them  ? — Yes,  they 
were  all  prepared.  For  that  I  had  the  450/.  in  place 
of  the  650/. 

11,64-5.  {Mr.  Tatlock.)  Then  the  next  is  Mr.  Bird's 
evidence  on  the  16th  day  ? — He  suggests  that  I  put  in 
his  plan.  Mr.  Bird  came  to  me  as  a  stranger,  and  he 
asked  me  as  to  his  estate.  I  attended  upon  it,  and  had 
the  measurements  taken.  I  prepared  a  proper  plan 
for  frontages,  and  I  advised  him  as  to  the  plan  of  the 
estate. 

11,646.  Have  you  the  plans  here  ? — Yes,  I  have  the 
plans  here.  I  prepared  a  plan  and  tracing  for  him. 
In  an  answer  to  Question  8853  Mr.  Bird  says :  "  I 
"  paid  Mr.  Fowler  50/.  and  Mr.  Saunders  50  guineas. 
**  I  considered  that  they  had  done  me  good  and 
*•  enabled  me  to  pass  my  plans.     I  asked  Mr.  Fowler 


"  if  he  would  be  satisfied  with  50/.,  and  he  said  *  Yea.' 
"  I  suggested  the  same  thing  to  Mr.  Saunders ;  but 
**  Mr.  Saunders  wanted  it  in  guineas  ;  he  thought  he 
"  should  like  guineas  best."  The  fact  is  that  no 
question  was  ever  raised  as  to  ray  payment  of  fees  for 
pretty  well  four  years  afterwards,  and  about  four  years 
afterwards,  having  built  other  buildings  for  Mr.  Bird, 
I  charged  him  in  my  account  52/.  10*.  for  this  work. 

11.647.  {Chairman,)  You  deny  that  that  passed? 
— It  could  not  have  passed  at  the  time. 

11.648.  He  does  not  say  what  time  it  passed  ? — He 
evidently  does  not  refer  to  four  years  afterwards. 

11.649.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  He  does  refer  to  it  ?— Not 
to  four  years  afterwards  ;  I  think  not,  at  any  rate  I 
did  not  read  it  so.  All  he  refers  to  merely  is  when 
he  was  paying  me  for  other  work,  having  charged  him 
52/.  105.,  he  told  me  it  ought  to  be  50/.  I  have  no 
recollection  of  it^  and  I  do  not  believe  it  took  place 
before  he  paid  me  the  account. 

11.650.  {Chairman.)  His  plan  had  been  rejected  by 
the  Board  ? — Some  plan  he  had  sent  in  had  been. 

11.651.  And  you  knew  you  were  advising  as  to  the 
sending  in  of  fresh  plans  which  were  to  go  before  the 
Board  ? — Yes. 

1 1.652.  Would  those  go  before  the  Building  Act 
Committee  ? — ^They  would. 

11.653.  Were  you  a  member  of  the  Building  Act 
Committee  ? — ^I  was  a  member  of  the  Buildmg  Act 
Committee. 

1 1.654.  Did  it  never  occur  to  you  that  that  was  a 
somewhat  questionable  proceeding  ? — I  did  not  anti- 
cipate it  to  be  so.  I  certainly  did  not  mean  it  so. 
You  must  remember  that  this  would  be  the  case  of  a 
professional  man,  and  unless  a  professional  man  is  to 
go  out  of  his  profession  he  would  have  a  few  cases  out 
of  hundreds.  I  fulfilled  my  duties  as  a  naember  ot 
the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  over  hundreds  of 
cases. 

11.655.  That  may  be  all  very  well,  but  if  they  are 
only  a  few  cases  out  of  hundreds  a  man  need  not  go 
out  of  his  profession  in  order  to  avoid  dealing  in 
matters  that  would  come  before  the  Board  ? — Of  course 
I  could  have  said  I  will  not  touch  it. 

11.656.  And  the  alternative  was  either  refusing  to 
touch  those,  or  to  sit  as  a  member  of  the  Board. 
There  was  nothing  to  compel  you  to  do  it.  If  you 
found  as  a  professional  man  that  your  position  was 
inconsistent  with  your  position  as  a  member  of  the 
Board  you  could  have  resigned  your  position  on  the 
Board  ? — Of  course  I  could. 

11.657.  {Mr.  Studd.)  Might  I  call  your  attention 
to  Question  8859,  about  the  centre  of  the  page — one 
of  the  Board's  minutes  on  the  matter  ? — ( Witness,)  I 
am  much  obliged  to  counsel  for  that.  That  is  one  of 
the  things  I  wanted  to  explain.  When  this  thing 
came  up  to  the  Board  I  apparently  moved  it,  but 
until  I  saw  that  minute  I  had  no  idea  that  I  ever  had 
done  so.  It  would  occur  in  this  way,  and  I  do  not 
suppose  I  knew  it  at  the  time.  Certainly  1  did  not 
intend  to  interfere  in  the  matter.  I  had  been  chair- 
man of  the  Building  Act  Committee  for  two  years, 
and  if  the  existing  chairman  of  that  Committee  was 
absent  it  is  the  custom  at  the  Board  to  put  the  Build- 
ing Act  reports  into  the  hands  of  the  late  chairman. 
No  doubt  the  chairman  was  absent,  otherwise  it  was 
not  my  duty,  except  under  the  above  circumstances, 
to  move  the  report,  and  I  shonld  move  all  the  cases 
included  in  the  report  en  bloc  as  far  as  I  know.  I 
should  probably  not  know  that  it  was  included  in 
that  report  at  aU. 

11.658.  {Mr.  Tatloch.)  Might  I  ask  the  witness  to 
explain  what  he  means  by  en  bloc  ? — There  would  be, 
possibly,  30  or  40  cases.  You  might  move  from  1  to 
whatever  number  it  might  be.  It  might  be  moved 
en  bloc,  and  if  any  member  objected  to  any  case  then 
you  would  move,  say,  1  to  5,  supposing  6  was  the  one 
to  which  he  objected  ;  then  Laving  dealt  with  No.  6 
you  would  begin  with  7  and  move  to  the  end,  or  if  you 
did  not  move  them  en  bloc  in  that  form — and  many 
oflicers  of  the  Board  know  that  is  the  custom — then 
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you  simply  move  them  by  number,  and  you  say  1,  2, 
3,  4,  5,  and  ho  on. 

11.659.  {Chairman.)  You  had  moved  its  reference 
to  the  Building  Act  Committee  also.  On  the  21st 
April  1882.  "  Read  a  report  by  the  superintending 
*<  architect,  dated  19th  April  1882,  on  the  application 
"  of  Mr.  E.  bird  for  approval  by  the  Board  ol*  an 
"  amended  plan."  That  would  be  the  plan  you  had 
something  to  do  with  ? — It  might  be ;  I  do  not  know 
that  it  was. 

11.660.  **  It  was  moved  by  Mr.  Deputy  Saunders, 
'*  seconded,  and  'Resolved  that  the  application  be 
"  *  referred  to  the  Building  Act  Committee  for  con- 
"  *  sideration  and  report.' "  That  was  the  plan  on 
which  you  were  advising.  That  is  on  the  21st  April. 
Then  on  the  12th  May  the  committee  reported  that 
they  had  considered  the  application  of  Mr.  Bird  and 
approved  the  same ;  and  then  it  was  "  moved  by  Mr. 
**  Deputy  Saunders,  seconded,  and  Resolved,  that  the 
"  application  of  Mr.  E.  Bird  for  approval,"  and  so 
on,  "  be  granted  "  ? — That  is  the  form  of  minute,  and 
the  other  would  be  in  the  same  way.  I  took  the 
Building  Act  arrangements  at  the  end  of  the  meeting, 
and  if  the  chairman  of  the  Building  Act  Committee 
was  absent,  the  late  chairman,  as  a  rule,  moves  any- 
thing in  that  form. 

11.661.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  Do  you  say  you  received 
the  50  guineas  in  1882  or  1886  ?— 1886. 

11.662.  That  is  precisely  the  time  when  this  other 
plan  was  sent  in  ? — No,  that  is  not  so. 

11.663.  {Chairman.)  Now  with  regard  to  the 
evidence  of  Mr.  Francis  ? 

11.664.  {Mr.  Tatlock.)  That  is  on  the  17th  day,  pp.  7, 
8,  and  9,  (Question  9196  ? — There  you  can  understand 
it  would  be  outside  the  inquiry  in  one  sense,  because 
when  a  building  is  being  erected  by  joint  architects, 
each  man  does  his  share  in  dealing  with  the  matter. 
Mr.  Francis  has  chosen  to  say  this.  Your  Lordship 
asked  him,  "  Did  Mr.  Saunders  go  at  all  "  ?  and  he 
says,  "  I  daresay  he  did  ;  I  do  not  know,  but  I  dare- 
say he  did."  I  am  prepared  to  say  that  not  only 
is  that  inaccurate  but  a  totally  wrong  view  of  the 
whole  ease.  During  the  erection  of  that  building  of 
the  Gi-and  Hotel,  I  was  there  certainly  three  times 
a  fortnight  if  not  twice  a  week.  I  continually  met 
Messrs.  Francis  on  the  works,  and  at  other  times  I 
was  there  alone. 

11.665.  {Chairman.)  Did  you  do  anything  in  the 
preparation  of  the  plans  ? — ^Yes. 

1 1.666.  Have  you  got  them  ? — No. 

11.667.  I  understood  Mr.  Francis  to  say  that  the 
plans  were  entirely  theirs  ? — Yes,  he  does.  I  say  that 
is  not  the  fact. 

11.668.  Can  you  show  us  on  the  plans  anjrthing 
that  you  did  ? — The  plans  are  not  the  superintendence 
of  the  building. 

11.669.  I  know  they  are  not;  I  am  dealing  with 
the  plans? — The  whole  of  the  plans  of  the  Grand 
Salic,  and  of  the  secondary  one,  were  all  prepared  in 
my  office ;  all  the  other  ground  plans  and  the  elevations 
and  the  corner  of  that  building  were  my  own  altera- 
tion of  windows  and  design. 

11.670.  What  do  you  mean  by  they  were  in  your 
office  ? — I  mean  done  by  my  clerks ;  I  mean  executed 
by  my  assistants. 

11.671.  Designed  by  you  ? — ^Yes,  and  executed  by 
my  assistants. 

11.672.  Not  by  Messrs.  Francis  then.? — ^No. 

11.673.  {Mr.  Qrenfell.)  He  says  they  were  pre- 
pared chiefly  at  his  office  ? — When  he  uses  the  word 
"chiefly,"  I  do  not  know  what  he  means,  but  he 
perhaps  was  in  some  doubt,  because  possibly  he  did 
a  larger  amount  of  that  section  of  the  work  as  I  did 
of  the  superintendence,  and  as  I  did  of  arrangements 
with  adjoining  owners  so  as  to  allow  tfle  buildings  to 
be  carried  out  as  designed.  The  whole  of  the  nego- 
tiations and  ai'rangements  relative  to  Northumberland 
Street  on  the  east  side  I  carried  out.  I  consider  I 
saved  my  clients  some  hundreds  if  not  thousands  of 
pounds. 


11.674.  {Chairman.)  Do  you  know  how  it  came 
about  that  the  application  for  this  land  was  made  by 
Messrs.  Gordon  through  Mr.  Francis  ? — Yes. 

11.675.  And  the  arrangement  was  that  if  they  got 
the  site  on  their  application  you  were  to  be  the  joint 
architect.  Do  you  know  how  that  came  about  at  all  ? 
— No,  I  do  not.     There  was  an  arrangement. 

1 1 .676.  Did  you  know  beforehand,  before  they  got 
the  site,  that  that  arrangement  had  l>een  made  ? — I 
have  no  recollection  of  it. 

11.677.  Are  you  prepared  to  swear  you  did  not? — 
No ;  but  I  am  prepard  to  say  this,  that  Mr.  Gordon 
had  consulted  me  upon  building  an  hotel  there ;  and 
as  far  as  I  could  be  I  was  exceedingly  glad,  in  the 
public  interests,  to  have  that  land  trken  and  to  have 
an  hotel  built  there. 

11.678.  Did  you  know  you  would  be  employed  as 
an  architect  if  the  land  were  taken  by  Messrs.  Gordon  ? 
— I  certainly  concluded  so.  Mr.  Gordon  was  a  very 
old  friend. 

1 1.679.  Did  you  think  there  would  not  be  a  danger 
at  all  of  that  biassing  your  view  as  to  whether  the 
tender  should  be  accepted  ? — If  your  Lordship  thinks 
I  could  bias  or  that  I  could  influence  the  Metropolitan 
Board  I  may  say  that  it  seems>  if  you  will  allow  mo 
to  say  so,  that  you  are  completely  under  a  mistake. 
As  to  influencing  the  Metropohtan  Board  in  letting  a 
piece  of  land,  one  member 

11.680.  It  might  depend  on  circumstances  ? — There 
is  no  possibility  of  it,  and  what  is  more,  I  never  did. 
They  were  a  great  deal  too  sharp — the  Metropolitan 
Board — in  serving  the  public  to  allow  any  one  member 
to  influence  any  letting,  even  if  he  had  the  will.  I  am 
sure  I  had  not. 

11.681.  When  they  suspected  anything  they  would 
not  fdlow  anyone  to  influence  them  ? — And  I  had  not 
that  influence.  I  wish  I  had,  as  far  as  the  power  of 
the  man  goes,  but  I  had  not.  I  should  not  have 
thought  about  it.  My  honour  would  also  have  been 
in  question.  It  would  have  been  the  last  thing  I 
should  have  tried,  but  I  was  exceedingly  glad  to  let 
land  like  that  at  a  good  price.  This  land  had  laid 
dead  in  the  market,  and  the  public  were  losing  the 
ground  rent  on  that  land. 

11.682.  What  work  do  you  say  you  did  at  the  M6- 
tropole,  which  is  the  next  ? — At  the  M^tropole  I  did 
equally  a  large  quantity  of  the  plans  in  my  office — 
many  of  them  as  copies,  after  we  had  arranged  with 
Mr.  Francis — the  whole  series  of  copies,  which  is  not 
a  small  thing  in  work  of  that  description  ;  neither  can 
the  consultations  as  to  alterations  or  questions  of  con- 
struction be  treated  as  small  matters.  All  that  had  to 
be  done.  I  had  to  attend  Mr.  Gordon  at  his  offices, 
and  Messrs.  Francis  were  generally  present  as  well 
continually.  We  had  to  discuss  in  a  work  of  that  size 
as  to  its  construction,  its  alteration,  its  decoration  ;  and 
in  the  case  of  the  M6tropole — we  both  prepared  eleva- 
tions and  plans — those  plans  were  amalgamated.  I 
see  Mr.  Francis  suggests  that  his  was  the  one  chosen. 
They  were  amalgamated,  because  the  ground  floor  of 
that  elevation  is  mine,  with  certain  modifications,  and 
some  of  my  suggestions  are  embodied  in  the  upper 
part.  Then  one  of  the  most  important  parts  taken  by 
me  in  the  matter  of  the  Metro  pole  was,  the  question 
of  the  foundations,  because,  although  we  were  archi- 
tects for  the  building,  there  was  no  building  contract, 
and  our  work  whs  modified  somewhat.  I  took  par- 
ticular care  of  those  foundations,  and  they  are,  perht^is, 
some  of  the  most  important  foundations  in  any  build- 
ing that  has  been  built  in  the  metropolis  for  many 
years.  Those  foundations  I  took  the  greatest  care  of 
personally. 

11.683.  Mr.  Gordon  had  his  own  clerk  of  the  works 
there  ? — He  did. 

11.684.  But  you  say  you  went  there  from  time  to 
time  ? — Of  course  I  did  continually.  As  far  as  the 
foundations  were  concerned  very  continually  ;  and 
though  I  may  not  have  gone  or  met  Messrs.  Francis 
as  frequently  as  I  did  on  the  Grand,  I  was  often 
there,  and  especially  during  the  time  the  foundations 
were  being  put  in.     Then  Mr.  Francis  said  he  could 
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have  carried  on  the  works  without  me,  and  quite 
as  well  alone.  My  only  answer  to  that  is  perhaps  to 
say,  as  a  professional  man,  I  was  surprised  at  his  saying: 
it,  that  I  could  have  carried  them  on  quite  as  well.  We 
were  in  honour,  and  the  two  men  erecting  the  build- 
ing ;  but  of  course  if  Mr.  Francis  could  have  carried 
it  on  BO  could  I.  Then,  in  relation  to  Question  9221, 
in  which  Mr.  Francis,  I  think,  says  that  we  had  no 
other  work  together  as  joint  architects,  all  I  can  say  is 
this  :  that  very  shortly  after  this  work — and  this  does 
not  look  at  all  as  if  he  was  discontented — I  was  asked 
to  go  in  for  a  competition  for  a  large  hotel  on  a  site 
on  the  Thames  Embankment.  There  were  six  com- 
petitors, and  I  went  over  to  Messrs.  Francis  and 
asked  them  if  they  would  join  me  in  being  a  joint 
competitor — that  we  should  be  joint  architects.  I 
went  to  them,  and  they  agreed.  The  pUns  were 
jointly  p!repared,  as  these  others  had  been,  and  those 
plans  were  sent  in. 

11.685.  What  was  the  company  ? — Messrs.  Ashuret, 
Morris,  and  Co.  were  the  solicitors.  There  were  six 
competitors — Mr.  Whichcord,  and  several  other  archi- 
tects of  similar  standing.  Therefore  that  answer 
cannot  be  correct.  The  plans  were  sent  in,  but  the 
building  was  never  erected,  as  your  Lordship  may 
know.  Therefore  they  evidently  thought  quite  well 
enough  both  of  my  ability  and  position  to  go  in  jointly 
with  me  as  competitors  in  that  work. 

11.686.  (Mr,  Bosanquet.)  That  was  a  Metropolitan 
Board  site,  was  not  it  ? — It  had  been,  but  it  was  not 
at  that  time.  It  had  been  bought.  It  had  nothing 
at  that  time  to  do  with  the  Metropolitan  Board.  It 
had  been  purchased  as  freehold. 

11.687.  {Chairman,)  Would  the  plans  have  to  go 
before  them  at  all  ? — ^No,  I  do  not  think  so. 

11.688.  Though  they  reserved  that  right  for  all 
buildings  even  if  they  granted  the  sites? — I  have 
never  known  them  do  it. 

1 1.689.  I  thought  always  when  they  sold  sites  they 
required  whoever  erected  the  building  to  erect  it  in 
accordance  with  the  plans  approved  by  them  ? — That 
is  leasehold.     This  case  was  freehold. 

11.690.  The  lease  was  sold  first,  and  the  freehold 
afterwards  ? — Not  where  1  am  referring  to. 

11.691.  I  thought  that  they  did  that  in  all  cases 
with  these  sites  ? — They  would  not  in  that  form. 

11.692.  I  thought  they  did  it  in  order  to  keep 
control  over  the  character  of  the  building?  —  No 
doubt  if  it  had  been  a  street  they  would,  but  it  is  a 
single  site,  and  I  do  not  think  so.  I  remember  there 
was  a  site  a  great  many  years  ago  which  I  built  upon 
— 25  years  ago— for  Sir  Joseph  Causton,  of  which  he 
bought  the  freehold,  and  I  do  not  think  there  was  any 
control. 

11.693.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  You  said  you  had  no 
influence  with  the  Board.  Did  not  you  promise  Mr. 
Woodward  that  you  would  get  a  favourable  considera- 
tion for  Mr.  Villiers  when  he  wanted  the  Pavilion  ? — It 
was  no  more  than  the  same  answer  I  gave  to  some 
scores  of  other  persons  for  various  applications,  some 
small,  some  large.  It  is  a  fact  that  I  have  had  various 
applications  since  I  was  a  member  of  the  Board, 
numbering,  probably,  50  in  a  year,  in  which  I  had  no 
pecuniary  interest  whatever,  from  brother  profes- 
sionals, from  persons  outside  the  profession,  and  the 
answer  I  gave  was  to  the  effect :  Tell  me  anything  you 
have  to  say,  and  I  will  give  it  the  calmest  and  most 
proper  consideration  when  it  comes  before  the  Board. 

1 1.694.  That  is  not  the  answer  which  Mr.  Wood- 
ward says  you  gave.  He  says  he  asked  you  to  give 
what  consideration  you  could  to  the  claims  of  Mr. 
Villiers  ;  that  Mr.  Villiers  considered  he  had  on  the 
Board  as  an  old  tenant ;  a  man  who  had  conducted 
the  Pavilion  properly,  and  paid  his  rent  punctually. 
Then  he  says  that  he  went  to  you,  and  you  said  you 
would  do  that  ? — Exactly  ;  that  I  would  give  Mr. 
Villiers  the  proper  consideration  which  an  old  tenant 
should  have,  having  paid  his  rent  for  seven  years,  and 
a  very  large  rent,  and  a  very  awkward  thing  to  work 
which  had  to  be  looked  at  as  a  first  consideration.  I 
only  meant  that  in  one  sense,  aqd  I  am  here  to-day 


specially  to  protest  against  any  other  view  being  taken 
of  a  matter  of  that  kind. 

11.695.  There  is  one  matter  you  have  forgotten, 
perhaps,  to  speak  about.  Mr.  Woodward  was  an 
assistant  in  your  oftice  at  one  time  ? — He  wa<^. 

11.696.  I  suppose  you  consider  it  improper  that 
you  should  act  in  compensation  cases  against  the 
Board  ?— I  do. 

11.697.  Did  you  consider  it  proper  that  you  should 
take  half  the  fees  for  your  assistant  acting  ? — I  believe 
he  is  in  thorough  error  there.  My  beUef  is  that  he 
had  the  whole.     I  never  had  half. 

11.698.  In  the  first  place,  did  he  act  in  those  com- 
pensation cases  when  he  was  your  assistant? He 

acted  in  two  or  three  over  a  series  of  years. 

11.699.  He  says  there  was  an  arrangement  that 
you  should  share  the  fees  he  got,  and  he  £inks  it  was 
half? — He  was  evidently  doubtful  about  it,  and  he  is 
wrong.  I  have  very  often  a  principal  assistant  who 
is  allowed  to  practise,  just  as  your  Lordship  would 
know  in  the  legal  profession  the  same  thing  occurs, 
and  anything  of  that  kind  I  have  always  handed  over, 
and  I  have  never  had,  as  far  as  I  know,  any  of  the 
money  resulting  from  it. 

11.700.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  that  part  of  Mr. 
Woodward  s  evidence  is  absolutely  false  ?— 1  think  he 
is  mistaken.  I  have  a  high  opinion  of  Mr.  Woodward, 
and  I  do  not  think  Mr.  Woodward  would  say  a  single 
thing  he  did  not  think  was  right. 

11.701.  You  think  he  is  mistaken  in  saying  that 
when  assistant  with  you  he  acted  in  compensation 
cases  and  shared  the  fees  with  you  ? — Yes. 

11.702.  {Chairman.)  Do  you  know  that  he  acted 
in  compensation  cases  ? — I  think  he  acted  in  two  or 
three.  I  have  not  a  distinct  recollection  at  this  dis* 
tance  of  years.  I  have  no  recollection  of  them  at  all, 
but  there  may  have  been. 

11.703.  {Mr.  StucUi.)  You  were  architect  of  the 
Pavilion  ?— Yes. 

11.704.  Were  you  aware  that  the  building  pro- 
jected 2  feet  9  inches  into  Great  Windmill  Street  ? — 
How  does  it  project — I  am  not  aware  that  it  does. 

11.705.  You  are  not  aware  that  there  is  any  pro- 
jection ? — No. 

11.706.  You  had  something  to  do  with  preparinrj 
the  plans  ? — Yes. 

11.707.  In  preparing  these  plans  would  not  you 
see  whether  the  building  projected  or  not  ? — What  are 
you  referring  to  ? 

11.708.  I  am  referring  to  a  projection  of  2  feet 
9  inches  into  Great  Windmill  Street  on  the  eastern 
side  of  the  New  Pavilion? — In  Great  Windmill 
Street? 

11.709.  Do  you  recollect  that  a  gentleman  of  the 
name  of  Pollett  wrote  a  letter  to  the  public  press 
about  it  ? — I  do  not. 

11.710.  You  do  not  recollect  that? — I  certainly  do 
not. 

11.711.  You  have  no  knowledge  of  any  projection 
at  all  ? — The  only  projections  which  there  are  are  the 
projections  of  the  piers,  not  the  building.  My  belief 
when  I  built  that  building  was  that  I  built  on  the  site 
of  the  land  given  to  me  by  Mr.  VuUiamy,  that  is  the 
land  staked  out  by  the  Board.  The  Board's  officers 
staked  it  out.  I  do  not  know  who  they  were.  They 
say,  "  That  is  the  land  you  have  to  build  on,"  and  the 
land  on  your  plan  is  often  not  correct.  Sometimes 
we  find  it  a  few  inches  out ;  and  when  we  have  the 
land  staked  out  the  contractor,  and  his  foreman,  and 
your  clerk  of  the  works  are  called  to  the  spot.  They 
look  at  the  matter  and  are  told  whatever  modifications 
there  are  they  must  be  so.  If  you  are  refening  to 
the  projections  of  the  piers  there  was  a  certain  pro- 
jection of  the  piers. 

11.712.  Buttresses  ?— Well,  they  are  piers.  That 
application  was  not  made  by  me. 

11.713.  You  were  aware  of  it  at  the  time? — I 
knew  that  there  were  projections  allowed.  I  know 
no  more. 
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11.714.  Into  the  public  street? — I  believe  they 
were  made  by  Mr.  Worley,  and  were  approved.  I 
know  nothing  more  of  it. 

11.715.  I  want  to  call  your  attention  to  Question 
1774,  and  I  will  read  you  the  question.  You  were 
asked  as  to  exits,  and  so  on,  which  you  have  been 
engaged  upon  in  theatres,  and  Mr.  Grain  put  to  you 
this  question  :  "  It  might  be  the  Opera  Comique  ;  do 
"  you  know  where  that  is  ? — Yes,  I  know  that,  and 
"  why  I  know  it  is  because  a  private  client  of  mine  is 
"  the  freeholder  of  the  front  part,  and  I  was  the 
"  means,  many  years  ago,  of  bringing  the  Opera 
*<  Comique  into  the  front.*'  Now  that  private  client, 
I  believe,  was  Mr.  Fowler,  was  not  he  ? — No. 

11.716.  Mr.  Fowler  is  the  proprietor  of  the  Opera 
Comique  ? — I  do  not  know  that  he  is. 

11.717.  Mr.  Fowler  has  told  us  he  employed  you 
on  the  Opera  Comique  ? — ^You  are  mistaken,  I  think. 
I  think  I  know  what  you  are  referring  to.  Many 
years  ago  Mr.  Fowler  was  either  professionally  en- 
gagCvi  for,  or  the  owner — ^you  say  he  was  the  owner, 
and  it  may  be  so—  of  the  back  premises ;  and  my 
client  being  the  freeholder  of  the  slip  reaching  from 
Wych  Street  to  the  front  they  built  on  that  land.  All 
[  had  to  do  at  that  time  was  to  approve  the  building 
that  was  put  upon  that  land,  and  certify  that  it  was 
sufficient  in  value  for  the  freeholder.  There  was  no 
employment. 

11.718.  Yon  were  employed  by  the  freeholder? — 
Yes. 

11.719.  (Mr.  Grenfell.)  Who  is  he  ?  —  Mr. 
Hunter— one  of  the  Mr.  Hunters.  I  do  not  know 
which  one. 

11.720.  {Mr.  Studd.)  What  was  Mr.  Fowler's 
connexion  with  the  Opera  Comique  at  that  time  ? — 
That  I  do  not  know,  you  had  better  ask  him. 

11.721.  Surely  you  must  have  come  in  contact  with 
him  in  the  matter  ? — Yes,  I  came  in  contact  with  bim 
as  the  architect. 

11.722.  You  being  the  architect? — ^No,  he  being 
the  architect  of  the  building.  I  do  not  think  at  that 
time  it  was  on  the  Opera  Comique  at  all,  it  was 
another  building.  It  was  a  private  building,  a  hair- 
dressers, I  think.  I  believe  years  afterwards  they 
brought  the  Opera  Comique  through  that  building 
and  made  an  entrance  to  it  from  the  Strand. 

11.723.  You  told  us  that  you  were  surprised  at 
Rol>ertson's  conduct  over  this  Pavilion  matter  ? — Yes. 

11.724.  After  that  there  was  an  inquiry  held  ? — 
Yes. 

11,725  Did  you  make  any  mention  of  this  matter  to 
your  fellow  members  of  the  Board  ? — Not  that  I  know 
of. 

11.726.  You  allowed  Mr.  Robertson's  conduct  to  bo 
inquired  into  without  saying  you  had  any  ground  of 
suspicion  against  him  ? — I  never  act  upon  suspicion. 

11.727.  Did  you  take  any  trouble  to  see  whether 
your  suspicions  were  well  founded  when  you  found 
that  this  was  being  inquired  into  ? — ^I  cannot  under- 
stand what  you  are  referring  to  about  suspicion — I 
had  no  suspicion. 

11.728.  You  told  us  you  were  surprised  at  Mr. 
Robertson's  conduct ;  you  considered  his  conduct 
improper  with  regard  to  the  Parilion  ? — Now  I  do — 
not  then. 

11.729.  I  understood  you  to  say  you  did  at  the 
time  ? — When  I  knew  it  of  course  I  did. 

11.730.  (Chairman.)  You  said  that  he  seemed  to  be 
acting  for  the  comer  site  ? — Yes,  that  was  so. 

11.731.  (Mr.  Studd.)  That  struck  you  as  rather 
strange  ? — It  did.  As  I  said  before,  I  thought  it  did 
but  I  saw  nothing  I  could  lay  hold  of  ;  if  I  had  I  should 
have  acted  as  a  member  of  the  BoM*d  and  dealt  with 
it. 

11.732.  You  advised  Messrs.  Gordon  whal  to  tender 
for  the  sites  of  the  Grand  and  the  M^tropole  ? — Yes. 

11.733.  Do  you  think  that  was  a  correct  thing  for 
you  to  do  ? — I  do. 

11.734.  As  a  member  of  the  Board? — As  a  member 
of  the  Board,  and  I  am  exceedingly  proud  that  I  was 


enabled  to  get  two  good  tenants  at  such  large  rentals 
for  Board  land  which  otherwise  would  not  be  let. 

11.735.  I  believe  they  made  a  profit  of  12,000/.  out 
of  the  Gi-and  site  on  the  freehold  ? — What  you  are 
referring  to  is  the  M6tropole,  not  the  Grand. 

11.736.  Yes,  I  mean  the  M^tropole? — If  you  call 
that  a  large  profit  after  you  have  built  a  building  like 
that,  on  a  property  of  that  description,  I  call  it  a  very 
small  profit. 

11.737.  That  was  a  profit  on  the  ground  rent  alone, 
nothing  to  do  with  the  building  ? — I  know,  but  you 
must  remember  they  took  empty  land  which  had  been 
put  up  to  public  tender  more  than  once,  twice,  or 
thrice,  and  had  been  already  taken  by  one  or  two 
parties  who  had  broken  down.  Then  I  was  exceedingly 
glad  to  get  a  firm  like  the  Messrs.  Gordon,  who  I 
knew  would  carry  out  their  contracts,  to  take  that 
land  at  the  rental  it  was  per  annum,  which  was  the 
rental  the  Board  had  decided  beforehand,  and  had 
been  perfectly  willing  to  let  it  for  to  other  people  as 
the  highest  price  they  could  get,  and  those  people  had 
broken  down.  I  was  exceedingly  glad  to  get  them  as 
tenants,  and  my  impression  is  I  ought  to  bo  thanked. 

11.738.  With  reference  to  the  negotiations  about 
the  "  Cock  "  Tavern,  were  those  negotiations  taking 
place  before  the  Criterion  matter  was  finished  ?  — 
About  that  time. 

1 1.739.  Cannot  you  say  for  certain  whether  it  was 
before? — No,  I  cannot. 

11.740.  (Chairman.)  Can  you  fix  the  date  when 
you  first  were  engaged  about  the  "  Cock  "  Tavern  ? — 
I  dc  not  think  I  can.  It  did  not  occur  to  me  that 
anything  was  hanging  upon  it. 

11.741.  Do  not  you  keep  any  record  ? — No,  my 
Lord,  I  do  not. 

1 1,7*12.  Notfeven  of  any  engagement  of  that  sort? 
— No,  my  Lord. 

11.743.  (Mr,  Studd.)  You  cannot  say  it  was  not 
while  the  Criterion  matter  was  pending  before  the 
Board  ? — I  think  it  is  possible,  but  I  want  to  repudiate 
any  feeling  or  suspicion  as  to  the  one  thing  hanging 
upon  the  other.  1  say  that  one  thing  had  nothing  to 
do  with  the  other. 

11.744.  That  is  what  I  am  suggesting? — I  know 
you  are,  and  I  strongly  repudiate  it.  For  a  man  who 
has  worked  for  the  years  I  have,  and  built  the  build- 
ings I  have,  and  held  the  position  T  have  in  the  city 
of  London,  I  must  say  that  is  a  most  unjust  insinua- 
tion, 

11.745.  At  Question  1682,  Mr.  Grain  puts  this  to 
you :  "  May  I  ask  you  if  you  were  absent  on  one  or 
**  all  of  these  occasions  " — that  is,  when  matters  you 
were  interested  in  came  befoi*e  the  Board — "  were  you 
"  not  absent  purposely,  because  you  had  acquired  the 
"  architectship  to  the  Pavilion  site  to  be  granted  to 
"  Mr.  Villiers  ?  "  Then  your  answer  was :  "  I  have 
"  in  every  instance  in  which  I  have  been  professional 
•*  adviser  been  absent,  except  in  the  instance  I  gave 
"  his  Lordship  " — that  was  the  Colonial  Institute — 
"  and  as  such,  of  course,  if  you  like  to  call  it  *  purposely 
"  absent,'  of  course  it  is  purposely  absent."  We  now 
know  you  were  not  purposely  al^nt  in  this  case  of 
Mr.  Bird's?— No. 

11.746.  (Chairman.)  Or  the  Criterion  P  —  In 
each  of  those  cases  I  made  a  nustake.  I  gave  you 
what  I  believed  to  be  the  truth. 

11.747.  (Mr,  Studd.)  Then  you  cannot  now  say 
as  a  general  proposition  that  whenever  any  matter  in 
which  yon  were  interested  came  before  the  Board  as  a 
matter  of  course  you  retired  ? — Yes,  I  can  as  a  general 
proposition.    Those  are  the  exceptions. 

11.748.  (Chairman.)  "We  know  the  matters  in 
which  you  were  interested — unless  there  are  some  we 
do  not  know  of — they  were  not  so  very  many  ? — 
There  were  not  a  great  many,  and  I  can  answer  for 
every  one  of  those. 

11.749.  Are  there  any  we  do  not  know  of  in  which 
you  advised  on  plans  that  came  before  the  Board  ? — 
Not  that  I  know  of.  I  have  said  to  your  Lordship 
that  if  I  can  find  any,  or  remember  any,  you  shall  have 
them. 
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11.750.  {Mr.  Studd.)  J  must  put  this  to  you: 
When  you  did  not  vote,  and  when  you  retired,  I  sup- 
pose the  members  of  the  Board  knew  the  matter 
comiug  before  them  was  one  in  which  you  were  con- 
cerned ? — ^Yes. 

11.751.  Had  you  any — I  will  not  call  it  exactly  an 
arrangement,  but  any  understanding  with  any  member 
of  the  Board  that  on  those  occasions  they  should  sup- 
port your  application  ? — No. 

11.752.  None  with  Mr.  Fowler? — Of  course  not. 

11.753.  That  you  swear? — Yes,  Mr.  Fowler  and 
myself  were  both  independent  members  of  the  Board. 

11.754.  With  reference  to  the  payments  over  the 
Grand  and  the  Metropole,  there  is  a  considerable 
discrepancy  between  Mr.  Gordon's  accounts  and 
yours  ? — Those  are  all  private  matters  and  nothing 
whatever  to  do  with  this. 

Adjourned  for  a  short  time 

11.755.  {Mr.  Studd.)  When  wo  adjourned  I  was 
^oing  to  put  to  you  certain  payments  by  Messrs. 
Gonlou  over  the  Grand  and  the  Metropole.  You 
have  already  told  us  what  the  figures  were.  I 
forget  exactly  what  they  were,  but  I  am  going  to  put 
to  you  now  Messrs.  Gordon's  figures,  and  ask  you  if 
they  are  correct.  In  1883  to  188G  Messrs.  Gordon 
say  they  paid  to  you  and  Messrs.  Francis  by  cheque, 
that  is  to  say,  cheques  drawn  to  the  order  of  Messrs. 
Francis  and  yourself,  these  amounts :  On  the  Metro- 
pole,  1,407/.  10*.  That  would  be  your  share.  That 
would  be  a  half  of  the  total  amount  they  paid  by 
cheque  duiing  that  period  to  Messrs.  Francis  and 
yourself.  They  further  say  that  they  gave  you  a 
special  fee  of  52/.  10*.,  which  they  said  was  for 
assessments  ? — Some  time  afterwards. 

11.756.  That  was  over  the  Metropole,  and  that 
was  on  the  1st  of  August  1886  ? — The  whole  thing 
was  cleared  then. 

11.757.  The  1st  of  August  1886?— I  daresay  it 
was  that  date,     f  do  not  know  the  date. 

11.758.  And  again  on  December  the  3rd,  1884,  that 
they  gave  you  apart  from  Messrs.  Francis  a  special 
fee  of  157/.  10*.,  also  on  the  Metropole  ? — That 
Mr.  Gordon  may  have  given  me,  because  he  was 
very  anxious  to  know  about  the  foundations. 

11.759.  You  are  not  prepared  to  say  those  amounts 
are  not  correct,  because  they  differ  very  materially 
from  your  own  ? — I  do  not  think  they  do. 

11.760.  I  think  they  do  ? — I  do  not  know  anything 
about  that  1,400/.  It  is  no  part  of  the  inquiry,  but  I 
shall  be  happy  to  look  into  the  figures  end  settle  with 
my  friend. 

11.761.  Then  upon  the  Grand,  Messrs.  Gordon 
?ay  they  paid  you  from  1878  to  1882  for  your  share  ? 
— Give  me  the  figure. 

11.762.  I  am  giving  you  these  figures  for  your 
share  ? — Do  not  give  me  the  figures  for  my  share,  but 
give  me  the  figures  they  paid. 

11.763.  I  will  give  you  the  figures  I  have  here, 
and  if  you  like  to  multiply  them  by  2  you  can. 
3,564/.  8*.  9d.  That  is  half  of  what  they  say  they 
paid  to  you  and  Messrs.  Francis  ? — That  figure  differs 
very  much,  and  that,  I  suppose — I  do  not  know — 
was  a  payment  to  Messrs.  Francis  for  quantities  taken, 
or  some  other  item.  The  figures  T  gave  you  are  the 
correct  figures. 

11.764.  Messrs.  Gordon  say  all  those  amounts  were 
paid  on  cheques  payable  to  the  order  of  Messrs. 
Francis  and  yourself  as  joint  architects  ? — They  must 
be  wrong  in  that. 

11.765.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  What  is  the  figure  you  are 
questioning,  the  1,200/.  ? 

(Mr.  Studd.)  I  cannot  tell  you  exactly  what  the 
figures  were  that  Mr.  Saunders  gave  us. 

11.766.  He  told  us  the  cost  of  the  Grand  Hotel 
was  100,000/.  P— It  might  have  been  103,000/.  I 
settled  the  final  figures.  That  would  be  5,000/.  in 
round  figures  between  us,  and  that  would  be  2,500/. 
each.     I  think  I  stated  I  received  that. 

11.767.  (Chairman,)  I  do  not  think  it  is  very 
material  ? — That  is   the   amount  I   did  receive.     If 


Messrs.  Gordon  said  they  were  drawn  to  both,  that  is 
for  the  two  amounts.  Sometimes  Messrs.  Francis 
received  a  cheque  for  the  Grand  Hotel,  and  home- 
times  I  did.  In  either  case  we  sent  to  each  other. 
The  amount  would  be  paid  to  the  architect  who  re- 
ceived it,  and  he  would  give  his  cheque  for  the  half 
to  the  other. 

11.768.  (Chairman.)  Did  you  keep  an  account  of 
the  cheques  you  got  from  the  Giand  Hotel  ? — I 
have  no  doubt  I  have,  but  I  am  quite  certain  I  am 
right  on  this  point.  The  Grand  Hotel  was  settled 
at  a  little  over  100,000/.,  and  therefore  in  round 
figures  the  commission  was  5,000/.  I  received  my 
2,500/.  in  different  amounts.  If  any  other  payment 
was  made  it  was  not  made  in  cheques  to  the  two,  but 
must  have  be^  paid  to  Messrs.  Francis,  who  possibly 
took  the  quantities. 

11.769.  (Mr.  Studd.)  There  is  one  payment  that 
you  have  not  mentioned,  and  that  is  a  payment  of 
700/.  that  Mr.  Gordon  said  was  paid  to  you  over  the 
annexe  to  the  Grand  ? — It  is  very  likely  that  is 
so.  It  might  pass  from  my  mind.  That  was  the 
additional  piece  that  was  put  on  afterwards,  it  is  very 
likely. 

11.770.  That  would  have  to  be  added  to  the  other 
amounts  ? — Yes,  it  would.  I  did  not  remember  it, 
and  1  am  not  sure  even  now;  but  I  think  it  is  in 
addition.  The  annexe  was  built  afterwards,  and 
therefore  probably  would  have  been  additional. 

11.771.  Then  you  said  just  now  that  at  the  time 
the  Grand  Hotel  was  built,  Mr.  Gordon  or  Messrs. 
Gordon  were  old  friends  of  yours  ? — Yes. 

11.772.  Besides  those  hotels  you  had  already  built 
for  them  on  corporation  ground,  had  you  done  any 
other  work  for  them  as  architects  ? — Not  as  architect, 
yes,  as  architect  if  you  like,  because  I  had  taken 
rights  of  light  for  them  and  various  questions. 

11.773.  "Was  the  Grand  Hotel  the  first  on  which 
you  were  employed  as  architect  ?  —  The  Grand 
Hotel  was  the  first  large  building  I  was  employed 
on  as  architect. 

11.774.  You  contradict  Mr.  Verity  and  Mr.  Francis. 
Mr.  Verity  and  Mr.  Francis  are  both  of  them,  I 
believe,  very  prominent  in  the  profession  ? — They  are 
not  at  the  top,  but  they  are  good  men. 

11.775.  Do  you  mean  to  suggest  to  his  Lordship 
and  the  Commission  that  Mr.  Verity  and  Mr.  Francis 
have  not  told  the  truth  in  the  matter? — I  do  not 
suggest  anything. 

11.776.  Mr.  Verity  said  plainly  you  did  nothing 
at  all  material  ? — He  must  have  been  mistaken. 

11.777.  And  Mr.  Francis  said  the  same  thing? — 
It  is  for  me  strongly  to  say  they  are  inaccurate,  and 

1  have  told  you  so. 

11.778.  (Mr.  Tatlock.)  What  would  be  the  amount 
of  the  quantities  for  the  Grand,  taking  it  roughly  ? 
— I  do  not  remember  whether  they  would  be  charged 
at  1^  per  cent.,  2  per  cent.,  or  2^  per  cent. 

11.779.  Would  those  be  included  in  the  sums  paid 
to  Messrs.  Francis? — I  do  not  know.  You  arc 
speaking  of  a  larger  sum  paid. 

11.780.  Would  that  account  for  the  difference 
between  the  amount  you  said  you  shared  in  and  the 
amount  suggested  by  my  friend  ? — Supposing  it  was 

2  per  cent,  it  would  be  2^000/. 

11.781.  Do  you  know  now  who  took  out  the 
quantities  ? — Messrs.  Francis. 

11.782.  The  architects  ?— Yes. 

11.783.  Then  they  would  get  a  larger  share  of  this 
sum  ? — I  had  what  I  have  told  you. 

11.784.  (Chainnan.)  Turning  to  another  matter, 
you  were  the  architect  of  that  building  of  Mr.  White- 
ley's  ? — I  was. 

11.785.  Do  you  remember  the  district  surveyor 
reporting  to  the  Board  that  the  building  exceeded 
the  dimensions  allowed  by  the  Building  Act  without 
subdivision  ? — Supposing  it  to  be  a  warehouse,  yes 
I  do. 

11.786.  It  had  been  given  notice  of  as  a  ware- 
house?— Apparently  the  builder  had  done  so,  the 
builder  gives  notice. 
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11,787.  I  do  not  quite  understand  why  you  confine 
it  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  to  a 
warehouse,  when  the  Act  of  Parliament  did  not  so 
confine  it  ? — I  do  not  know  either,  excepting  that  it 
has  been  a  moot  question  from  the  earliest  period  of 
the  Building  Act.  At  fii*st  it  was  open  to  question, 
and  finally  it  seemed  to  be  a  settled  question.  In  the 
legal  mind,  I  am  not  a  lawyer,  but  I  almost  wish  I 
was.  I  do  not  know  what  construction  was  put  upon 
it,  but  I  know  that  in  our  profession  we  understood 
the  general  interpretation  was  that  it  meant  where 
goods  were  stored  like  in  the  large  river  warehouses, 
but  that  where  they  were  shops  where  bulk  was  broken 
and  goods  sold  retail,  they  did  not  come  under  the 
head  of  *'  warehouses." 

11,7«8.  On  April  Stn,  1875,  Mr.  Gundry  says  that 
"  It  has  been  suggested  to  me  on  behalf  of  Mr. 
"  Whiteley  that,  after  reporting  to  the  Board  the 
**  irregularity  according  to  the  terms  of  my  appoint- 
"  ment  of  December  12th,  1874,  it  is  not  ray  duty  to 
"  take  any  proceedings  without  the  further  order  of 
**  the  Board.**  Did  you  make  that  suggestion  to 
him  ? — No.  The  ordinary  notice  went  in,  and  by  the 
evidence  I  see  that  I  put  something  on  the  back  of  it. 
When  I  wrote  that,  that  it  was  a  retail  shop,  I  cannot 
remember;  but  personally  I  have  no  doubt  it  was 
written  for  Mr.  Gundry  not  waiting  until  the  build- 
ing was  roofed  in,  when  he  could  have  taken  pro- 
ceedings, supposing  it  to  be  a  warehouse.  Mr. 
Gundry  has  always  acted  as  a  perfect  gentleman  in 
his  proceedings,  and  he  sent  on  to  the  architect  of  the 
building  and  said,  *<  Is  this  a  warehouse  *'  ?  and  I 
said,  "  No,  Mr.  Whiteley  wishes  it  to  be  a  shop,  show- 
rooms," and  then  I  have  very  little  doubt  that  was 
put  on  the  back  of  the  notice  as  an  amended  statement 
for  Mr.  Gundry's  consideration. 

1 1,789.  What  I  ask  is  this,  was  it  your  suggestion 
that  all  that  Mr.  Gundry  need  do  was  to  report  to  the 
Board,  and  not  take  any  proceedings? — I  do  not  think 
I  made  that  suggestion  to  him.  I  have  no  doubt  I 
said  this :  *•'  Mr.  Gundry,  you  will  do  your  duty  ;  if 
*^  you  will  take  me  before  a  magistrate  take  the  case, 
"  and  I  shall  be  very  happy.**  I  had  not  the  slightest 
feeling  as  to  whether  1  put  up  walls ;  I  should  have 
been  glad  to  put  up  walls,  because  it  would  have  made 


a  more  costly  building,  but  Mr.  Whiteley  was  exceed- 
ingly strong  on  the  point  of  wishing  a  long  vista,  and 
very  naturallv ;  a  long  vista  of  aight  so  that  when  you 
went  into  a  shop  the  shop  would  be  as  long  as  it  could 
be  without  cross-walls.  It  had  been  generally  under- 
stood that  it  was  a  building  and  not  a  warehouse,  but 
the  district  surveyor  went  before  the  Metropolitan 
Board  for  their  decision. 

11,790.  (Mr.  GrenfelL)  Somebody  must  have 
advised  him  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  have  partitions. 
Did  you  advise  him  ? — I  should  advise  him  not 
on  my  own  authority  but  on  this  fact,  that  it  was  a 
generally  understood  thing  in  the  profession.  I  think 
there  are  scores  of  such  buildings.  I  do  not  remember 
them  all  for  the  moment,  but  all  those  large  ones,  like 
Maple's,  Shoolbred*s,  Marshall  and  Snelgrove's,  Petter 
and  Galpin's,  and  all  that  class  would  be  buildings 
which  are  shops.  There  are  a  score  of  them  now 
within  late  years  in  which  if  they  were  warehouses 
they  would  have  to  come  to  the  216,000  cube.  If  they 
ui-(^  iiub  warehouses  in  that  sense  then  they  are  a  large 
building.  Mr.  Whiteley  was  exceedingly  particular, 
of  course,  about  sight.  The  same  thing  is  carried  out 
in  other  buildings  in  this  form.  The  iron  doors  divide 
the  buildings  ;  the  double  iron  doors  at  the  side  of  the 
party  walls  under  the  Act  are  all  exactly  opposite  to 
each  other,  and  I  remember  that  I  got  one  out  by  an 
accident  2  inches,  and  I  hnd  to  put  it  back  again. 
He  was  very  particular  that  the  vista  should  be  a  clear 
sight  line. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Mr.  Sounders  has  been 
examined  as  to  the  projection  of  the  piers  in  the  case 
of  the  Pavilion.  Your  Lordship  will  remember  a 
report  which  was  examined  about  as  to  whose  writing 
it  was  in  dated  February  23rd,  1885,  in  which  that 
question  was  gone  into.  It  had  been  said  that  there 
was  land  given  up  by  Mr.  Villiers  which  was  more 
than  equal  to  the  land  that  the  piers  occupied.  I 
understood  Mr.  Saunders  to  say  that  he  had  the  land 
marked  out  for  him. 

(Chairman.)  I  do  not  see  why  these  plans  should 
come  before  the  Theatres  Committee. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  That  would  be  necessary 
because  it  fell  under  section  1 2. 


Twenty-first 
Day. 

S7  Jal7  1888. 

Mr.  J.  £. 

Saunders. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr,  Fbederiok  George  Bakeb  sworn  and  examined. 


11.791.  (Chairman.)    You  are   a  member  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ? — Yes. 

11.792.  Representing  St.  Pancras  ? — ^Yes. 

1 1.793.  How  long  have  you  been  a  member  of  the 
Board  ? — Since  September  1885. 


11,794.  Your  membership   dates   subsequently   to     not. 

The  witness  withdrew. 


these   transactions   we  have  been  inquiring  into? — 
Yes. 

11,795.  Have  you  any  observations  which  you 
would  wish  to  make  with  regard  to  the  working  of 
any  of  the  arrangements  of  the  Board  ? — No,  I  think 


Afr. 
F.  G.  Baker. 


(Chairman.)  Perhaps  you  would  have  an  alpha- 
betical list  of  the  present  Board  made,  and  the  dates 
when  they  became  members  of  the  Board.  We  can 
get  it  from  other  sources,  but  we  do  not  want  to 
trouble  these  gentlemen  unnecessarily. 


(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  In  the  pocket-book  which, 
perhaps,  your  Lordship  should  l)e  furnished  with  for 
the  year  it  gives  the  dates  at  which  every  member  of 
the  Board  was  appointed. 


Mr.  William  James  Wetenhall  sworn  and  examined. 


11.796.  (Chairman.)  You  are  a  member  of  the 
Board  of  Works,  representing  St.  Pancras  ? — Yes. 

11.797.  And  you  became  a  member  in  June  1882  ? 
—Yes. 

11.798.  Were  you  an  active  member  of  any  of  the 
committees  ?— Yes.  I  am  a  member  of  the  Fire 
Brigade  Committee,  and  have  been  for  two  years 
chairman  of  that  committee. 

11.799.  That  was  the  only  committee  on  which  you 
took  an  active  part  ? — That  was  the  only  committee 
on  which  I  have  taken  any  active  part.  I  have  been 
on  another  committee,  but  only  for  a  \evy  short  time, 
a  committee  called  the  Special  Purposes  Committee, 


which  had  to  deal  with  diseases  of  animals  and  things 
of  that  kind. 

11.800.  You  did  not  take  any  special  part  in  refer- 
ence to  the  Building  Acts? — ^No,  my  Lord,  only 
generally  as  they  came  before  the  Board. 

11.801.  You  were  on  the  Officers  Committee  I  see? 
— ^Yes,  I  was  on  the  sub-committee  that  inquired  into 
the  case  of  Mr.  Robertson. 

11.802.  Did  you  take  a  favourable  or  unfavourable 
view  of  Mr.  Robertson  ? — ^I  took  a  very  favourable 
view. 

11.803.  You  never  had  any  suspicion  at  all? — None 
whatever.     I  thought  at  first,  and  for  a  long  time,  he 
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was  somewhat  harassed  and  injured.  It  seemed  to  me 
somewhat  factious,  the  conduct  of  some  members 
towards  him.     I  thought  so  at  the  time. 

11.804.  You  had  not  seen  or  heard  anything  at  the 
Board  v/hich  had  led  you  to  doubt  him  ? — Not  a  word ; 
I  had  the  greatest  confidence  in  the  officers  and  the 
members  of  the  Board  generally.    . 

11.805.  Had  you  had  any  special  occasioii  to  come 
into  communication  with  Mr.  Robertson  ? — No.  Some- 
times I  have  had  to  go  into  his  office  to  make  inquiries 
as.  to  plans  affecting  my  own  parish,  any  improve- 
ments in  my  own  parish.  I  would  sometimes  walk 
into  his  office  and  ask  for  information,  because  he  was 
very  ready  in  giving  information.  I  found  him  very 
courteous  in  that  way,  and  he  gave  me  every  facility 
for  making  inquiries. 

11,80(5.  Was  he  the  person  who  usually  dealt  with 
those  matters  ? — ^Yes,  generally. 

11.807.  Not  Mr.  VuUiamy  himself  ?-— No ;  some- 
times I  have  spoken  to  Mr.  Vulliamy,  but  he  has 
generally  said  "  I  wish  you  would  go  down  and  ask 
Mr.  Robertson." 

11.808.  Did  it  occur  to  you  that  Mr.  Vulliamy  was 
leaving  a  good  deal  to  Mr.  Robertson  and  Mr.  God- 
dard  ? — It  did  in  this  sense,  but  in  an  undue  or  unfair 
sense  it  did  not.  I  thought  Mr.  Vulliamy  had  been 
very  much  pressed  by  a  great  deal  of  work,  and  I 
thought,  as  a  matter  of  course,  the  details  would  be 
left  to  his  subordinate  officers,  because  it  was  only  as 
to  matters  of  detail  that  I  made  inquiry. 

1 1.809.  You  were  only  comparatively  a  new  member 
of  the  Board  at  the  time  of  the  transaction  as  to  the 
Pavilion  ? — I  had  been  a  member  about  two  years  or 
18  months,  or  something  of  that  sort.  I  voted  on 
that  question,  and  I  did  it  after  conference  with  Mr. 
VuUiamy.  I  asked  Mr.  Vulliamy,  as  a  new  member 
of  the  Board,  what  he  thought  of  the  value  of  the 
land,  and  he  said,  "  I  think,  Wetenhail,  we  are  getting 
"  a  very  good  price."  I  then  said,,I  supposed  I  would 
be  justified  in  voting,  and  he  said,  **  i  am  sure  you 
will."  He  said,  "  I  have  not  only  my  own  view,  but 
**  I  have  consulted  other  men  eminent  in  the  profos- 
"  sion  who  are  quite  with  me  in  that." 

11.810.  Did  he  tell  you  who  they  were  ? — I  do  not 
tamk  he  did,  hut  the  names  have  transpired  since, 
Mr.  Wm.  R§id  and  Mr.  Gates.  I  do  not  think  Mr. 
Vulliamy  mentioned  those  names  to  me. 

11.811.  (Mr.  Studd.)  Mr.  Robertson,  I  believe, 
when  he  was  before  this  Inquiry  Committee,  offered 
to  state  his  means  to  two  gentlemen,  one  of  whom 
w.%8  Mr.  Fowler? — Three  gentleman. 

11.812.  In  the  sub-corn mittee's  report  it  says  only 
two,  Mr.  Fowler,  the  late  deputy  chairman,  and  Mr. 
Wetenhail,  but,  perhaps,  Mr.  Fowler  was  not  the  late 
deputy  chairman  ? — No.  He  mentioned  the  name 
of  the  chairman  of  the  Board,  and  he  offered  to  refer 
it  to  the  chairman  of  the  Board  and  two  other 
members. 

11.813.  You  are  perfectly  right,  the  chairman, 
Mr.  Fowler,  and  Mr.  Wetenhail? — Yes. 

11.814.  Was  there  any  special  reason  he  should 
have  selected  you  ? — No.  I  knew  of  none  myself.  I 
was  rather  surprised,  and  1  rose  from  my  seat  and 
said  I  objected  very  much.  I  thought  it  was  a  matter 
tor  the  whole  committee. 

11.815.  {Chairman.)  Did  you  know  him  privately  ; 
did  you  visit  at  his  house  ? — Never  in  my  life.  I  do 
not  think  I  spoke  to  Mr.  Robertson  a  dozen  times  in 
my  life.  I  thought  him  a  very  excellent  officer,  as 
far  as  I  knew. 

11.816.  {Mr.  Freeman.)  As  far  as  you  knew  there 
was  no  reason  for  your  name  being  mentioned? — 
None  whatever. 

11.817.  In  this  debate  about  the  Pavilion,  I  sup- 
pose that  was  one  of  the  first  important  debates 
at  which  you  attended  as  a  new  member  ? — I  think 
it  was. 

11.818.  Was  the  matter  then  debated  at  very  con- 
siderable length,  and  we  know  there  was  considerable 
difference  of  opinion  ? — It  was. 


11.819.  And  you  took  one  view  and  certain  gentle- 
men took  another.  So  far  as  you  had  any  reason  to 
believe,  was  there  any  reason  to  suspect  that  their 
opinions  were  not  quite  as  fair  as  yours,  though  they 
were  different  ? — I  gave  the  Board  credit  for  that,  as 
I  do  now  to  the  majority  of  the  members  of  the 
Board.  I  should  like  to  say,  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Selway, 
as  something  has  been  said  about  that  gentleman,  that 
he  took  a  very  strong  view  with  regard  to  the  Pavi- 
lion. He  voted  against  it,  and  my  notion  of  why  he 
voted  against  it  was  because  of  the  strong  views  he 
held  with  regard  to  properties  of  that  character.  He 
had  a  great  objection  to  music  halls,  and  I  had  no 
such  particular  objection.  My  only  view  was  to  get 
the  most  that  I  could  for  the  ratepayers,  but  I  knew 
that  Mr.  Selway  acted  in  that  way  for  that  reason. 

11.820.  So  far  as  you  know  there  were  perfectly 
legitimate  differences  of  opinion  fairly  thought  out  ? — 
Thoroughly  so. 

11.821.  Another  matter  has  been  mentioned  here 
that  I  want  to  ask  you  about.  I  think  it  was  Mr. 
Lindsay  mentioned  that  in  some  cases  a  committee  was 
appointed  with  power  to  act.  That  is  so,  in  some  cases, 
I  believe  ? — It  is  sometimes  referred  to  the  Works  aiul 
General  Purposes  Committee,  which  is  a  committee  of 
the  whole  Board,  with  power  to  act.  Sometimes  it 
has  been  with  the  Finance  Committee,  during  the 
vacation ;  and  other  times,  that  the  Finance  Committee 
have  had  power  to  act ;  but,  let  me  say,  if  there  is 
power  to  act,  the  principle  on  which  they  are  to  act 
has  been  settled  and  agreed  to  by  the  Board  prenously. 
It  is  only  matters  of  detail  on  which  they  act.  The 
principle  on  which  they  act  has  been  agreed  to  by  the 
Board.  Would  you  allow  me  to  say,  with  i-eference  to 
Mr.  Lindsay,  while  it  is  fresh  in  my  mind,  that  Mr. 
Lindsay  referred  I,  think,  more  particularly,  though  he 
did  not  mention  it  here,  to  the  extension  of  the  coal 
and  wine  duties.  The  Board  had  agreed  to  the  prin- 
ciple that  there  should  be  an  extension  of  the  coal  and 
wine  duties  at  that  time,  and  it  was  referred  to  the 
Works  and  General  Purpcses  Committee  to  act,  because 
they  were  in  conference  with  a  committee  of  the  cor- 
poration ;  and  it  was  necessary  at  times  that  very 
prompt  action  should  be  taken  with  reference  to  meet- 
ings in  conjunction  with  the  corporation,  the  matter 
being  thought  somewhat  imminent  as  far  as  parlia- 
mentary action  was  concerned.  That  is  all.  The 
principle  as  I  have  already  said  had  been  fought  out 
at  the  Board.  Mr.  Lindsay  took  a  very  strong  ol;- 
jection  at  the  Board  against  the  extension  of  the  coal 
and  wine  duties,  but  nothing  was  done  at  that  com- 
mittee contrary  to  the  principle  laid  down  by  the 
Board  itself. 

11.822.  It  was  to  meet  cases  where  prompt  atten- 
tion had  to  be  given,  for  instince,  between  two  meet- 
ings of  the  Board  ? — Yes,  quite  so. 

1 1 .823.  And  may  I  take  it  that  those  occasions  were 
comparatively  rare  in  which  a  committee  were  so  ap- 
pointed, with  power  to  act  independent  of  the  Board  ? 
— Very  rare.     I  can  remember  but  very  few  occasions. 

11.824.  There  is  only  one  other  matter  I  want  to 
bring  to  your  attention.  You  have  mentioned  you 
were  a  member  of  the  Fire  Brigade  Committee  ? — 
Chairman. 

11.825.  And,  I  believe,  you  have  taken  considerable 
interest  in  that  wcrk  ? — Yes ;  I  have  been  chairman 
for  two  J  ears. 

1 1.826.  I  want  to  put  these  figures  to  you,  and  I 
think  ita  convenient  time  for  getting  them  on  the  notes. 
The  Metropolitan  Board  have  had  the  charge  of  the 
fire  brigade  since  the  year  1866, 1  believe  ? — I  believe 
that  is  so. 

11.827.  Are  these  figures  correct,  that  during  thpt 
time  the  fire  escape  stations  have  been  increased — I 
am  reading  you  now  from  the  report  of  the  Boaid, 
and  you  may  take  these  figures — from  85  to  127? — 
Just  so. 

11.828.  That  is  their  present  number  ? — Yes. 

11.829.  And  the  firemen  have  been  increased  from 
130  to  591 ;  numerous  lines  of  electric  communications 
have  been  made  J  fire-floats  put  up,  and  various  things 
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of  that  sort ;  and  in  1871,  by  the  passing  of  the 
Metropolis  Water  Act,  the  Board  got  power  to  require 
hydrants  to  be  put  up  ? — Just  so. 

11.830.  And  since  then  have  they  caused  over 
6,000  of  those  fire  hydrants  to  be  pkced  by  the  water 
companies  iu  oouvenient  positions  to  be  used  at  a 
fire  ?— I  daresay  that  figure  is  correct. 

11.831.  Has  the  amount  which  has  been  expended 
on  the  station  houses  and  appliances  been  over 
450,000/.  ?— Yes,  over  400,000/. 

11.832.  And  that  is  independent  of  the  annual 
expenditure  of  about  120,000/.  ? — Yes,  about  that. 
These  last  two  years  I  am  pleased  to  say  we  have 
kept  within  our  statutory  limits. 

11.833.  Has  the  practical  result  of  that  been  that 
the  total  number  of  fires  has  been  reduced  from 
25  per  cent.,  as  it  was  when  the  Board  took  over  the 
fire  brigade  and  its  offices,  down  to  7  per  cent,  during 
the  last  three  years  ? — ^You  mean  of  very  destructive 
lires.  We  attend  a  very  laige  number  of  fires,  but 
many  of  them  are  not  of  such  a  destructive  character 
as  they  were  forinerly. 

1 1.834.  The  number  of  fires  that  come  under  the 
class  of  ^'serious"  in  Captain  Shaw's  report  have 
been  reduced  from  25  per  cent,  down  to  7  per  cent.  ? 
— Yes,  although  we  had  a  larger  number  of  calls. 

11.835.  A  lurger  number  of  calls  and  more  atten- 
tion p&id,  and  the  result  has  been  to  materially  reduce 
what  we  may  call  the  imp<Mrtant  fires  ? — Yes. 

11.836.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  What  do  the  insurance 
companies  contribute  to  that  ? — ^If  you  will  allow  me 
to  refer.  The  insurance  companies  contribute  about 
20,000/.  in  round  numbers.  The  requirements  of 
1888  were  1 14,100/.,  and  of  that  the  insurance  com- 
panies contribute  25,000/. 

11.837.  (Mr,  Freeman,)  You  mentioned  just  now 
that  they  kept  within  their  statutory  limit  ? — Yes. 

11.838.  Have  the  Board  made  several  efforts  to 
get  the  statutory  limit  enlarged,  so  as  to  spread  their 
work  much  more  widely  ? — ^Yes ;  we  have  Bills  in 
Parliament  nearly  every  session. 

1 1.839.  Speaking  as  a  member  of  that  committee, 
and  having  devoted  much  attention  to  it  within  their 
statutory  limit,  do  you  believe  they  have  most 
efficiently  carried  out  that  work  ? — I  do  thoroughly 
and  honestly. 

1 1 .840.  I  have  only  one  other  question  I  want  to  put 
to  you,  and  that  is  with  reference  to  the  information 


that  is  given  in  the  office.  So  far  as  your  ex- 
perience goes,  if  anybody  in  the  district  which  you 
represent  wants  information  they  come  in  to  you, 
and  you  can  at  once  get  it  for  them  ?— I  always  do, 
and  I  have  repeated  applications. 

11.841.  Do  you  regard  that  as  one  of  the  duties 
you  owe  to  ycur  constituents  ? — I  «lo. 

11.842.  And  you  never  had  the  slightest  difficulty 
in  getting  information  for  them  ? — I  never  had  any 
difficulty  with  any  officer  of  the  Board  or  member. 

11.843.  (Mr.  Bosanguet)  Do  you  mean  you  have 
been  asked  to  tell  an  applicant  the  reasons  why  his 
application  is  refused  ? — Yes.  If  he  has  asked  me, 
I  have  gone  and  made  an  inquiry  why  his  application 
has  been  refused,  and  in  some  instances  the  architect 
or  the  architect's  department  have  told  me,  and  I 
have  given  the  information  to  my  inquirer,  and  he 
has  amended  his  plans  or  on  a  re-application  in  away 
that  has  met  the  requirements  of  the  Building  Act 
Committee. 

11.844.  Is  there  any  reason  why  the  Building  Act 
Committee  should  not  give  the  reason  why  they  refused 
them  ? — I  wish  they  would.  I  think  it  would  be  better 
that  they  should. 

11.845.  Were  you  on  the  Works  and  General 
Purposes  Committee  when  the  case  of  Mr.  Brown  was 
inquired  into  as  to  the  Lisson  Grove  property  ? — ^No, 
I  think  not.  I  think  I  heard  of  it  one  morning  at  the 
Board  when  I  arrived,  and  that  is  all  I  can  remember 
of  that. 

1 1 .846.  The  complaint  against  ISJ  r.  Brown  as  appe«v 
by  the  papers  was  referred  to  the  Works  and  General 
Purposes  Committee  ? — I  do  not  remember  whether  I 
was  present  that  morning.  My  memory  is  not  clear 
on  that.  I  recollect  its  being  before  the  Board,  and 
it  seemed  to  me  that  Mr.  Brown  had  made  a  statement 
that  somewhat  cleared  him  from  the  aspersions  that 
had  been  cast  upon  him. 

11.847.  Did  you  vote  on  the  Works  and  General 
Purposes  Committee  when  Mr.  Brown's  case  was 
inquired  into  ? — I  do  not  think  I  was  there  that  day. 
I  do  not  remember  it. 

1 1.848.  Do  the  names  of  the  people  who  vote  on 
that  committee  appear? — Yes.  If  I  was  I  do  not 
remember  it.  I  might  have  been  there,  but  I  have  no 
recollection  of  that  particular  incident. 

11.849.  You  cannot  explain  the  report  ? — No,  I 
cannot. 
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The  witness  withdrew. 


(Chairman,)  I  think  with  regard  to  these  matters 
unless  there  is  some  particular  reason  which,  of  course, 
may  occur  afterwards  for  calling  any  member  of  the 
Board  who  did  not  become  a  member  till  1884,  or 
afterwards,  the  Commission  will  not  think  it  necessary 
now  to  call  those  members.     We  have  been  considering 


the  matter,  and  we  think  it  will  be  sufficient,  after 
the  evidence  that  we  have  taken,  to  confine  the  inquiry 
of  members  to  those  members  who  joined  the  Board 
liefore  1884,  except  that  we  may  have  to  ask  questions 
on  some  special  matters. 


Mr.  William  Shepherd  sworn  and  examined. 


11.850.  (Chairman,)  You  became  a  member  of 
the  Metropolitan  Board  in  1881  ?— Yes. 

11.851.  And  you,  I  believe,  have  been  or  are  a 
builder  ? — Yes. 

11.852.  Do  you  still  carry  on  business  ?— Yes. 

11.853.  You  were  a  member  of  the  Building  Act 
Committee  ? — I  have  been  a  member  of  the  Building 
Act  Committee  ever  since  I  have  been  a  member  of 
the  Board,  the  whole  time. 

11.854.  Were  you  tolerably  constant  In  your  attend- 
ance there  ? — I  do  not  think  I  have  missed  more  than 
two  or  three  meetings  of  the  Building  Act  Committee 
since  I  have  been  a  member  of  the  Board. 

11.855.  What  division  do  you  represent? — Ber- 
mondsey. 

11.856.  Were  you  aware  that  Mr.  Saunders  or  Mr. 
Fowler  had  been  advising  with  reference  to  plans 
that  came  before  the  Building  Act  Committee? — 
Except  in  very  few  instances,  no. 

11^57.  What  were  the  instances  as  to  which  you 

i     54142. 


did  know  it ;  were  you  on  the  theatres  sub-commit- 
tee ? — Yes. 

11.858.  Did  you  know  they  were  advising  in  the 
case  of  the  Criterion  ? — ^No. 

11.859.  Or  any  theatre  ?— No. 

11.860.  Did  you  know  they  had  been  consulted  as 
to  the  plan  that  Mr.  Bird  put  before  the  Building 
Act  Committee? — No,  not  at  all. 

11.861.  You  were  chairman  for  a  time  of  the  Build- 
ing Act  Committee  ?— I  was  chairman  for  two  years. 

11.862.  And  you  were  chairman  on  the  day  on 
which  the  plans  '  for  the  Criterion  were  passed  ? — I 
was  chairman  during  the  whole  time  that  the  Criterion 
was  nnder  consideration. 

1 1,868.  Have  you  yourself  been  concerned  in  the 
way  of  your  trade  in  any  matters  that  have  come 
before  the  Board  ?— Not  at  all. 

11.864.  In  any  way  ?— No. 

11.865.  You,  I  believe,  were  the  member  of  the 
Board  who   proposed   that  Mr.   Yilliers   should  be 
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iaformed  that  the  Board  were  opeu  to  an  offer  for  ilie 
Pavilion  site  ?— Well,  I  do  not  know  that  I  took  any 
active  part  in  it  bejond  voting. 

11.866.  I  think  you  moved  it?— It  may  have  been 
8o.     At  that  time  I  should  have  done  so. 

11.867.  Had  you  come  into  any  intimate  relations 
with  Mr.  Robertson  and  Mr.  Goddard? — ^No.  1  did 
not  know  them  except  as  being  officers  of  the  Btjard. 

11.868.  Yon  had  no  communication  witli  them 
except  in  their  official  capacity  ? — None  whatever. 

11.869.  I  see  it  was  moved  by  Mr.  Shepherd,  and 
seconded,  that  Mr.  Villiers  be  informed  that  the  com- 
mittee would  be  prepared  to  receive  an  offer  from  bim. 
Had  you  any  reason  to  suspect  Mr.  Robertson  or  Mr. 
Goddard  at  all  ?— No. 

11.870.  And  did  not?— Well,  I  cannot  say  that.  I 
cannot  say  that  Mr.  Goddard  ever  had  my  perfect 
confidence,  but  I  had  no  evidence — none  whatever. 

11.871.  What  had  led  you  to  that  ?— I  do  not  know. 
A  man  forms  (pinions,  and  perhaps  be  is  hardly  con- 
scions  as  to  the  reason  why  he  forms  his  apinion,  but 
that  was  my  feeling  in  the  matter. 

11.872.  There  had  been  no  facts — nothing  he  had 
done  or  said  ? — No. 

11.873.  Did  it  appear  to  you  that  Mr.  Vnlliamy 
was  very  much  in  the  bands  of  Mr.  Robertson  and 
Mr.  Gkiddard? — I  cannot  say  that  I  held  the  same 
views  as  have  been  expressed  here  by  other  members 
of  the  Board.  My  own  opinion  of  Mr.  Vulliamy  was 
that  he  was  a  very  able  and  clever  man. 

11.874.  Did  you  observe  at  all  what  we  have  been 
told  about  his  turning  round  and  consulting  Mr. 
Robertson  when  he  was  asked  anything  at  the  Board  ? 
— ^I  think  I  have  some  conception  of  the  amount  of 
work  Mr.  Vnlliamy  had  to  do,  and  to  what  extent  he 
must  always  have  had  to  depend  on  his  subordinates. 
It  would  be  impos.«ible  for  any  man  to  do  the  work 
individually  or  personally  of  the  superintending 
architect  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works. 

11.875.  No  doubt  he  must  have  some  assistance, 
but  it  appeared  to  you  it  was  not  on  all  occasions  be 
needed  that  assistance,  but  only  in  particular  instances  ? 
-—I  cannot  say  that  1  was  satisfied,  because  when  I 
was  chairman  of  the  Building  Act  Committee  I  re- 
monstrated with  Mr.  Vulliamy  on  one  or  two  occa- 
sions, because  I  thought  that  he  brought  up  reports 
with  insufficient  knowledge  of  their  contents,  and  that 
he  was  not  perfectly  master  of  the  matter  he  was 
bringing  before  the  Board,  and  therefore  I  remon- 
strated with  him,  so  that  I  could  not  have  been 
satisfied. 

11.876.  You  knew  the  reports  were  written  by 
some  subordinate? — Yes.  That  is  the  case,  I  take 
it,  with  every  chief  officer  of  the  Board ;  he  does  not 
prepare  his  own  reports,  but  what  I  felt  was  that  he 
should  have  read  them  and  made  himself  master  of 
them,  so  as  to  adopt  them  as  his  own  reports. 

11.877.  (Mr.  Grenfell.)  Did  you  find  that  Mr. 
Vulliamy  was  occupied  in  the  artistic  part  of  his  pro- 
fession, and  not  with  details  ? — ^Yes  ;  I  thought  Mr. 
Vidliamy  was  an  artist,  and  that  matters  of  business, 
perhaps,  were  to  a  certain  extent  irksome  to  him. 

11.878.  I  understand  that  throughout  you  never 
entertained  any  doubt  about  Mr.  Robertson  ? — I  had 
no  reason  to. 

11.879.  You  did,  in  &ct,  support  him,  I  think  ? — 
I  do  not  know  that  I  supported  him,  but  I  took  this 
view,  tha^t  being  one  of  a  number  of  members  who 
bad  to  investigate  the  matter,  suspicion,  oven  of  the 
strongest  character,  would  not  justify  me  in  voting 
for  a  man's  dismissal.  I  did  not  think  suspicion  was 
enough,  and  certainly  there  was  no  more  than  the 
strongest  suspicion  in  the  case  of  Mr.  Robertson.  I 
thought  that  he  acted  very  ii\judiciously  and  in- 
discreetly before  the  committee  that  was  af^inted 
to  investigate  these  charges^  in  fact  the  way  in  which 
he  treated  the  committee  was  perfectly  consistent 
with  his  being  an  innocent  man,  because  he  did  not 
go  out  of  his  way  at  all  to  conciliate  anybody.  He 
stood  upon  his  rights  and  acted  in  a  way  tliat  was 


quite  consistent  in  my  mind  with  bis  being  innocent 
of  the  charges  that  were  made  against  him. 

11.880.  (Mr.  Studd,)  You  were  always,  I  believe, 
opposed  to  any  inquiry  into  Mr.  Robertson's  conduct, 
were  you  not  ? — No. 

11.881.  I  see  you  said  you  were  not  prepared  to 
launch  out  into  another  inquiry  of  that  sort  on  a  mere 
case  of  suspicion  ? — I  thought  the  inquiry  was  futile. 

11.882.  Did  not  you  think  that  there  was  suspicion 
sufficient  to  warrant  an  inquiry  ? — Yes,  there  might 
have  been.  * 

1 1.883.  You  said  you  would  not  be  a  party  to  such 
an  inquiry  again  ? — I  do  not  think  I  would ;  if  it  had 
been  left  to  me  I  would  have  refused  any  inquiry,  but 
I  would  have  compelled  Mr.  Robertson  to  have  brought 
an  action  in  u  court  of  law  against  his  accusers  to 
have  vindicated  himself. 

11.884.  You  said  that  another  time  you  would  wait 
till  something  was  proved,  and  then  would  launch  out 
upon  an  inquiry.  Does  not  that  sound  something 
like  shutting  the  stable  door  after  the  steed  has  been 
Steven  ? — I  am  not  aware  that  I  said  anything  of  the 
kind. 

11.886.  You  do  not  remember  saying  that  ? — ^No. 

1 1,886b  (Chairman,)  Have  you  bought  any  pro- 
perty in  the  line  of  improvements  the  Board  are 
making  ? — Never. 

11.887.  Not  in  Bermondsey  ?— No. 

1 1.888.  No  land  taken  for  the  Tower  Bridge  improve* 
ment  ? — No. 

1 1 .889.  You  do  not  know  to  what  that  refers  ? — No. 
I  have  akways  studiously  avoided  having  anything  to  do 
with  anything  where  my  public  duties  would  come  in 
eonfiict  with  my  private  interests. 

11.890.  (Mr,  Bosanguet.)  Did  you  know  that  Mr. 
Goddard  first  introduced  Mr.  Villiers  as  tenant  for  the 
Pa\'ilion? — I  only  knew  it  from  the  reports  of  the 
Board  some  time  after  the  consideration  of  letting  the 
site  had  been  disposed  of. 

11.891.  You  did  know  it  ?— Yes. 

11.892.  Mr.  Goddard  was  the  person  whom  you  did 
not  thoroughly  trust  ? — Yes. 

11.893.  Was  this  a  singular  instance  of  dealing 
with  a  site  in  that  way  ? — Yes. 

11.894.  You  know  no  other  ibstance  in  which  a  site 
was  let  without  any  competition  at  all  ? — I  have  not 
any  in  my  mind  at  the  present  time. 

11,896.  J  daresay  you  can  tell  us  whether  there 
was  such  a  thing  or  not  ? — I  could  not  tell  you. 

11.896.  As  far  as  you  know  this  was  a  singular  in- 
stance ? — Yes. 

1 1.897.  Did  not  it  strike  you  this  was  a  specially 
fine  site — it  is  one  of  the  finest  sites  in  London,  is  not 
it?— Yes. 

11»898.  Without  any  competition,  or  any  notice  to 
the  public,  this  was  handed  over  to  Mr.  Villiers  ?— * 
I  can  hardly  admit  that  in  the  way  it  is  put. 

11.899.  Tell  us  what  there  was  in  the  way  of  com 
petition  ? — There  was  nothing  in  the  way  of  competi 
tion,  but  the  view  I  took  of  it  at  the  time  was,  that 
this  man  had  carried  on  the  premises,  and  had  paid  the 
Board  a  very  large  rent  for  a  number  of  years,  and 
I,  whether  rightly  or  wrongly,  considered  that  a  license 
was  to  a  certain  extent  a  personal  matter.  The  license 
was  held  by  Mr.  Villiers,  and  what  I  am  stating 
now  is  in  justification  of  the  view  I  took  of  it  at  the 
time.  I  thought  there  was  a  possibility  of  the  license 
being  lost  in  the  event  of  a  change  of  tenant,  and  that 
the  Board  would  have  suffered  in  consequence. 

11.900.  Did  it  never  strike  you  that  the  land  might 
have  been  c^ered  to  see  whether  the  public  would  give 
more  for  it  lor  any  other  purpose? — If  you  had 
offered  it  you  would  have  lost  your  discretion  in  dealing 
with  it ;  you  would  not  have  been  able  to  go  back  to 
Mr.  Villiers  after  offering  it  to  the  public. 

11.901.  Not  if  Mr.  Villiers  had  ofi'ered  the  highest 
piice? — Of  course  if  he  had  offered  the  highest 
price. 

11.902.  I  still  fail  to  see  why  you  should  not  give 
the  public  some  notice  so  as  to  try  to  obtain  the 
highest  price.     Of  course  if  you  let  it  to  anybody  else 
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jou  could  not  go  back  to  Mr.  Villiers  ;  but  I  do  not 
quite  understand  the  reason  for  giving  this  particu- 
larly fine  site  to  Mr.  Villiers  without  letting  anybody 
else  have  a  chance  of  it  for  any  purpose  ? — If  it  had 
been  my  own  I  should  have  dealt  with  it  in  the  same 
way  as  it  was  dealt  with  as  far  as  giving  Mr.  Villiers 
the  first  chance. 

11^3.  Not  letting  anybody  else  have  a  chance  ? — 
Well,  if  you  got  a  satisfactory  price  from  Mr.  Villiers 
I  do  not  see  any  reason  for  hawking  it  about. 

11.904.  Yon  think  you  were  likely  to  get  the  best 
price  without  competition  ? — Very  onen.  I  have  had 
some  experience  in  dealing  with  land  and  pn^rties 
in  London  for  some  years. 

11.905.  Did  you  hear  what  Mr.  Bichardsouy  I 
think,  told  us,  that  Mr.  Goddard  came  and  said  that 
he  had  committed  the  Board  to  Mr.  Villiers  ? — No,  I 
did  not  hear  him  say  that. 

11.906.  Did  you  understand  it  from  anybody  ? — 
I  said  so  myself. 

11.907.  That  Mr.  Goddard  had?— Yes. 

11.908.  Did  not  it  strike  you  as  rather  remarkable 
that  this  particular  site  should  be  deaU  with  in  this 
way  by  a  man  whom  you  yourself  suspected  ? — I 
voted  against  it,  and  tried  to  prevent  its  being  carried 
out  afler  that.  I  voted  invariably  against  it  after 
that. 

11.909.  I  misunderstood  that.  You  disapproved  of 
its  being  done  ? — I  disapproved  of  it  after  the  nuinner 
ill  which  it  was  done.  If  you  refer  to  the  minutes 
when  it  was  suggested  that  the  officers  of  ihe  Board 
should  report  upon  the  value  of  this  site  before  get- 
ting Mr.  Villiers'  offer  I  opposed  it.  I  said  that  they 
ought  to  receive  Mr.  Villiers'  offer  the  first  thing,  ami 
if  Mr.  Villiers'  offer  was  not  satisfactory,  then  they 
ought  to  have  gone  to  public  competition ;  but  insteud 
of  that  they  determined  to  have  a  report  from  the 
ofHcers  as  to  the  value.  Then  we  had  an  offer  from 
Mr.  Villiers,  which  did  not  quite  come  up  to  that, 
and  the  majority  of  the  committee— I  was  not  one  of 
them — passed  a  resolution  to  offer  it  to  Mr.  Villiers  at 
the  architect's  valuation.  When  the  Works  Com- 
mittee met  the  next  time  this  had  been  communi- 
cated to  Mr.  Villiers;  and  not  only  that,  but  the 
officer  of  the  Boai*d  had  accepted  his  amended  offer, 
and  the  Works  Committee  were  fixed. 

11.910.  You  disapproved  of  that? — Entirely. 

11.911.  Were  you  on  the  Works  Committee  that 
voted  upon  Mr.  Brown's  case  as  to  Lisson  Grove  ? — 
Yes. 

11.912.  Perhaps  you  can  tell  us  this.  It  is  said 
that  none  of  the  people  who  brought  the  charges 
against  Mr.  Brown  had  any  chance  of  being  heard 
there.  Is  that  so? — 1  do  not  think  that  is  so.  I 
think  Mr.  Brick  appeared  before  the  Works  Com- 
mittee upon  that  occasion. 

11.913.  You  reported  that  there  was  no  cause  of 
complaint  against  Mr.  Brown,  but  that  there  had  been 
some  irregularity  in  the  dangerous  structures'  depart- 
ment ? — ^Yes. 

11.914.  Can  you  explain  what  was  wrong  in  the 
langerous  structures'  department  which  Mr.  Brown 
had*  no  part  in? — ^The  think  that  was  wrong  was 
that  an  officer  had  been  taken  down  there  to  express 
ail  opinion  about  a  matter  that  he  had  no  concern 
with  whatever,  and  no  business  to  have  interfered 
with.  It  was  a  matter  entirely  for  the  district 
surveyor. 

11.915.  That  was  what  was  wrong  ? — ^Ye^. 

11.916.  Did  not  you  find  out  then  that  Mr.  Brown 
himself  had  taken  him  down  ? — Yes  ;  we  know  that 
Mr.  Brown  had  taken  him  down. 

11.917.  District  surveyors  depend  for  their  pro- 
motion upon  the  Board  of  Works  ? — There  is  very 
little  promotion. 

11.918.  I  do  not  know  about  that.  I  have  read 
that  pocket-book  which  is  referred  to,  and  1  think  it 
is  one  of  the  special  matters  in  it  that  you  are  to 
consider  when  there  is  an  appointment  vacant, 
whether  any  one  who  is  already  a  district  surveyor 
shall  be  appointed  to  it  ? — Yes. 


11.919.  Is  not  that  considerable  promotion  if  you 
appoint  a  man  from  a  district  which  brings  him  in 
some  300/.  a  year  to  one  which  brings  him  in  1,200/. 
a  year? — There  have  been  very  few  promotions 
made. 

11.920.  We  have  heard  of  one  or  two  ? — Yes. 

11.921.  That  is  one  of  your  special  matters  to 
consider  if  a  vacancy  occurs  whether  a  man  is  to  be 
promoted  ? — That  is  so. 

11.922.  Just  think.  His  chance  of  Imng  pro- 
moted would  depend  on  how  many  of  the  members 
voted  for  him  ? — Certainly. 

1 1.923.  Will  you  explain  this  to  me.  If  you  knew 
that  Mr.  Brown  had  brought  the  men  from  the 
dangerous  structures'  department  down,  and  it  was 
%vrong  of  him  to  go,  why  it  was  not  wrong  for 
Mr.  Brown  to  take  him  there  ? — I  should  certainly 
say  it  was  wrong  of  Mr.  Brown  to  take  him  tliere. 

11.924.  Will  you  explain  to  me  how  it  came  about 
that  your  report  whitewashes  Mr.  Brown  and  only 
complains  of  an  irregularity  in  the  dangerous  struc- 
tures' department  ? — Will  you  kindly  let  me  see  a  copy 
of  the  report  ? 

11.925.  (Mr.  Siudd.)  I  may  say  that  Mr.  Brick  is 
here,  and  he  says  that,  so  far  from  having  been  pre- 
sent at  the  inquiry  and  giving  evid^ice,  he  never  even 
knew  that  inquiry  was  going  to  take  place  till  it  was 
over  ? — That  may  be  so. 

1 1.926.  (Mr.  Bosanquet,)  I  am  trying  to  find  some- 
one who  does  know  something  of  this  inquiry  ? — Of 
course,  I  come  here,  and  I  have  not  the  slightest 
knowledge  of  what  I  am  going  to  be  examined  upon ; 
but,  perhaps,  if  yon  let  me  see  the  r^)ort  I  may  be 
able  to  explain. 

11.927.  We  have  had  it  before  us  once.  You 
agreed  that  it  was  wrong  of  Mr.  Brown  to  take  the 
head  officer  from  the  dangerous  structures'  department 
to  interfere  with  the  district  surveyor  ? — I  should 
think  so,  and  I  am  sure  every  member  of  tJie  Board 
would  say  so  as  well.  There  is  no  member  of  the 
Board  would  defend  that. 

11.928.  And  yet  he  had  done  it  ?— Yes. 

11.929.  Did  not  you  hear  during  this  inquiry  that 
Mr.  Brown  had  done  that  ? — Yes. 

1 1.930.  Then  according  to  yon  the  Board  ought  to 
have  condemned  Mr.  Brown  ? — For  that  part  of  his 
conduct ;  but  the  allegations  that  were  made  about 
Mr.  Brown  were  substantially  about  not  having  done 
wliat  he  ought  to  have  done,  and  it  appeared,  I  think, 
as  the  result  of  the  inquiry,  that  Mr.  Brown  had  done 
all  that  he  had  been  required  to  do  by  the  proper 
authorities. 

11.931.  You  did  not  think  it  necessary  to  take  into 
consideration  his  having  done  what  he  ought  not  to 
have  done ;  is  that  so  ?  You  mentioned  that  the  man 
in  the  dangerous  structures  department  had  done 
wrong  ? — Yes. 

11.932.  The  only  report  that  the  public  see  is  that 
Mr.  Brown  had  done  nothing  wrong? — I  have  nothing 
in  my  memory  at  all  about  it  at  the  present  time. 

11,938.  You  remember  this  was  a  matter  of  con- 
siderable public  discussion,  do  not  you ;  letter  after 
letter  in  ihe  newspapers  ? — It  is  only  one  of  hundreds 
I  have  had  to  deal  with  as  a  member  of  the  Board. 

11.934.  You  do  not  have  these  complaints  against 
members  of  the  Board  in  hundreds,  do  you  ? — I  am 
happy  to  say  not. 

1 1.935.  This  was  a  matter  which  was  referred  to 
the  Board  sitting  in  private,  and  then  the  works  com- 
mittee presents  a  report  which  is  all  the  public  see  ? — 
Yes,  and  I  may  have  voted  against  it  at  the  time,  and 
not  agreed  with  it  at  all.  I  am  not  here  to  justify 
the  thing.  Unless  I  have  the  papers  before  me  I 
cannot  say,  but  the  probability  is  Mr.  Brown  was 
condemned,  and,  perhaps,  in  very  strong  language,  at 
the  committee. 

11, %6.  (Mr.  Studd.)  At  all  events  you  condemn 
him  now  ? — Yes. 

11,937.  (Mr.  Freeman,)  One  or  two  questions 
about  the  theatres.  Your  attention  has  been  par- 
ticularly directed  to  the  theatres,  has  it  not  ? — Yes, 
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11. 938.  First  of  all,  as  regards  the  existing  theatres, 
where  the  Board  have  had  power  to  make  requisitions, 
have  very  careful  pains  been  taken  by  your  committee 

37  July  188S.  ^  g^  ^he  existing  state  of  the  theatres,  and  to  con- 
sider that  requisitions  would  comply  with  the  Act, 
and,  if  possible,  to  make  them  pahitable  to  the 
managers  ? — ^I  think  so. 

11.939.  Have  you,  in  every  case  where  possible, 
opened  communications  with  the  managers,  and  car- 
ried them  out  in  such  a  way  as  to  suit  them  ? — Yes. 

11.940.  So  as  to  avoid  as  much  friction  as  possible  ? 
— i  think  there  was  a  little  friction  at  first ;  but  we 
saw  how  that  could  be  avoided,  and  we  changed  our 
proceedings. 

11.941.  You  gave  them  an  informal  notice  which 
enabled  them  to  come  and  discuss  your  requirements, 
and  if  possible  agree  upon  them  ?— Yes. 

11.942.  Now  let  me  draw  your  attention  to  the 
case  of  one  theatre  in  particular  which  has  been 
commented  upon— the  Criterion  Theatre.  As  we 
know,  that  stood  in  a  dififerent  position  from  the  other. 
It  was  brought  to  your  attention  by  the  Lord  Cham- 
berlain asking  your  opinion  upon  it  ? — Yes. 

1 1.943.  Were  you  a  member  of  the  committee  at 
the  time  the  Criterion  question  was  before  them  ? — 
Yes,  I  was  cfaairman. 

11.944.  Did  you  yourself  visit,  I  think  on  more 
than  one  occasion,  the  Criterion  Theatre  ?— Yes. 

11.945.  Before  giving  the  views  which  you  did 
give  to  the  Lord  Chamberlain  ? — Yes. 

11.946.  On  what  ground  did  the  committee  con- 
clude that  the  theatre  could  not  by  any  works  be 
rendered  fit  for  public  performances  ? — I  do  not  think 
they  went  as  far  as  that. 

11.947.  Will  you  tell  me  what  they  did  ?— If  you 
will  read  the  recommendation  I  do  not  think  it  goes  so 
far  as  that. 

11.948.  (Chairman.)  That  was  the  first  surely  ? — 
I  do  not  think  it  goes  to  that. 

1 1.949.  They  did  not  make  any  recommendation,  but 
they  only  said  it  was  not  fit  for  public  performances  ? — 
Having  regard  to  its  construction  and  situation. 

11.950.  {Mr,  Freeman,)  This  is  what  the  report 
was,  the  committee  recommended,  '*  having  carefully 
"  considered  the  question,  that  the  Lord  Chambei- 
"  lain  be  informed  in  reply  to  the  letter  received  from 
''  his  office,  that  the  Board  are  still  of  opinion  that 
''  the  Criterion  Theatre  is  not  a  fit  place  for  public 
"  entertainments"  ? — ^That  is  the  second,  I  meant  the 
first  recommendation — the  first  time  it  was  reported 
to  the  Board.  I  am  here  referring  to  the  report  pre- 
sented to  the  Board  3rd  November  1882. 

11.951.  The  first  thing  was  that  after  Captain 
Shaw's  report  you  advised  the  Lord  Chamberlain 
that  he  should  only  grant  a  provisional  license? — ^I 
do  not  think  we  even  did  that. 

11.952.  The  clerk  did  ;  Mr.  Wakefield  wrote  ?— 
Captain  Shaw's  report  was  not  the  Board's  report. 

11.953.  Captain  Shaw  reported  that  certain  works 
were  required  to  be  done,  but  also  pointed  out  that 
the  position  of  the  theatre  was  one  which  in  his 
opinion  rendered  it  dangerous  if  a  fire  took  place  ? — 
Yes. 

11.954.  That  report  was  before  you,  and  having 
that,  you  inspected  the  theatre,  and  did  you  consider 
the  difficulty  of  the  means  of  exit  from  Uiat  theatre  ? 
—Yes. 

1 1.955.  Did  you  aUkOconsider  the  method  of  ventila- 
tion in  that  theatre  ? — Yes. 

11.956.  Did  you  come  to  the  conclusion  in  that 
state  of  things  that  it  was  not  a  theatre  in  which  you 
could  wisely  ask  for  certain  works  to  be  done,  that 
it  was  something  outside  particular  works  ? — I  do 
not  think  we  looked  at  it  from  that  point  of  view  at 
all  at  that  time. 

1 1.957.  From  what  point  of  view  did  you  consider 
it  ?— Captain  Shaw  was  ordered  to  prepare  a  report 
by  the  Home  Secretary.  That  was  prepared,  and  I 
believe  presented  to  Parliament,  and  a  copy  of  it  was 
sent  to  the  Board.    The  Lord  Chamberlain  of  coarse 


was  in  a  great  state  of  mind,  and  he  was  the  only 
person  at  that  time  that  was  responsible  for  the 
condition  of  the  London  theatres.  There  was  no 
other  body  had  any  control  over  them  except  that  that 
we  had  got  a  recent  Act  of  Parliament  giving  us  certain 
power,  and  he  sent  down  a  list  of  theatres  to  the 
Board  and  asked  our  opinion  upon  them,  and  we 
expressed  our  opinion  that  the  Criterion  Theatre  in 
its  present  condition  was  not  a  fit  place  for  a  theatre. 

1 1.958.  I  may  have  put  it  obscurely  to  you ;  but 
that  is  what  I  understood  was  your  position,  and  then 
you  had  brought  before  you  various  plans  on  behalf  of 
the  Criterion  Theatre  proprietors,  showing  a  very 
great  alteration  in  the  theatre,  including  fresh  exits, 
fresh  land,  and  entirely  altering  the  whole  place  ? — 
Yes. 

11.959.  Those  plans,  I  believe,  are  lying  on  the 
table  beside  you  now  ? — They  may  be. 

11.960.  Was  the  theatre  as  ultimately  sanctioned 
by  you,  the  result  of  very  careful  consideration  of 
those  plans  which  made  it  a  totally  different  place  from 
what  It  was  when  you  first  condemned  it  ? — Yes. 

11.961.  And  did  your  committee  take  very  great 
pains  to  arrive  at  perfect  safety  so  far  as  could  be 
done  with  that  theatre  ?— Well 

1 1.962.  Was  that  the  question  you  had  to  consider, 
I  mean  both  for  the  theatre  and  the  safety  of  the 
people  in  it  ? — ^We  got  as  much  as  we  could  done. 

11.963.  YoQ  spent  a  great  deal  of  time,  and  had  a 
great  deal  of  negotiation  in  trying  to  get  the  utmost 
you  could  ? — Yee. 

11.964.  As  regard?  the  other  theatres  that  have 
been  mentioned,  the  new  theatres  so  far  as  your 
oommitt'Ce  were  concerned,  did  you  endeavour  to  have 
the  plans  passed  with  all  reasonable  despatch  ? — Yes, 
I  think  if  ever  there  was  any  delay  it  was  not  the 
committee's  £anlt. 

1 1 .965.  Did  you  sometimes  experience  that  there  was 
considerable  delay,  owing  to  the  architect  of  the  pro- 
prietor of  the  theatre  endeavouring  to  escape  some  of 
the  rules  that  your  Board  laid  down  ? — Yes. 

1 1 .966.  And  where  there  were  cases  of  delay  was  it  an 
endeavour  on  your  part  to  get  those  rules  fully  com- 
plied with,  and  on  theirs  an  endeavour  to  minimise 
them  ? — Yes. 

11.967.  So  far  as  you  know,  was  there  any  what  one 
may  call  factious  delay  on  the  part  of  the  committee 
in  passing  any  of  those  plans  ? — None. 

1 1.968.  And,  so  Par  as  you  know,  were  the  committee 
on  any  occasion  infiuenced  by  any  improper  motive 
such  as  has  been  suggested,  the  influence  by  any 
members  of  the  Board  to  get  those  plans  passed  ? — 
No,  I  do  not  think  the  committee  would  be  influenced. 

1 1 .969.  So  far  as  you  know,  in  each  case  an  honest 
endeavour  was  made  to  get  the  best  plans,  and  then 
to  pass  them  ? — Yes. 

11.970.  {Chairman,)  Sometimes  the  Theatres  Sub- 
Committee  consisted  only  of  five  members  ? — WTien 
it  was  first  constituted  it  did  consist  of  ^Y^y  and  then 
it  was  added  to  from  time  to  time. 

1 1.97 1 .  On  various  occasions  only  ^\q  would  attend  ? 
— Frequently. 

11.972.  If  two  of  those  were  Mr.  Saunders  and  Mr. 
Fowler,  I  suppose  their  voice  would  have  considerable 
influence  on  that  committee  of  ^we  ? — It  would  have 
its  weight,  yes. 

11.973.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  Both  were  theatrical  archi- 
tects, and  I  suppose  you  knew  that  ? — Yes. 

1 1.974.  {Mr,  Freeman,)  Passing  to  another  matter, 
you  have  been  asked  several  questions  about  this  site 
for  the  Pavilion.  It  has  been  asked  whether  the 
mode  of  dealing  with  that  site  was  not  a  somewhat 
peculiar  one.  Was  there  not  also  one  peculiar  ele- 
ment with  regard  to  that  site  that  it  had  to  be  cleared, 
and  a  new  building  erected  within  a  very  short  time  ? 
— Yes,  I  think  there  was — within  six  months. 

11.975.  You  were  informed  that  the  engineer  re- 
quired the  site,  and  you  knew  that  to  get  the  license 
the  building  must  be  erected  before  October  ? — Yes. 
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11.976.  Was  that  one  of  the  elements  in  jour  cal- 
culations in  dealing  with  it  in  the  waj  you  did  ? — No, 
I  think  not. 

11.977.  At  any  rate  the  whole  question  was  very 
thoroughly  dif^ussed  both  from  your  point  of  view 
and  those  on  the  other  side  ? — Yes. 

11.978.  So  far  as  you  know  the  matter  was  decided 
honestly  on  its  merits  ? — Yes,  I  believe  so. 

1 1 .979.  So  far  as  the  Board  were  concerned ;  I  am 
not  saying  anything  as  to  the  officers  ? — Yes. 

11.980.  His  Lordship  asked  you  a  qnestion  as  to 
whether  you  were  interested  in  any  property,  and 
amongst  other  places  as  regards  the  Tower  Bridge. 
That  site  has  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  the 
Metropolitan  Board  at  all?  —  Not  at  all,  it  is  the 
city. 

11.981.  I  understood  you  to  Bay  you  are  not  in- 
terested in  the  land  at  all  ? — There  is  not  the  slightest 
foundation  for  the  suggestion. 

11.982.  In  Captain  Shaw's  report  in  regard  to  the 
Criterion,  it  is  reconmiended,  I  see,  that  an  opening 
should  be  made  in  the  roof.    I  believe  you  viewed 


that  theatre.  Do  you  know  whether  the  roof  of 
the  theatre  actually  consisted  of  the  floor  of  the 
restaurant  ? — ^That  was  so. 

11.983.  So  that  if  they  had  made  a  hole  in  the  roof 
of  the  theatre  it  would  have  been  to  bring  a  great 
shaft  up  through  the  floor  of  the  restaurant  ?  — 
Yes. 

1 1.984.  And  that,  I  believe,  in  the  letter  which  the 
archilect,  Mr.  Verity,  sent  to  the  Board,  was  not  one 
of  the  things  he  proposed  to  carry  out.  What  he 
proposed  was  to  carry  out  the  structural  alterations 
suggested  by  Captain  Shaw,  namely,  to  build  the  pro- 
scenium wall  and  to  put  all  the  iron  doors,  hand  rails, 
&c.  ?— Yes. 

11.985.  {Chairman.)  Who  visited  the  Criterion 
Theatre  with  you  ? — I  should  be  sorry  to  tax  my 
memory  about  it,  but  that  could  be  ascertained  ;  their 
names  would  appear  on  the  minutes. 

11.986.  You  visited  it  with  the  other  members  of 
the  committee? — With  the  other  members  of  the 
committee ;  never  alone. 
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The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Gborok  Hill  sworn  and  examined. 


11.987.  {Chairman.)  Tou  are  a  member  of  the 
.Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ? — I  am. 

11.988.  And  have  been  so  since  1881  ?— Yes. 

11.989.  You  represent  Lambeth  ? — ^Yes. 

11.990.  What  are  you  in  occupation? — A  printer 
and  publisher. 

11.991.  Have  you  taken  an  active  part  in  any  com- 
mittee of  the  Board  ? — On  the  fire  brigade  I  was 
chairman  for  two  years,  and  on  the  Parks  Committee. 
I  am  now  chairman  of  the  Parks  Committee. 

1 1.992.  Is  that  a  recent  appointment  ? — That  is  a 
recent  appointment  on  the  Parks  Committee.  The 
chairman  occupies  the  chair  two  years  in  succession. 

11.993.  Is  the  Parks  Committee  a  fresh  committee  ? 
— No,  not  a  fresh  committee. 

11.994.  Their  duties  have  become  enlarged  lately  ? 
— Yes,  their  duties  have  become  very  much  enlarged. 
They  have  thrown  on  us  Victoria  Park,  Battersea 
Park,  and  Eennington  Park. 

11.995.  What  were  the  only  parks  you  had  before  ? 
— We  had  Finsbury  Park,  Southwark  Park,  Hamp- 
stead,  Blackheath,  Tooting  Common,  Plumstead  Com- 
mon, Streatham  Common,  Wandswoith  Common, 
Dulwich  Park,  and  some  small  ones  at  a  lot  of  out- 
lying places.  I  have  here  a  list  if  you  would  like  to 
see  it.  Since  then  we  have  consented  to  pay  the  cost 
of  one  half  the  Parliament  Fields  adjoining  Hamp- 
stead  Heath. 

11.996.  You  took  no  part  on  the  Building  Act 
Committee  ? — None  whatever. 

11.997.  Nor  the  drainage  ? — ^Nor  the  drainage. 

11.998.  Therefore  the  only  matter  you  would  have 
been  specially  concerned  with  would  be  the  parks  or 
the  fire  brigade  ? — Yes. 

11.999.  Did  you  take  an  active  part  with  regard  to 
the  Pavilion  or  Mr.  Robertson  ? — ^No,  no  part  whatever 
except  voting.     I  think  I  voted  for  it. 

12.000.  You  had  not  at  the  time  you  voted  for  it 
any  means  of  suspecting  it  ? — None  whatever. 

12.001.  In  your  opinion  ? — Yes,  in  my  opinion. 

12.002.  Did  you  entertain  any  doubts  about  Mr. 
Goddard  ?— Not  the  least. 

12.003.  We  have  been  told  that  some  of  the  members 
considered  that  for  some  years  Mr.  Vulliamy  was  really 
past  his  work  and  only  acting  by  means  of  his  subor- 
dinates. Was  that  idea  ever  communicated  to  you  ? — 
It  struck  me  always  that  he  leant  upon  them  partly 
through  feeble  health,  but  I  think  that  his  mind  was 
as  vigorous  as  ever. 

12.004.  (Mr.  Studd.)  With  reference  to  Mr.  Ro- 
bertson, you  say  you  took  no  part  in  the  inquiry,  but 
on  the  9th  March  1888  did  not  you  say  that  the  best 
thing  the  Board  could  do  was  to  reinstate  Mr.  Robert- 
son in  the  architect's  department? — I  did  at  that 
time. 


12.005.  With  regard  to  the  parks,  is  it  not  a- fact 
that  since  your  Board  have  had  the  management  of 
those  parks  the  expenditure  has  gone  up  100,000/.  a 
year  ? — If  that  were  so  it  would  be  occasioned  by  the 
Government  throwing  those  parks  upon  us  for  their 
maintenance. 

12.006.  £[as  the  expenditure  on  those  parks  gone 
up  at  the  rate  of  100,000/.  a  year  ? — ^I  am  not  aware 
of  it. 

12.007.  Has  it  gone  up  at  all  to  your  knowledge  ?— 
Of  course  it  has. 

12.008.  Why  of  course  ? — Because  as  I  tell  you  the 
Government  threw  upon  us  the  maintenance  of  several 
other  parks. 

12.009.  (Chairtnan.)  What  the  learned  counsel 
means  is,  are  those  parks  that  the  Government  has 
thrown  upon  you  costing  more  in  your  hands  than 
they  did  in  the  hands  of  the  OflSce  of  Works  ?—  I  did 
not  want  to  say  anything  against  the  Government,  but 
the  state  in  which  those  parks  were  handed  over  to  us 
was  most  abominable ;  everything  was  out  of  order. 
I  will  take  Battersea  Park,  for  instance;  all  the 
forcing  houses  and  propagating  housea  were  not  worth 
repairing,  and  they  will  have  to  be  rebuilt.  The  same 
in  Victoria  Park ;  everything  there  was  allowed  to  fall 
to  rack  and  ruin. 

12.010.  (Mr.  Studd.)  Still,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  has 
the  expenditure  increased  to  that  amount  ? — I  am  not 
aware  of  the  amount. 

12.01 1.  We  got  that  information  from  Her  Majesty's 
Department  of  Works,  so  I  have  no  doubt  it  is  reliable  ? 
— I  am  not  so  sure  of  that. 

12.012.  You  admit  it  has  gone  up  ? — Of  necessity. 

12.013.  Are  you  interested  in  any  newspaper? — 
Yes,  I  am.  I  am  interested  in  the  "  Westminster  and 
Lambeth  Gazette." . 

12.014.  Does  that  contain  Board  advertisements  ? — 
Occasionally. 

12.015.  Is  there  any  contract  between  you  and  the 
Boai-d  as  to  that  ? — None  whatever ;  it  is  through  an 
advertising  agent. 

12.016.  Do  the  district  surveyors  advertise  in  it 
too  ? — Very  rarely.     They  have  done  so. 

12.017.  Have  you  a  contract  with  the  agent  about 
those  advertisements  ? — No ;  we  have  no  contract. 
There  is  a  contract  between  the  Board  and  the 
agent. 

12.018.  Has  the  agent  a  contract  with  the  Board  ? 
— Of  course — not  a  contract.  The  way  they  do  it  is 
this :  when  the  Board  have  advertisements  to  give  out 
they  send  them  through  an  agent.  Years  ago,  I  think, 
they  lost  a  large  sum  by  an  agent,  and  now,  1  believe, 
they  have  got  a  man  that  is  really  thoroughly  re- 
sponsible, and  they  send  all  the  advertisements  through 
him. 

dE  3 


Mr.  O.  Hill. 
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12.019.  There  must  be  some  arrangement  between 
them  and  the  agent? — I  do  not  know  what  that  is  at 
all. 

12.020.  You  cannot  say  ? — If  anything  is  going  on 
in  a  particular  district  where  the  paper  is  circulating, 
such  as  a  parliamentary  notice,  it  will  be  sent  to  that 
paper. 

12.021.  The  agent  must  have  some  arrangement 
with  the  Board  ? — I  not  know  what  the  arrangement 
is. 

12.022.  There  is  an  arrangement  ? — He  has  instruc- 
tions from  somebody,  of  course. 

12.023.  You  would  have  some  arrangement  with 
the  agent  ? — No  arrangement  at  all.  He  sends  them 
to  us. 

12.024.  He  sends  you  all  his  advertisements  ? — No, 
he  only  sends  now  and  again. 

12.025.  Does  he  send  you  other  advertisements 
besides  Board  advertisements  ? — I  do  not  think  that 
particular  agent  does. 

•  12,026.  The  agent  gives  you  no  advertisements 
besides  Board  advertisements? — I  think  he  has  sent 
others,  but  I  am  not  sure  of  it. 

12.027.  The  Board  advertisements  are  the  greater 
part  of  the  advertisements  he  sends  you  ? — Through 
him. 

12.028.  How  much  do  you  think  approximately 
you  have  taken  for  your  paper  since  you  liave  been  a 
member  for  Board  advertisements? — I  can  hardly 
tell.  I  think  there  has  been  a  return  made,  but  for 
the  last  three  years,  speaking  now  from  memory,  I  do 
not  think  it  has  been  more  than  14/.  or  15/.  a  year. 

12.029.  Why  should  district  surveyors  advertise  in 
your  paper  specially? — We  know  the  district  sur- 
veyors  do  all  they  can  to  get  into  a  berth,  and  I  sup- 
pose they  want  (o  make  their  names  known  to  the 
members. 

12.030.  They  are  elected  by  the  Board  ?— You 
must  not  ask  me  why  people  advertise  with  me. 

12.031.  I  ask  you  if  you  know  the  reason  ? — I  do 
not  know  the  reason.  1  should  not  kuow  any  more 
than  why  a  brief  should  be  given  to  you. 

12.032.  I  have  a  right  to  ask  you  if  you  know  the 
reason.  You  say  you  do  not  know  ? — I  do  not  know 
the  reason. 

12.033.  The  surveyors,  of  course,  are  elected  by 
the  memhei*8  of  the  Board  ? — Yes,  elected  by  ballot. 

12.034.  You  are  a  member  ? — If es,  I  am  a  member. 
(Chairman,)    I   do  not   think   there    is  much   in 

that  supposing  they  do  advertise,  because  they 
think  that  if  they  do  Mr.  Hill  might  vote  for  them. 
Mr.  Hill  can  hardly  reject  their  advertisements  for 
that  motive. 

(Mr.  Studd,)  We  went  into  the  question  of  the 
advertisements  with  Mr.  Dresser  Rogers. 

(Chairman.)  Those  were  advertisements  directly 
sent  by  the  Board  of  which  he  was  a  member :  but 
these  are  advertisements  sent  by  the  district  surveyor 
or  anybody  else. 

12.035.  (Mr,  Grenfell,)  I  must  put  to  yon  the 
same  question  I  asked  Mr.  Dresser  liogers,  Whether 
your  paper  is  devoted  very  much  to  municipal  and 
local  matters,  and  reports  of  the  proceedings  of 
vestries  ? — Yes,  reports  of  all  the  vestries. 

12.036.  (Chairman.)  You  are  chairman  of  the 
parks  committee? — I  was  elected  chairman  of  the 
parks  committee  a  fortnight  ago. 

12,0o7.  Who  would  best  be  able  to  explain  to  us 
the  reason  of  the  increased  exponditare  which  you 
admit  has  taken  place  since  the  parks  were  taken  over 
by  the  Board  ? — I  think  the  clerk  to  the  committee, 
Mr.  Naims. 

(Mr.  Meadows  ffhite.)  Might  I  ask  which  parks 
my  friend  means,  because  there  have  been  only  two 


parks  that  have  been  taken  over — Battersea  and 
Victoria.  It  should  be  before  your  Lordship  accu- 
rately, and  I  thick  I  can  furnish  it.  I  think  Mr. 
Blashill  would  be  acquainted  with  ir. 

12.038.  (Mr.  Grenfell.)  Do  you  admit  the  figure, 
that  it  has  increased  100,000/.  ? — Oh,  no,  that  is  quite 
a  mistake. 

(Mr,  Meadows  IVhite.)  When  they  were  liaiided 
over  by  the  country,  not  by  the  Government,  to  tha 
Metropolis  I  believe  the  lake  in  Battersea  Park  had  not 
been  cleai'ed  out  for  years  and  years.  That  is  a  very  great 
work,  and  that  will  fall  on  the  metropolitan  rates. 
There  is  a  contract  very  lately  undertaken  for  that 
purpose.  Then  there  was  draining  the  park  also,  and 
parts  of  it  were  not  very  well  attended  to,  no  doubt. 
These  matters,  I  think,  must  be  in  the  minds  of  those 
who  make  these  assertions. 

(Chairman,)  Whose  advice  would  this  drainage 
work  be  done  upon  ? 

(Mr.  .Meadows  fFhite.)  The  Parks  Committee 
would  be  primarily  responsible.  I  suppose  it  would 
be  Mr.  Saxby  and  the  engineer.  Sir  Joseph  Bazalgette, 
Mr.  Blashill  was  the  gentleman  f  originally  named, 
and  we  had  proposed  to  give  your  Lordship  evidence 
on  this  point  through  Mr.  Blashill. 

(Mr.  Grenfell.)  Is  there  no  head  gardener  over 
these  parts  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  fFhite.)  There  is  a  bead  gardener 
over  each  of  the  parks,  and  I  think  a  superintendent. 

(Mr.  Shepherd.)  I  am  a  member  of  the  Parks  Com- 
mittee and  I  think  I  can  tell  you  about  theoi.  I  think 
the  cost  is  about  36,000/.  a  year. 

(Chairman.)  We  will  not  go  into  them  till  we  get 
the  accounts  which  I  have  asked  for.  The  suggestion 
we  have  is  that  it  is  not  a  mere  question  of  a  matter 
like  drainage  or  clearing  a  lake,  but  what  I  may  call 
the  normal  I'egular  items  of  expense  that  have  gone 
up. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  increased  expense  on 
the  metropoliiiin  rate  will  be  35,000/.  a  year  by  reason 
of  the  imposition  of  the  maintenance  of  those  parks. 

(Mr.  Bosanguet.)  The  whole  expense  of  keeping 
up  these  two  parks. 

12.039.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  And  Westminster 
Bridge.  Under  the  Act  of  Parliament  three  things 
were  transferred — ^Battersea,  Victoria  Park,  West- 
minster Bridge,  and,  I  think,  Kennington.  I  think 
it  was  on  1st  November  last  year  when  the  parks, 
Victoria,  Battersea,  and  Kennington,  came  under  the 
Board  ? — That  was  so. 

12.040.  And  the  maintenance  of  those  parks  will 
fall  on  the  metropolitan  rates  ? — Yes. 

12.041.  I  win  put  the  Coihmission  in  possession  of 
certain  broad  facts  with  regard  to  the  other  parks.  I 
think  that  the  parks  and  open  spaces  besides  the 
parks  to  which  we  have  referred  contain  in  the  aggre- 
gate 1,843  acres;  Blackheath,  267  acres;  Hampstead 
Heath,  at  present,  240  acres ;  Shepherd's  Bush  Com- 
mon, 8  acres ;  London  Fields,  Hackney  Down««,  and 
other  open  spaces  in  the  neighbourhood,  159  acres  ; 
Tooting  Common,  207  acres  ;  Clapham  Common,  220 
acres ;  Bostall  Heath,  55  acres ;  Plumstead  Common, 
105  acres ;  Wormwood  Scnibs,  215  acres  ;  Eelbrook 
Common,  Parson's  Green,  and  Brook  Green.  25 
acres ;  land  for  Dulwich  Park,  72  acres ;  Highbury 
Fidds,  25  acres ;  Streatham  Common,  66  acres ;  and 
Wandsworth  Common,  183 acres;  making  in  the  whole 
1,843  acres.  I  believe  the  capitsd  expenditure  on  that 
sanctioned  by  Parliament  has  been  about  625,000/.  ? 
— I  think  it  was  more  than  that.  The  original  cost 
of  the  purchase  money  amounted  to  393,461/.,  and  we 
have  expended  upon  them  since  then  519,062/. 

12.042.  Have  you  before  you  the  annual  expen« 
diture  on  the  parks  ? — I  have  not 


The  witness  withdrew. 


(Mr.  Meadows  Tf  hite.)  With  regard  to  the  matter 
your  Lordship  referred  to  as  to  the  cost  of  the  parks, 
there  are  33  volumes  in  the  next  room  with  all  the 
passages  marked  down.     I  understand  your  Lordship 


has  a  sum  ery  of  the  expenditure  before  yon,  and  we 
have  all  iht  books  from  which  those  figures  came  in 
the  next  room. 
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{The  Secretary.)  Can  we  not  have  the  vouchers  of 
the  last  six  monUis  of  those  parks,  the  bills  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White,)  They  are  scattered  through 
those  books.  If  you  have  a  single  book  for  a  specimen 
you  will  see  they  are  all  indexed  and  properly  marked 
down  for  the  Commissioners'  use.  As  to  what  parks 
does  my  friend  say  there  has  been  an  increase  of 
100,000/.  ? 

(Chairman,)  There  must  be  some  mistake  about 
that. 

(Mr,  Studd.)  It  is  the  Royal  parks  that  have  been 
taken  over  by  the  Board. 

(Mr,  Meadows  White,)  There  is  not  a  complete 
year  yet. 

(Chainnan.)  It  cannot  be  so  if  the  sum  total  is 
only  25,000/. 

Mr.  Studd,)  That  must  be  a  mistake.     We  will 


% 


give  the  name  of  the  gentleman  from  whom  we  got 
the  information. 

(Mr,  Meadow.^  White*)  The  best  way  would  be  to 
have  those  two  particular  parks  got  out  so  far  as 
possible. 

(Mr,  Meadows  White,)  From  the  1st  November 
1887  to  the  30th  April  1888,  Battersea  Park, 
2,182/.  18#.  6df. 

(Mr,  GrenfelL)  What  we  want  to  know  is  what 
was  the  albwance  by  the  Office  of  Wori^s  for  these 
parks,  and  what  is  allowed  now  ? 

J  Mr.  Meadows  White.)  We  cannot  get  that. 
Mr,  Grenfell.)  Yes.     You  can  get    it  from  the 
ice  of  Works. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White,)  Then  VictorU  Park, 
2^51,  4s.  Sd,,  and  Kennington  Park,  447/.  18^., 
between  these  dates. 


Tweiity-firet 
Day. 

27  July  ]  B88. 


Adjourned  till  Tuesday  next  at  1 1  o'clock. 


TWENTY-SECOND  DAY. 


Tuesday,  31st  July  1888. 


PBKSBNI : 


Lord  Herschell. 


I 


Mr.  Grenfell. 
Lord  HERSCHELL  tn  the  Chair- 


Mr.  BOSANQUET,  Q.C. 


(Chairman.)  It  may  be  convenient  if  I  state  that 
supposing  the  evidence  which  at  present  is  available 
is  not  concluded  by  Friday  the  10th  August,  which 
seems  not  impossible,  the  Commission  will  sit  in  the 


following  week  for  two  or  three  days,  in  fact,  until  l*wenty-secoad 
such  time  as  may  be  necessary  to  fiuish  the  evidence  ^^^' 

that  is  at  present  available.  3^  j^j^^ggg. 


Mr*  Henry  Harben  sworn  and  examined. 


12,043.  (Chairman.)  You  are  a  me«nber  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ? — I  am.  ^ 

1 2fi4:4.  Since  what  date  have  you  been  a  member  ? 
—October  1880. 

12.045.  What  committees  were  you  on  ? — The 
Finance  Committee,  the  Parks  Committee,  and  the 
Parliamentary  Committee. 

12.046.  You  were  not  on  the  Building  Act  Com- 
mittee ? — No. 

12.047.  Of  course  you  were,  as  a  member  of  the 
Boards  on  the  general  Committee  of  Works  and 
Greneral  Purposes  ? — Yes. 

12.048.  Have  you  noticed  anything  which  led  you 
to  form  an  opinion  whether  Mr.  Vulliamy  was  up  to 
his  work  in  the  latter  years  of  his  service  under  the 
Board  ? — As  a  professional  man,  yes,  but  not  as  a 
man  of  business. 

12.049.  Did  you  arrive  at  any  conclusion  as  to  his 
power  of  controlling  his  subordinates  ?— I  thought  he 
had  lost  entire  control  of  his  subordinates,  in  fact  his 
subordinates  ruled  him. 

12.050.  Can  you  tell  me  when  you  came  to  that 
conclusion  ? — I  cannot  say  exactly ;  it  was  a  process 
of  gradual  growth. 

12.051.  Was  it  for  some  time  before  the  date  of  his 
death  ? — Yes,  a  long  time. 

12.052.  Did  you  communicate  with  any  other 
members  of  the  Board  or  member  on  that  subject  ? — 
I  spoke  on  several  occasions  to  Mr.  Fowler  when  he 
was  deputy  chairman,  and  pointed  out  the  scandal 
that  might  arise  unless  there  was  a  greater  control 


over  the  architect's  department,  and  he  promised  to 
speak  to  Mr.  Vulliamy  with  a  view  to  his  resigning  in 
order  that  we  might  entirely  clear  out  Robertson  and 
CKxldard. 

12.053.  Were  you  under  the  impression  then  that 
their  services  were  not  satisfactory  ? — I  had  received 
secondary  evidence  on  the  point,  which  I  could  not 
make  use  of,  which  couvinced  me  that  they  were  not 
honest. 

12.054.  Did  you  speak  to  any  other  member  of  the 
Board  on  the  subject  ? — I  am  not  aware  ;  I  may  say 
decidedly  not.     I  spoke  to  him  as  a  recognised  chief. 

12.055.  When  was  he  the  deputy  chairman? — 
Just  before  Mr.  Edwards.     I  forget  the  exact  year. 

12.056.  Mr.  Edwards  has  just  lefl,  so  that  it  would 
be  from  four  to  two  jestrs  ago  ? — Yes. 

12.057.  Is  there  any  other  matter  you  desire  to 
biing  before  the  Commission  ? — ^No,  not  at  all,  I  think. 

12.058.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  This  comes  upon 
me  rather  by  surprise.  I  think  you  said  that  you  did 
not  communicate  this  to  any  other  member  of  the 
Board  but  Mr.  Fowler  ? — ^This  was  a  matter  which  it 
would  be  roost  important  for  me  never  to  divulge  if 
I  could  not  bring  first  evidence  on  the  point. 

12.059.  I  only  wish  to  know  this,  that  you  did  not 
bring  this,  whatever  it  might  have  been,  before  any 
other  member  of  the  Board  besides  Mr.  Fowler  ? — 
1^0,  but  he  was  the  reoc^nised  chief  of  the  Board, 
other  than  the  chairman. 

12.060.  Or  the  chairman  ? — No,  I  did  not. 

12.061.  Or  any  of  the  officers  ?— No. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


3E  4 


Mr. 

H.  Harben. 
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Twenty-second 
Day. 

31  July  1888. 

Mr,  T,  Veriip, 


12.062.  (Chairman.)  Your  attention  has  been 
drawn  to  the  evidence  given  by  Mr.  Saonders  on  the 
last  occasion,  and  you  desire,  1  believe,  to  make  a 
statement  with  regard  to  it  ? — Mr.  Saunders  made  a 
statement  that  my  evidence  given  on  the  former 
occasion  was  incorrect.  I  said  he  did  no  work  at  all 
to  the  plans.  That  is  absolutely  true.  The  only  work 
Mr.  Saunders  ever  did,  so  far  as  I  know,  was  to  fill 
up  the  Building  Act  notices  from  information  I  gave 
him.  This  is  the  usual  form,  and  thi^  is  the  filling 
up  in  the  ordinary  way  {handing  in  same).  You  see 
how  much  work  there  is  there.  That  is  merely  a 
notice  form  to  show  how  they  are  filled  up. 

12.063.  You  are  now  speaking  with  regard  to  the 
•'  Cock  Tavern  "  ?— The  "  Cock  Tavern."  The  infor- 
mation  he  got  from  my  own  office. 

12.064.  Were  you  aware  of  his  negotiating  for  the 
purchase  of  the  site  ? — I  never  heard  a  word  of  it  till 
I  saw  it  in  his  evidence.  He  says  also  he  made  a 
plan  of  the  site.  That  I  wish  to  deny  absolutely. 
This  is  my  outdoor  measuring  book,  and  those  are 
the  dimensions  taken  by  one  of  my  assistants  to 
prepare  the  plan  of  the  site,  which  plan  I  handed  to 
Mr.  Saunders  {handing  in  same).  There  is  the 
survey  {handing  in  same),  Mr.  Saunders  handed  in 
to  you  a  lithographed  plan,  which  he  says  was  his 
plan  of  the  site.  This  is  the  plan  attached  to  the 
particulars  of  sale  (producing  same).  You  will  see 
figures  on  there  which  were  made  at  the  time  Mr. 
Saunders  attended  before  Messrs.  Spiers  and  Pond's 
board.  We  checked  the  areas  together.  That  is  all 
the  work  he  ever  did  on  that  plan.  I  understand 
Mr.  Saundere  also  says  he  was  appointed  architect 
first,  and  that  he  made  arrangements  with  me.  I 
would  just  hand  you  in  my  draft  account,  and  you 
will  see  that  Mr.  Saunders  never  appears  once  in  it, 
except  from  a  note  at  the  bottom,  at  the  end  {handing 
in  same). 

12,066.  I  see  the  entry  with  regard  to  Mr.  Saunders 
is  that  you  gave  him  particulars  of  the  Building  Act 
notices  ? — That  was  to  fill  in  these  forms. 

12,066.  ''  Attending  him  about  service  of  notice  on 
"  houses  in  the  rear.  Preparing  plan  for  Mr. 
"  Saunders  and  instructing  him  to  perve  Building 
**  Act  notices  on  houses  on  west  side.  Attending 
*^  Mr.  Saunders  and  giving  him  information  as  to 
'^  party  wall  notices,  l^eparing  bill  of  omissions 
**  and  going  through  same  with  Mr.  Saunders  "  ? — 
This  is  the  bill  of  quantities  which  was  prepared  from 
my  plans,  and  this  is  the  bill  of  omissions  which  I 
prepared,  and  which  1  afterwards  showed  to  Mr. 
Saunders  {producing  same). 


I2fi&l.  {Mr.  Bosan^^uet.)  Who  prepared  the  bills 
of  quantities  ? — ^My  surveyor,  Mr.  Ptimsoll. 

12.068.  It  was  not  Mr.  Saundei-s  ?— No. 

12.069.  (Chairman.)  Then  I  see  the  other  atten- 
dance with  regard  to  Mr.  Saunders  is  that  Mr. 
Saunders  wrote  to  you,  and  submitted  the  plan  to 
the  commissioners,  that  is  the  ^Commissi oners  of 
Sewers  ? — Yes.  It  was  the  property  of  the  Com- 
missioners of  Sewers.  Then  tiiis  is  the  bill  of  sale  of 
the  property  of  the  Commissioners  of  Sewers,  and  that 
is  another  plan  of  the  sale  (producing  same), 

12.070.  Is  there  any  other  fact  you  wish  to  state  ? — 
He  said  he  was  in  communication  with  me  and 
consulting  with  me  about  the  plan  at  my  office. 
I  find  he  came  there  five  times,  and  that  I  saw  him 
twice  :  once  was  to  make  the  first  arrangement,  and 
the  other  was  to  pay  him  his  cheque. 

12.071.  That  was  about  the  Criterion? — No,  the 
"  Cock." 

12.072.  About  the  Criterion  he  says  he  saw  you 
constantly  ? — He  never  saw  me  at  all  on  the  Criterion 
matter.  I  never  had  a  single  interview  with  him.  It 
was  all  done  through  Mr.  Haines.^ 

12.073.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  You  adhere  to  what  you 
stated  at  question  7205,  that  the  cheque  for  450/.  you 
thought  was  a  payment  for  his  services  in  connexion 
with  the  Criterion  ? — Certainly. 

12.074.  That  is  that  cheque  you  gave  him  ostensibly 
for  the  "  Cock  "  tavern  ? — Certainly. 

12.075.  You  adhere  to  that?— I  adhere  to  that.  I 
may  say  that  after  I  gave  my  evidence  Mr.  Saunders' 
son  wrote  me  that  letter.  This  is  his  letter,  and  my 
reply.  I  wish  to  make  it  quite  clear  that  the  money 
transaction  with  Mr.  Saunders  was  nothing  whatever 
to  do  with  me.  I  was  simply  the  medium  of  paying 
it  over. 

12.076.  {Chairman.)  So  I  supposed.  It  was 
Messrs.  Spiers  and  Pond  ? — Yes. 

12.077.  (Mr.  Grenfell.)  Still,  you  git e  it  as  your 
opinion  that  you  thought  so  ? — I  never  had  any  other 
opinion  about  it. 


♦  On  this  answer  Mr.  Verity  writes,  7th  of  August  1888 ; — 
*<  The  question  12,072  I  understood  referred  to  Mr.  Saunders' 
statement  that  he  saw  me  constantly  at  my  office  (A.  11,578 
and  seq.)  with  respect  to  the  Criterion  plans.  My  intention 
was^o  contradict  that  statement,  as  he  never  came  here  on 
the  subject.  I  have  already  said  in  my  former  evidence 
(A.  7158  and  seq.)  that  I  had  two  or  three  interviews  with 
him  at  his  office.  I  find  it  was  only  two,  once  with  Fresh- 
water to  find  out  what  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works 
wanted,  and  once  with  Haines  about  coloaring  the  plans." 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Edwabd  Ck>L8TON  Keevil  recalled  and  further  examined. 


j^^^  12,078.  (Chairman.)  You  desire  to  make  a  state- 

C.  KstviL    ment  with  regard  to  charges  you  have  made  against 

the   Metropolitan  Board? — Yes.     1  beg  to  say  that 

the  Chairman  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  having  in  his 
evidence  before  the  Commission  stated  that  during  his 
absence  from  London  last  year  some  gentlemen  made 
charges  against  his  Board  but  would  not  come  forward 
to  the  Spring  Gardens  inquiry  and  substantiate  those 
charges,  as  I  am  one  of  those  who  made  such  charges, 
and  who  refused  to  go  and  give  evidence  before  his 
Board,  I  now  beg  to  state  what  those  charges  were. 
That  tliey  were  justifiable  of  course  this  Commission 
will  be  able  to  judge.  I  desire  to  say  to  the  Com- 
mission that  I  refused  to  give  evidence  because  I  con- 
sidered that  the  inquiry  of  the  Metropolitan- Board  of 
Works  was  a  sham,  and  because  the  members  of  that 
Board  seemed  only  conscious  of  their  own  importance. 
Mr.  Beal,  Mr.  Pyke,  and  the  editor  of  the  "  Financial 
News,"  were  invited,  in  common  with  myself,  to  go 
before  that  Board,  and  we  all  refused  upon  the  similar 
grounds  that  I  took  at  the  time,  and  wrote  letters  to 
the  Board  to  that  effect.     Mr.  Pyke,  of  New  Bond 


Street,  wrote  :  "  Your  inquiry  seems  a  perfect  sham, 
"  considering  they — ^your  Board — have  all  the  letters 
"  from  myself  and  solicitor,  Mr.  George  Lewis,  on  the 
"  subject  of  the  valuable  plot  of  land  on  which  is  now 
"  erected  the  Pavilion  Music  Hall.  I  may  say,  en 
''  passenty  that  had  I  obtained  the  land  I  certainly  had 
'^  no  intention  of  erecting  a  music  hall,  but  a  building 
'^  to  which  there  could  have  been  no  possible 
"  objection."  I  might  support  that  by  saying  that 
Mr.  Bignell,  the  proprietor  of  a  neigbouring  property, 
was  prepared  to  prove  before  your  Lordship  and  the 
Commission  that  he  would  have  given  6,000/.  or 
10,000/.  a  year  for  the  Pavilion  site,  to  use  it  other 
than  as  a  music  hall,  rather  than  that  a  second  music 
hall  should  be  built  immediately  opposite  his  own 
present  premises,  the  Trocadero  Music  Hall,  although 
they  were  then  negotiating,  as  your  Lordship  has  had 
proved,  for  3,000/.  or  4,000/.  a  year.  I  beg  to  hand 
in  that  letter  (handing  in  same).  ISly  complaints 
against  the  members  and  the  officials  of  the  Metro- 
politan Board  made  in  »Tanuary  last  year  and  the 
latter  part  of  December  of  the  previous  year,  were  to 
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the  effect  that  thej  were  not  honest  in  their  dealings 
with  the  pablic  lands*  My  information  was  derived 
from  the  fact  that  in  December  1886  I  required  some 
building  land  anywhere  in  the  neighbourhood  of 
Shaftesbury  Avenue,  and  among  other  sites  I  inspected 
the  sites  offered  for  sale  by  Sie  Metropolitan  Board 
of  Works,  in  accordance  with  notice  bcwis  posted  on 
their  property,  which  gave  instruction&  to  apply  for 
particulars  at  Spring  Gardens,  at  the  office  of  the 
architect.  In  pursuit  of  my  business  on  that  subject 
I  went  to  Spring  Gardens,  and  was  ushered  into  an 
office,  and  at  the  interview  with  an  official  1  produced 
this  plan,  which  I  had  previously  provided  myself 
with  to  show  the  different  portions  of  ground  belong- 
ing to  'the  Board,  and  to  be  leased  to  the  public, 
according  to  the  notice  boards.  I  was  informed  by 
the  officials  that  the  lands  were  not  exactly  in  the 
hands  of  the  Board,  and  I  was  refeired  there  and 
then,  after  some  conversation,  to  some  names  that  I 
wrote  down  at  the  time  upon  this  plan,  which  I  sub- 
mit to  your  Lordship.  Those  names  were,  I  see, 
**  Saunders,"  «  Vallance,"  aad  **  Fowler." 

12.079.  Can  you  tell  us  what  official  it  was  ? — ^I 
have  not  been  at  the  office  since,  and  J  do  not  know. 
I  questioned  the  right  to  be  referred  second-hand  for 
the  purchase  of  the  land,  as  I  wanted  land  for  my 
purpose  at  the  cheapest  and  first  hand.  We  had  some 
discussion  upon  the  point.  I  retired  from  the  offices, 
having;  by  that  confirmed  previous  rumours  about  the 
Board ;  and  I  made  further  inquiries  in  the  neighbour- 
hood, which  confirmed  me  in  the  fact  that  the  public 
lands  were  forestalled  by  members  and  officials  of  the 
Board  of  Works,  who  demanded  a  very  considerable 
profit  before  they  gave  them  to  those  who  really  re- 
quired them  for  industrial  purposes.  Thereupon, 
being  a  member  of  the  vestry  of  St.  Jamep,  at  the 
next  meeting  of  that  body  I  produced  this  plan  on  the 
table,  and  formally  charged  the  members  of  the  Board 
of  Works  with  corruption  in  forestallini^  the  public 
lands,  and  preventing  the  public  getting  them  at  a 
reasonable  price.  I  did  not  pursue  that  matter  any 
further,  because  my  requirements  were  satisfied  in 
other  ways.  My  statement  at  the  St.  James'  vestry 
was,  I  understood,  brought  before  the  meetings  at 
Spring  Gardens  of  the  Metropolitan  Board,  and  I 
became  then  the  subject  of  very  abusive  language  on 
the  part  of  the  various  members  of  that  Board,  and 
the  adjective  "  liar  "  was  freely  applied  to  me  in  the 
presence  of  the  chairman,  Lord  Magheramorne,  who 
did  not  call  the  members  or  member  to  order.  The 
word  "liar"  was  applied  upon  the  statement  tbat  I 
have  just  made  to  the  Commission.  Those  reports  of 
the  speeches  were  published  in  the  morning  papers, 
and,  of  course,  my  attention  was  drawn  to  them,  and 
it  resulted  in  my  requesting  one  of  the  members,  a 
Mr.  Shepherd,  to  withdraw  his  offensive  remarks.  On 
his  refusing,  I  took  the  law  into  my  own  hands  and 
assaulted  him  in  the  lobby  at*  Spring  Gardens,  and  I 
had  to  appear  before  the  magistrate,  and  he  virtually 
dismissed  the  summons  as  somewhat  justifiable.  That 
was  on  the  7th  October  in  last  year.  On  January 
the  24th  of  the  present  year  I  convened  a  public 
meeting  of  ratepayers  at  St.  James'  Hall,  where  I 
invited  by  post  card,  which  I  produce,  the  members 
of  the  ^oard  of  Works. 

12.080.  Your  subsequent  proceedings  are  not  mate- 
riaL  Witli  regard  to  the  names  you  have  mentioned, 
I  understand  you  to  say  that  they  were  mentioned  by 
an  official  of  the  Board  as  connected  in  some  way  or 
other  with  the  land.  Did  he  explain  in  what  way  ? — 
He  said,  I  should  go  to  them  to  obtain  the  price  of  the 
land. 

12,031.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  Who  was  the  official?— 
1  am  not  prepared  to  say. 

12.082.  {Chairman,)  Have  you  seen  Mr.  Robertson 
since  ? — ^Yes,  I  have. 

12.083.  Was  it  Mr.  Robertson  ?— It  was  not  Mr. 
Robertson.  Why  I  mention  these  other  matters  is 
because  it  shows  the  way  in  which  the  public  business 
has  been  conducted  by  the  Board. 

i     54142. 


12.084.  {Mr.  Grenfell,)  The  way  in  which  they 
treated  accusations  ? — ^The  way  in  which  they  treated 
accusations.  At  the  meeting  at  St.  James's  Hall  I 
justified  them,  and  told  them  I  should  do  so,  and  in- 
vited them  to  attend  and  explain  them  if  they  could, 
but  they  did  not  attend,  and  we  passed  this  resolution 
to  demand  a  Royal  Commission,  which  was  carried 
almost  unanimously. 

12.085.  {Chairman.)  Did  you  write  down  those 
names  at  the  time,  do  you  say  ? — ^I  did,  and  there  seems 
to  be  the  writing  of  someone  else  as  well. 

12.086.  Which  does?— The  names.  This  is  my 
handwriting  {pointing  mU  satne), 

12.087.  Did  you  write  down  the  names  yourself,  too  ? 
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—Yes. 

12,088. 
12,089. 
that   they 


Are  the  names  in  two  places  ? — They  are. 

Did  they  tell  you  as  to  any  particular  part 
would  be  able  to  give  you  information 
about  ?— Yes.  I  particularly  marked  plots  with  a  star, 
but  those  were  only  parts  most  likely  to  suit  my  purpose. 

12.090.  (Mr.  GrenfelL)  What  you  wished  for,  I 
suppose  ? — Yes.     My  inquiry  was  more  general. 

12.091.  Did  they  say  :  **  This  person  will  tell  you 
about  that  plot,  and  the  other  about  that  plot  ?  " — No, 
it  was  general. 

12.092.  Then  "  Saunders,"  "  Fowler,"  «  Vallance," 
on  the  body  is  in  your  writing  ? — Yes. 

12.093.  There  is  "  Saunders,"  "  Clark,"  and  "  Val- 
lance "on  the  body  of  it  as  well,  but  not  in  your 
writing  ? — Yea. 

12.094.  And  "Hobson"  and  <* Fowler"  down 
below ;  those  look  to  be  in  a  different  handwriting,  or 
are  they  in  your  handwriting? — The  last  two  are 
mine. 

12.095.  "Hobson"  and  **  Fowler"  are  yours? — 
Yes. 

12.096.  Then  "Saunders,"  "Clark,"  and  "Val- 
lance "  are  in  the  other  writing  ? — Yes. 

12.097.  Do  you  say  that  "  Saunders,"  "  Clark,"  and 
"  Vallance"  were  written  by  some  one  in  the  otfice  of 
the  Board  of  Works  ?— Yes. 

12.098.  Whoever  wrote  that  down  did  not  write 
"Fowler"  down  appanfntly  ? — No. 

12.099.  Do  you  know  how  you  got  "  Fowler  "  and 
"  Hobson  "  ? — At  the  time  we  talked. 

12.100.  You  say  you  got  them  from  the  same  per- 
son, and  wrote  those  down  yourself  ? — Yes. 

12.101.  Did  he  tell  you  what  Vallance  it  was  ? — 
No,  but  he  seemed  to  think  that  I  knew,  and  I  under- 
stood it  was  some  firm  in  the  city.  I  was  very  much 
occupied  for  time,  and  being  accustomed  to  business  I 
did  not  think  of  the  importance  of  the  information 
that  T  then  obtained,  or  that  it  would  assume  such 
great  importance  before  this  Commission.  At  that 
time  I  could  have  learned  a  great  deal  more  if  I  had 
been  disposed. 

{Chairman  to  Mr.  Meadows  White,)  It  would  be 
desirable  that  you  should  try  and  identify  in  whose 
writing  these  names  are  on  that  plan  {handing  same  to 
Mr.  Meadows  White). 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Perhaps  your  Lordship 
would  allow  me  to  make  some  inquiry  about  it.  Mr. 
Jackson  does  not  recognise  it.  Mr.  Harper  would  be 
better  acquainted  with  the  writing  of  any  clerk  in  the 
office,  and  he  shall  be  sent  for. 

12.102.  {Chairman.)  Can  you  give  us  the  date 
when  you  went  to  the  office  ? — It  was  in  December 
1886,  but  I  did  not  see  the  importance  of  it  then, 

12.103.  Can  you  tell  us  what  sort  of  aged  person  it 
was  that  you  saw,  a  young  man  or  an  old  man  ? — A 
middle  aged  man. 

12.104.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Had  the  boards  giving 
notice  to  people  been  up  a  long  time,  or  only  lately 
up  ? — I  h^  only  seen  them  then  because  I  had  only 
then  had  occasion  to  go  to  see  them. 

12.105.  {Chairfnan.)  You  do  not  know  how  long 
they  had  been  up? — No. 

12106a.  {Chairman.)  When  did  the  Shaftesbury 
Avenue  lands  first  come  into  the  markets  ?  When 
were  the  boards  first  put  up  ? 
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{Mr.  Meadows  White)  Your  Lordship  has,  I  think, 
all  the  tenders. 

{Chairman.)  The  first  day  appointed  for  opening 
tenders  for  the  51  plots  appears  to  be  the  21st  June 
1886,  so  that  I  suppose  it  would  not  be  long  before 
that. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White,)  No.  I  have  not  got  the 
dateb  before  me,  but,  if  I  remember,  there  was  con- 
siderable difficulty  about  starting  the  Shaftesbury 
Avenue  improvement  at  all,  because  of  the  difficulty 
arising  as  to  the  housing  of  a  sufficient  number  of 
artizans.  Parliament  then  relaxed  in  the  session  of 
1886  the  section  which  bound  the  Board  to  provide 
for  a  certain  number  of  artisans,  and  then  it  became 
urgent,  and  a  pledge  was  given  in  Parliament  when 
they  did  relax  it  that  the  improvement  should  be 
proceeded  with  as  soon  as  possible.  There  were 
some  reports  in  the  solicitor's  department  indicating 
that,  and  then  the  houses  were  pulled  down  gradually 
and  tenders  were  invited.  Perhaps  Mr.  Keevil  can 
give  us  the  date  of  this  interview.  I  see  two  names 
arc  spell  wrongly.  "Saunders"  is  spelt  wrongly; 
there  is  no  **  u "  in  it,  and  as  far  as  I  can  see 
**  Vallance "  is  spelt  wrongly,  because  if  it  is  Mr. 
Vallance  the  solicitor  we  have  all  seen  that  name 
spelt  in  our  lives,  and  I  believe  it  is  V-a-1-l-a-n-c-e, 
and  this  appears  to  be  spelt  with  an  "  i." 

{Chairman,)  I  am  not  sure  that  this  is  not  ^'Yul- 
liamy,*' 

{Mr,    Meadows    IVhite,)  It   is  very  singular  that 
any  official  of  the  Board  should  have  spelt  Mr.  Saun- 
ders'   name    wrongly.     I    forget  how    many    years 
Mr.  Saunders  has  been  a  member. 
3  \{Chairman.)  It  is  a  scribble. 

{Mr,  Meaelows  White,)  It  is. 

(C/tairman,)  "  Saunders  "  is  spelt  without  a  "  u  " 
or  without  an  '*  n,"  I  am  not  sure  which. 

12.106.  {Mr,  Meadows  White.)  At  the  present  I 
cannot  \dentify  the  writing,  but  perhaps  Mr.  Keevil 
would  give  us  some  information  about  it.  What  date 
was  this  ? — December  1886. 

12.107.  What  date  in  December  ?— I  could  not  tell 
you. 

12.108.  Was  it  during  the  holidays? — I  could  not 
tell  you. 

12.109.  You  cannot  say  nearer  than  that? — No. 

12.110.  Can  you  tell  me  what  office  it  was? — 
Yes. 

12»lll.  What  office  was  it? — As  you  go  in  the 
door  I  went  to  the  left — the  architect's  office  I  should 
say. 

12.112.  Which  room  on  the  lef  t  ?— I  could  not 
say. 

12.113.  Which  floor?— The  ground  floor. 

12.114.  Was  it  the  first  office  on  the  left?— I  could 
not  say.     I  passed  a  long  passage. 

12.1 15.  Was  there  any  fitting  in  the  nature  of  a 
small  barrier  in  the  room  before  you  got  to  the  room  ? 
— I  think  there  was  a  barrier. 

12.116.  Was  there  more  than  one  person  sitting 
in  tile  room  ? — Yes ;  they  were  not  sitting,  they  were 
standing. 

12.117.  There  was  more  than  one  person  in  the 
room  ? — Yes. 

12.118.  Can  you  describe  at  all  the  gentleman? — 
The  ordinary  appearance  of  a  clerk. 

12.119.  You  have  been  sitting  here  a  good  time. 
Have  you  seen  Mr.  Robertson  ?— Yes,  I  have  seen 
Mr.  Robertson. 

12.120.  Was  it  Mr.  Robertson  ?— No,  it  was  not 
Mr.  Robertson,  at  least  I  should  say  not ;  but  I  did 
not  attach  much  importance  to  my  visit  under  the 
circumstances,  but  now  I  do. 

12.121.  Your  recollection  would  be  fixed  by  the 
importance  you  attached  to  it  at  the  time. 

12.122.  {Chairman,)  That  is  what  I  understand 
him  to  say  is  his  difficulty  ? — I  should  not  have 
pursued  the  matter  at  all  only  for  the  great  import- 
ance that  has  been  attached  to  it  which  I  did  not 
expect. 


12.123.  {Mr,  Meadows  fphite.)  It  was  a  great 
pity  you  did  not  come  forward  before  the  Board  ? — 
I  then  could  have  unearthed  a  good  deal  which  now 
is  impossible.     It  was  so  easy  then. 

12.124.  Were   not  they  willing  ?— No,  they 

were  not  willing.     Every  obstacle  was  thrown  in  the 
way  by  your  officials. 

12.125.  You  choose  to  say  that? — But  it  is  a  fact. 
It  has  been  proved  here  over  and  over  again.  The 
other  members  have  perjured  themselves  here. 

{Chairman,)  We  had  better  not  have  this  sort  of 
thing  Mr.  Keevil.  You  have  come  here  to  give  evi- 
dence, not  to  make  observations. 

12.126.  {Mr.  Meadows  IFhite,)  Will  you  allow 
me  to  put  some  questions  to  you  without  throwing 
obstacles  in  my  way.  Did  you  have  an  interview 
with  the  "  Pall  Mall  Gazette  "?— Yes. 

12.127.  You  read  the ''Pall  Mall  Gazette"  after- 
wards which  gave  your  name  prominence,  and 
described  the  interview  you  had  ? — Yes. 

12.128.  Was  that  an  accurate  description  ? — Let  me 
see  your  description. 

12.129.  You  remember  it  ? — You  asked  me  if  I 
went  there. 

12.130.  You  said  so,  did  you  not,  and  your  name 
was  in  the  mouths  of  everybody  after  that.  Did  not 
you  read  the  "  Pall  Mall  Gazette "  which  gave  an 
account  of  this  interview  ? — I  did. 

12.131.  Was  it  accurate? — Let  me  see  it,  it  is  a 
long  time  ago. 

12.132.  Did  you  contradict  it ;  did  you  write  to  the 
editor  and  say,  *•  You  have  misunderstood  me "? — I 
say  that  the  reports  made  at  the  time  in  the  Pi^ss  of 
my  statements  were  substantially  correct,  and  subse- 
quent events  have  proved  them  to  be  so. 

12.133.  That  is  another  question  ? — Over  and  over 
again. 

12.134.  I  only  want  to  know  whether  your  state- 
ment in  the  <^  Pall  Mall  Gazette  "  we  may  take  to  be 
substantially  correct.  May  I  just  read  you  the  para- 
graph, and  I  am  asking  you  this  because  this  gave 
rise  to  the  inquiry. 

(  Chairman,)  What  is  the  date  of  it  ? 

12,136.  {Mr.  Meadows  White,)  This  isthe^'PaU 
Mall  Gazette"  of  July  20th,  1887.  It  gave  rise  to 
the  inquiry  at  the  Board  of  Works,  at  which  your 
Lordship  has  heard  I  was  assessor,  and  tried  to  get 
out  information.  J  will  read  the  passage.  '*  It  is 
*<  not  so  long  ago  that  Mr.  Keevil,  the  member  of  the 
"  St.  eJames's  Vestry,  stated  publicly  from  his  plaee 
**  in  the  vestry  that  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works 
'<  was  corrupt  and  guilty  of  disposing  of  public  pro- 
<<  perty  for  private  advantage.  He  mentioned  to  the 
**  Board  the  case  of  Shaftesbury  Avenue,  the  most 
'^  valuable  sites  on  which  he  declared  were  made  over 
'<  to  members  or  officials  of  the  Board  or  their  nomi- 
<*  nees.  This  assertion,  which  was  not  contradicted 
*'  at  the  time,  created  some  sensation  in  the  vestry. 
«*  The  representative  of  the  Board,  Mr.  Bouthron, 
*'  took  action  in  the  matter,  and  a  resolution  was 
^<  carried  some  months  ago  declaring  that  all  sites  at 
^<  the  disposal  of  the  Board  must  be  sold  by  public 
"  auction,  thereby  closiug  one  great  avenue  through 
«  which  corruption  could  invade  the  Boai€.  Mr. 
**  Keevil  called  at  our  office,"  this  is  what  I  allude  to 
particularly,  **  after  the  Robertson  scandal,  and  stated 
"  that  he  was  stiU  firmly  convinced  of  the  accuracy 
"  of  bis  indictment.  He  explained  that  he  had  found 
"  it  out  when  engaged  with  Mr.  Easton,  civil  engi- 
"  neer,  in  endeavouring  to  secure  a  site  for  the 
"  Electric  Light  Company  in  Shaftesbury  Avenue. 
''  To  his  astonishment  he  had  discovered  that  nearly 
**  all  the  sites  for  which  he  applied  were  let  to  ]>ersons 
"  who  were  either  members  or  officials  of  the  Board, 
"  or  men  of  straw  who  were  nominees  of  members." 
Is  that  a  correct  account  of  your  interview  with  the 
"  Pall  Mall  Gazette  "  ?— That  is  substantially  correct, 
but  wait  a  moment  please.  The  only  thing  that  seems 
to  be  a  slight  eiTor  that  has  crept  in  is  this :  Mr. 
Easton  would  have  been  the  engineer  supposing  we 
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had  obtained  the  plot  of  land.    Mr.  Easton  had  nothing 
whatever  to  do  with  the  land. 

12.136.  The  point  is  not  whether  he  was  to  be  the 
engineer  ? — He  was  to  be  afterwards. 

12.137.  The  point  is  whether  you  found  out  that 
in  going  with  Mr.  Easton  to  search  for  a  plot  in  the 
Sh^esbury  Avenue  ? — No. 

12.138.  Is  that  so  or  not? — No,  Mr.  Easton  was 
not  with  me  at  all,  nor  anyone  else. 

12.139.  This  is  the  account  of  the  interview  with 
jou  ? — Just  hand  it  over  and  lot  me  read  it.  I  can 
understand  it  better  if  I  read  it,  sometimes  words  are 
left  out. 

12.140.  There  it  is  (handing  same  to  the  witness)  ? 
— It  is  substantially  correct.  You  seem  to  have  taken ' 
a  great  deal  of  pains  to  have  gathered  the  whole 
thing  together.  Yes ;  a  member  of  the  vestry  pub- 
licly stated  that  they  were  con*upt,  which  has  been 
proved  up  to  the  hilt,  as  you  know. 

12.141.  (Chairman^)  Please  do  not  make  comments  ? 
— The  question  is  about  Mr.  Easton.  It  is  perfectly 
correct  that  Mr.  Easton  had  nothing  to  do  with  the 
land,  but  as  we  required  a  site  I  went  there. 

12.142.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Will  you  pray 
attend  to  my  question  ?  That  is  not  the  point  at  all. 
The  question  is  whether  you  found  it  out  in  going 
with  Mr.  Easton  w)  look  at  the  sites  ? — I  did  not  go 
with  Mr.  Easton  to  look  at  the  sites. 

12.143.  You  did  not  go  with  him  ? — Not  to  the 
Board  of  Works.  I  went  with  Mr.  E^ton  into  the 
neighbourhood  to  find  a  sit«. 

12.144.  I  read  the  paragraph  to  you,  and  you  have 
had  now  the  advantage  of  having  it  under  your  own 
eye.  1  ask  you  whether  that  is  correct  or  not  ? — 
Substantially  correct. 

12.145.  Why  do  you  say  you  did  not  go  with  Mr. 
Easton? — Stay  a  moment;  do  you  mean  in  the 
Avenue  ? 

{Chairman.^  He  explained  that  he  had  found  it 
out  when  engaged  with  Mr.  Easton,  civil  engineer, 
in  endeavouring  to  secure  a  site  for  the  Electric 
Light  Company  in  Shaftesbury  Avenue.  I  under- 
stood him  to  say  that  although  he  w&s  engaged  with 
Mr.  Easton  trying  to  find  a  site,  Mr.  Easton  was  not 
with  hiiQ  when  he  went  about  a  site  in  the  Shaftesbury 
Avenue.  That  is  what  I  understand  him  to  say.  He 
does  not  say  here  that  Mr.  Easton  was  with  him  when 
he  went  to  the  Board  of  Works. 

12.146.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  point  is  that 
he  went  up  and  down  Shaftesbury  Avenue  looking 
for  sites? — Tliat  is  so;  that  Mr.  Easton  went  with 
me  in  the  Avenue  and  Windmill  Street,  and  round 
about  the  neighbourhood  of  St.  James'  to  look  for  a 
site. 

12.147.  {Mr.  GrenfelL)  To  look  for  an  eUgible 
site  ? — 'To  look  for  an  eligible  site ;  that  is  how  Mr. 
Easton's  name  got  introduced  into  the  report. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  You  were  requested  to 
attend  and  state  at  the  inquiry  what  you  knew,  and 
you  wrote  this  letter :  '*  I  am  in  receipt  of  your  favour, 
dated  9th  instant,"  this  is  dated  August  11th,  1887, 
'^  inviting  my  attendance  at  a  committee  meeting  of 
*'  your  Board  on  Monday  next,  in  order  that  I  may 
^'  give  to  that  body  any.  facts  which  may  have  come 
'^  to  my  knowledge  in  relation  to  their  responsibilities. 
^'  In  reply,  I  b^  to  say  that  I  am  not  answerable  for 
<<  every  report  in  which  my  name  and  those  of  others 
^  have  been  used  with  relation  to  the  Board  at  Spring 
^^  Gardens,  at  the  same  time  I  am  prepared  to  prove 
^<  every  statement  I  have  made.  You  are  doubtless 
<*  aware  that  it  is  generally  considered  throughout  the 
'*  metropolis  that  some  very  funny  transactions  have  oc- 
'^  curred  from  time  to  time  in  relation  to  the  transfer  of 
'^  land  in  the  Shaftesbury  Avenue ;  but  for  all  that  I 
^*  hope  you  do  not  suppose  that  any  private  or  business 
*^  man  will  be  found  to  appear  before  a  hostile  Board 
"  whose  mind  is  already  made  up,  therefore  permit 
'<  me  to  be  excused  complying  with  your  request,  not 
''  only  on  account  of  my  convenience^  because  I  have 
«  no  desire  to  become  a  party  to  such  a  farce,  the 
^^  majority  of  your  Board  having  already  voted  in 


**  favour  of  the  official  against  whom  serious  allega- 
**  tions  in  r^ard  to  the  sale  of  public  property  have 
"  been  made,  though  many  of  them  are  reported  to 
^*'  have  said  '  the  case  was  proved  up  to  the  hilt,'  and 
"  it  therefore  would  be  well  that  this  question  be 
"  disposed  of  before  proceeding  to  others."  Then  did 
you  write  this  to  Mr.  Mossop  :  "  Dear  sir,  Herewith 
"  a  copy  of  my  reply  to  your  clerk.  Mr.  Easton 
**  writes  to  the  Board  that  he  knows  nothing.  I 
'^  think  that  gentleman  would  make  a  good  engineer 
"  to  your  present  Board.  Faithfully  yours,  E.  C. 
"  Keevil.'*  Then  do  you  know  that  Mr.  Easton 
denied  altogether  that  he  went  with  you  to  obtain 
**  particulars  ? 

{Chairman.)  That  is  not  stated.  lie  has  never 
stated  so.  Why  are  we  to  assume  because  this 
is  stated  that  Mr.  Easton  went  t-o  the  Board  and  found 
these  things  out  from  the  Board.  All  he  says  is  that 
he  was  engaged  with  Mr.  Easton  endeavouring  to  find 
a  site,  and  that  he  was  led  to  make  these  inquiries. 

12.148.  {Mr.  Meadows  JVhite.)  This  is  the  letter 
from  Mr  Easton  to  Mr.  Keevil.  He  says  he  went  up 
and  down  with  Mr.  Easton  to  look  for  various  sites, 
but  Mr.  Easton  writes  this  to  you  :  **  Dear  su*,  I  am 
"  sorry  I  was  out  when  you  called,  as  I  wanted 
**  to  speak  to  you  about  the  article  in  the  '  Pall  Mall 
**  Gazette,'  in  which  my  name  is  unwarrantably  used, 
"and  seemingly  at  your  instance.  The  way  in  which  a 
"  quotation  of  your  speech  is  used  in  immediate  context 
'^  with  the  paragraph  in  which  my  name  is  mentioned 
"  would  lead  to  the  belief  that  I  was  engaged  with 
"  you  on  the  inquiry  about  the  land  in  Shaftesbury 
"  Avenue,  and  found  out  what  you  describe.  You 
"  are  aware  that  I  had  nothing  whatever  to  do  with 
••'  any  negotiations  or  inquiry  about  land  for  the 
"  St.  James'  Electric  Light  Company,  except  that  in 
"  Bull  Yard,  and  I  am  entirely  ignorant  of  all  the 
"  discoveries  you  detail  in  your  speech  or  commu- 
nication ?" — I  do  not  say  so. 

(  Chairman.)  Mr.  Easton  assumes  this  to  be  a  repre- 
sentation that  he  was  a  party  to  disco^'ering  this  in 
investigating  about  land  in  Shaftesbury  Avenue,  but 
it  is  not  so. 

12.149.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Then  did  you 
write  to  Mr.  Easton  this  on  July  26,  1887:  "Dear 
"  sir.  What  I  mentioned  to  the  editor  of  the  '  Pall 
"  Mall  Grazette'  was  that  when  I  was  associated 
"  with  Mr.  Easton  and  others  in  an  Electric  Light 
"  Company,  and  seeking  a  site  for  the  works,  we  dis- 
"  covered  that  the  lands  were  in  the  hands  of  mem- 
"  hers  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  or  their 
nominees  P' — Yes,  "  we." 

12.150.  That  is  repeating,  it  seems  to  me,  the  same 
thing  again,  "  When  I  was  associated  with  Mr.  Easton 
"  and  others  in  an  Electric  Light  Company,  and  se^- 
"  ing  a  site  for  the  works,  we  (hscovered  that  the  lands 
"  were  in  the  hands  of  members  of  the  Metropolitan 
"  Board  of  Works  or  their  nominees  ?"  Is  that  what 
you  stated  ? 

12.151.  {Chairman.)  I  do  not  think  there  is  much 
importance  in  that,  but  there  is  in  a  subsequent 
passage.  Please  attend  to  this :  "  We  found  it  out  in 
"  this  way,  said  Mr.  Keevil."  This  professes  to  be 
a  quotation  from  what  you  said :  "  When  we  applied  we 
"  were  told  that  the  site  was  held  by  Mr.  So-and-so. 
"  Nobody  knew  Mr.  So-and-so,  and  when  after  much 
"  searching  out  we  discovered  him,  he  was  usually  a 
"  poor  man  living  in  a  small  room  without  any  appa- 
<'  rent  means  or  reason  for  renting  sites  in  Shaftes- 
"  bury  Avenue.  On  making  inquiry  of  him  we  were 
**  referred  to  his  solicitors,  and  when  we  got  to  the 
"  solicitors  we  found  that  the  real  person  with  whom 
"  we  had  to  deal  was  either  a  member  or  official  of 
»<  the  Board."  What  did  that  refer  to? — I  cannot 
state  that  that  is  a  correct  version  of  the  conversation 
and  that  has  been  generally  spoken  about. 

12. 152.  This  is  put  in  as  though  they  were  your  words, 
as  if  it  was  a  quotation  from  you,  because  it  is  put  in 
in  different  print  and  in  quotation  marks  ? — ^Yes. 

12.153.  {Mr.  GrenfelL)  It  has  got  "  we,"  not "  I " ; 
it  refers  to  you  and  somebody  else.     Therefore,  if  not 
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Mr.  Eafltoii,  it  must  have  meant  somebody  else  ? — 
Yes. 

12.154.  (Chairman.)  You    say   this;    "When   we 
applied  we  were  told   that  the  site   was  held  bj 

"  Mr.  So-and-eo.  Nobody  knew  Mr.  So-and-so; 
"  and  when  after  much  searching  out  we  discovered 
"  him,  he  was  usually  a  poor  man  living  in  a  small 
"  room."  Did  anything  of  that  sort  occur  ? — No- 
thing of  the  sort  occurred  about  the  room. 

12.155.  Did  you  say  it  occurred? — I  have  been 
told  so  about  the  neighbourhood  of  Shaftesbury 
Avenue  by  people,  that  they  put  up  nominees  to 
tender  for  the  land.     That  was  hearsay. 

12.156.  This  represents  you  as  stating  how  you 
had  found  out  that  the  sites  were  let  to  persons  either 
members  or  officials  of  the  Board,  and  you  are  made 
t€»  say  that  you  found  it  out  in  this  way :  that  when 
you  applied  you  were  told  the  site  was  held  by 
Mr.  So-and-so,  **  and  when  after  much  searching  out 
"  we  discovered  him,  he  was  usually  a  poor  man 
"  living  in  a  small  room  without  any  apparent  means 
<*  or  reason  for  renting  sites."  Did  you  say  that  ? — 
No,  not  to  that  effect. 

12.157.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Might  I  ask  you 
whether  you  ever  contradicted  this,  or  ever  qualified 
the  statement  you  made  there,  except  in  this  letter  to 
Mr.  £aston :  **  What  I  mentioned  to  the  editor  of  the 
••  *  Pall  Mall  Gazette "  when  I  was  associated  with 
"  Mr.  Easton  and  others  in  the  Electric  Light  Com- 
•*  pany,  and  seeking  a  site,  we  discovered  that  the 
"  lands  were  in  the  hands  of  the  members  of  the 
•«  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  or  their  nominees." 
Did  you  ever  contradict  this  precise  statement  in  the 
*<Pall  Mall  Gazette"?— Not  what  you  may  call 
officially.  I  submit  that  I  could  not  be  responsible  for 
everything  that  was  stated. 

12.158.  (Chairman.)  Did  you  ever  write  to  the 
"Pall  Mall  Gazette"?  They  had  reported  this  as 
being  something  you  had  said  to  them.  It  turns  out 
you  did  not  say  it ;  and  if  you  had  said  it  it  would  be 

ucorrect  ?— Yes. 

12.159.  Did  you  ever  write  to  the  paper  asking  for 
a  con-ection  of  that  ? — I  think  I  called  to  say  **  You 
"  rather  over-stated  it."     I  did  call. 

12.160.  (Mr.  Meadmcs  IVhite.)  The  "Pall  Mall 
Gazette"  would  have  been  very  glad  of  reporting 
another  interview  with  Mr.  Keevil  ?— -You  are  quite 
right. 

12.161.  Did  they  ever  correct  it? — I  think  they 
did.     I  am  not  quite  sure. 

12.162.  Let  me  ask  you  this  :  What  was  the  name 
of  the  member  of  the  Boaixi  in  whose  possession  you 
found  these  sites  were  ? — I  said  just  now  that  I  went 
as  a  bona  fide  renter  or  buyer  of  a  piece  of  ground,  if 
I  could  find  one.  I  prepared  the  plan  which  you 
have,  that  shows  generally  round  the  Avenue  where 
the  plots  were ;  and  these  boards  were  up  that  I 
should  apply  at  Spring  Gardens.  I  went  there  ac- 
cordingly, as  I  told  you  just  now,  thinking  this  was 
not  a  matter  of  importance,  but  it  has  turned  out  to 
be  of  vast  importance  to  London.  They  told  me  that 
they  were  not  exactly,  or  actually,  in  the  hands  of 
their  officers,  but  I  should  go  to  some  one  else. 

12.163.  I  fail  to  understand  that  statement;  but 
still,  will  you  give  me  the  name  of  any  member  of  the 
Board  mentioned  to  you  as  being  the  lessee  of  any 
plot  in  Shaftesbury  Avenue  ? — ^No,  that  I  should  go 

12.164.  "To  his  astonishment  he  had  discovered 
**  that  nearly  all  the  sites  for  which  he  applied  were 
«'  let  to  persons  who  were  either  members."  I  stop 
there,  because  I  am  going  through  each  matter  in 
detail.  Give  me  the  name  of  a  single  member  men- 
tioned to  you  as  the  lessee  of  a  single  plot? — Yes. 
certainly.     Is  not  Mr.  Fowler  a  member  ? 

12.165.  Do  you  say  it  was  ever  told  you  that  Mr. 
Fowler  was  lessee  of  a  plot  in  Shaftesbury  Avenue? — 
That  I  should  go  to  Mr.  Fowler  or  Mr.  Saunders  ? 

12.166.  That  is  not  the  point ;  the  point  is  this  : 
Can  you  name  me  a  single  'member  who  was  given  to 
you  as  lessee  of  a  single  plot  ? — That  I  should  go  to 


Mr.  Fowler  or  Mr.  Saunders ;  they  would  be  likely 
to  have  a  piece  of  land  to  suit  me. 

12.167.  That  is  not  the  statement  you  made  before  r 
— It  is,  excuse  me. 

12.168.  It  is  very  easy  to  make  these  statements  in 
vestries  ? — It  is  true. 

12.169.  This  is  a  serious  matter  ? — It  is  easy  to  say 
so  now. 

12.170.  You  refused  to  go  before  the  Board?— 
Precisely,  and  so  did  every  other  person. 

12.171.  We  had  Mr.  Mark  Judge  ?— Mr.  Pyke  and 
Mr.  Beal,  and  the  editor  of  the  Financial  News 
refused  to  go,  of  course.  The  world  knows  your 
clients. 

(Chairman.)  Really,  Mr.  Keevil,  you  must  not 
make  these  comments. 

12.172.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Give  me  the  name 
of  a  single  member  of  the  Board  to  whom  a  single  plot 
was  stated  to  have  been  let? — I  tell  you  that  I  men- 
tioned to  the  officials  that  I  required  some  land  ;  they 
said  perhaps  Mr.  Fowler,  Mr.  Saunders,  or  Mr. 
Hobson  (I  think  that  was  another  name  brought  in, 
but  Mr.  Hobson  is  not  a  member,)  would  have  a  piece 
of  land  to  suit  me,  not  necessarily  in  the  Avenue,  but 
anywhere  ;  but  I  concluded  the  whole  thing  hung 
upon  the  Avenue.  The  plots  belonging  to  the  Board 
of  Works  were  there.  I  could  have  gone  to  any  other 
agent  if  I  required  plots  about  London. 

12.173.  Is  that  all  you  can  say  ?— That  is  all. 

12.174.  Is  that  all  you  can  say  in  justification  of 
your  very  serious  statement  that  nearly  all  the  sites 
for  which  you  applied  were  let  to  persons  who  were 
either  members——  ? — ^AU  I  can  say ;  that  is  saying 
a  great  deal,  and  it  has  been  proved  my  statement  is 
true. 

(  Chairman.)  Please  do  not  make  observations. 

(Mr,  Meadows  White.)  It  does  show  the  value  of 
your  evidence. 

(Chairman.)  We  have  no  evidence  at  present  that 
either  Mr.  Saunders  or  Mr.  Fowler  had  any  land  or 
ever  had  any  interest  in  any  laud  in  Shaftesbury 
Avenue. 

(Mr.  GrenfelL)  Your  expression  is,  **We  have 
discovered." 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  "  We  have  discovered  that 
"  nearly  all  the  sites  were  let."  That  is  the  state- 
meut  you  allowed  to  go  forth. 

12.175.  (Chairman,)  I  understand  your  explana- 
tion to  be  this :  that  because  you  inquired  for  these 
lands  in  Shaftesbury  Avenue,  and  were  told  that  Mr. 
Saunders  or  Mr.  Fowler  might  have  some  land  which 
would  suit  you,  you  inferred  that  they  had  become  the 
lessees  of  land  in  Shaftesbury  Avenue.  That  is  all  it 
amounts  to  ? — ^That  is  it.  I  did  not  attach  the  great 
importance  to  my  visit  that  it  has  resulted  in. 

12.176.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Can  you  give  me 
an  official  of  the  Board  who  was  the  lessee  of  any 
plot  ?— No. 

12.177.  Is  that  your  discovery  ? — I  have  discovered 
nothing.     I  was  drawn  into  this. 

12.178.  What  do  you  mean  by  stating  this  to  the 
•*  Pall  Mall  Grazette,"  because  you  see  you  refused  to 
come  forward  to  the  Board  and  state  that  "  the  *  Pall 
**  Mall  Gazette '  has  misquoted  my  words,  and  mis- 
"  stated  what  I  said  ;  I  only  make  a  modified  charge ; 
**  inquire  into  this."  You  would  not  do  that.  You 
seemed  to  think  it  was  a  noble  thing  not  to  have  come 
forward  ? — The  statement  in  the  **  Pall  Mall  Gazette  " 
is  substantially  coiTect. 

12.179.  (Chairman.)  Surely  not  substantially  cor- 
rect ? — I  say  a  portion  of  it. 

12.180.  Yon  see  the  statement  in  the  ^Pall  Mall 
Gazette  "  distinctly  represents  you  as  saying  that  you 
had  discovered  that  the  greater  part  of  the  land  in 
Shaftesbury  Avenue  was  let  either  to  members  or 
officials  of  the  Board,  or  their  nominees.  If  you  did 
make  that  statement,  according  to  your  present  state- 
ment, it  was  incorrect.  You  had  not  discovered  that  ? 
— It  seems  to  me  I  was  under  the  impression  it  was  so. 

12.181.  I  understand  all  that  you  now  say  is  that 
because  you  were  referred  to  Mr,  Fowler  and  Mr, 
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Saunders  in  the  waj  you  have  described,  you  inferred 
that  they  had  taken  this  land  of  the  Board  ? — ^Yes. 

12.182.  13ut  then  I  do  not  see  anything  to  lead  you 
to  say  that  any  of  it  was  in  the  hands  of  officials  of 
the  Board ;  you  were  not  referred  to  any  officials  ? — 
No,  not  at  the  Board  of  Works ;  but  then  about  the 
district  that  was  the  general  observation  made  to 
me. 

12.183.  Because  there  is  certain  talk  about  a  thing 
in  a  neighbourhood  you  can  hardly  say  that  is  dis- 
covering a  thing,  can  you? — Not  exactly;  but  still, 
when  there  is  talk  like  that  there  is  generally  some 
foundation  for  it,  as  we  have  proved  here. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  You  allow  this  statement 
to  go  out,  and  Mr.  Easton  is  the  only  person  to  whom 
the  plural  can  apply.  You  and  Mr.  Easton  are  the 
only  two  persons  who  are  mentioned. 

(chairman?)  I  do  not  think  there  is  anything  in 
that,  because  people  get  into  the  habit  of  saying  **  we," 
and  "  we  discovered." 

12.184.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  There  is  a  point 
which  Mr.  Grenfell  put  to  you.  You  say  "  we  dis- 
covered.'* That  shows  you  have  discovered  the 
matter,  and  I  ask  you  what  you  did  discover  as  to  men 
of  straw  who  were  nominees  of  members.  Of  which 
members  were  these  men  of  straw  nominees  ? — I  could 
not  say. 

12.185.  Who  were  the  members  whose  nominees 
they  were  ? — ^I  could  not  say  that. 

12.186.  Surely,  do  you  think  this  is  a  grave  charge 
or  not  ? — Yes ;  but  I  am  not  allowed  to  say  it  has 
been  proved. 

12.187.  It  was  a  grave  charge  of  corruption  against 
the  members  of  the  Board  ?— I  believe  it  was  per- 
fectly correct.  Hundreds  of  people  will  tell  you  the 
same ;  it  is  common  property. 

12.188.  Will  you  please  name  one  person  who  has 
told  you  so  ? — ^Yes  ;  I  can  name  20. 

12*',189.  Name  one. 

12.190.  {Chairman)  It  is  of  very  little  importance 
whether  there  was  1  or  20,  unless  those  people  can 
come  and  say  we  have  some  reason  for  saying  so. 
If  anyone  can  come  and  show  us  any  ground  for 
believing  that  either  Mr.  Saunders  or  Mr.  Fowler,  or 
any  member  of  the  Board,  or  any  official  of  the  Board 
had  any  interest  in  the  purchase  or  lease  of  any  sites  in 
Shaftesbury  Avenue,  it  will  be  very  important  infor- 
mation. The  mere  fact  that  people  talked,  unless 
there  was  some  reason  for  talking,  is  of  very  little  im- 
portance. People,  unfortunately,  talk  about  a  great 
many  things  as  to  which  they  know  very  little  ? — 
They  are  afi^id  to  come  up. 

12.191.  {Mr,  Meadows  White.)  Was  it  popular  to 
come  up  or  not  ?  Do  you  think  it  is  a  popular  thing 
to  come  up  with  your  accusations,  or  is  it  unpopular  ? 
Have  you  been  boycotted  since  you  made  those  accu- 
sations ? — I  have  been  grossly  insulted  by  your  clients. 

12.192.  I  think  as  to  my  clients,  if  you  will  allow 
me  to  say  so,  if  there  can  be  an  excuse  for  a  little 
annoyance  and  anger,  and  for  hard  language,  they 
would  have  the  excuse  ? — Of  course  when  a  man  is 
found  out  be  is  very  angry. 

12.193.  Who  has  been  found  out  ?— Your  clients. 

12.194.  Mr.  Shepherd  ?— Several  of  them  who  have 
been  here. 

12.195.  Found  out  in  what  you  allege  against 
them  ? — In  corruption. 

12.196.  {Chairman.)  In  this  particular  matter 
that  you  have  alleged  in  the  statement  attributed  to 
you  ? — I  am  not  prepared  to  say. 

12.197.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Mr.  Shepherd  is  a 
gentleman  against  whom  you  are  bound  over  to  keep 
the  peace,  1  believe  ? — Precisely. 

12.198.  Tell  me  if  Mr.  Shepherd  has  land  in 
Shaftesbury  Avenue? — Mr.  Shepherd  called  me  a 
liar  at  a  public  meeting  amidst  the  cheers  of  the 
members  of  the  Board  of  Works.  The  next  day  I 
went  and  slapped  his  face  for  so  doing. 

12.199.  {Chairfnan.)  I  do  not  say  it  justified  the 
language  used.  The  language  perhaps  had  better 
have  been  left  aside ;  but  the  statement  that  appeared 


in  the  '^  Pall  Mall  Gazette  '*  attributed  to  you  was  not 
made  by  yon  according  to  your  present  statement  ? — 
It  seems  to  be  perverted. 

12.200.  And  it  was  one  naturally  calculated  to  give 
rise  to  some  anger  if  it  was  not  accurate  ? — Yes,  but 
not  even  in  an  ordinary  vestry  do  they  allow  one 
member  to  call  another  a  liar. 

12.201.  I  am  not  saying  anything  as  to  the  lan- 
guage ? — And  they  were  all  vestrymen  there. 

12.202.  There  was  put  into  your  mouth  language 
which  you  never  used  as  to  which  there  is  not  at  the 
present  moment  the  slightest  evidence  of  its  accuracy 
if  you  had  used  it,  namely,  that  the  greater  part  of 
the  land  in  Shaftesbury  Avenue  was  let  to  members  or 
officials  of  the  Board,  or  theur  nominees;  that  you 
were  told  that  it  was  held  by  Mr.  So-and-so,  and  that 
when  you  searched  him  out,  be  was  found  to  be  a 
poor  man  without  means  or  reason  for  taking  land 
there  ;  of  that  there  is  not  the  slightest  evidence  ? — 
No,  but  I  think  afterwards  I  can  bring  those  persons 
who  stated  the  facts.  I  should  have  no  difficulty  in 
doing  that  I  think. 

12.203.  That  is  of  very  little  importance  unless  thoy 
had  some  reason  for  knowing  it,  and  knew  it  ? — 
Yes,  people  talk  of  course.  It  was  the  same  talk  as 
with  regard  to  the  public  houses.  A  little  evidence 
has  been  brought^  here,  and  20  times  as  much  could 
have  been  brought. 

{Chairman,)  One  can  see  very  well  that  people 
in  the  neighbourhood  may  have  connected  Mr, 
Fowler  with  one  of  these  sites,  because  we  know  now 
what  his  relation  to  it  was.  He  was  looking  about  it. 
and  was  concerned  about  it ;  that  we  know.  Very 
likely  people  may  have  come  to  the  conclusion  on 
account  of  that  connexion  that  he  was  the  lessee  or 
dealing  with  it  or  buying  it ;  but  these  things  often 
get  a  good  deal  talked  about  without  its  being  strictly 
accurate.  At  the  same  time  all  this  does  not  touch 
the  question,  which  is  of  some  importance,  as  to  your 
being  referred  at  the  Board  to  other  people. 

12.204.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  What  you  wanted  was  a 
site  near  Piccadilly  Circus,  was  not  it  ? — Anywhere 
within  half  a  mile  of  Pall  Mall  would  have  answered 
my  purpose. 

12.205.  Would  a  site  up  the  Tottenham  Cour^ 
Road  end  of  Shaftesbury  Avenue  have  suited  you  ? — 
Yes  ;  within  half  a  mile  of  Piccadilly  Circus.  It  was 
to  make  a  circuit  for  a  district  installation. 

12.206.  Were  you  inquiring  about  sites  at  the 
Piccadilly  end,  or  all  along  Shaftesbury  Avenue  ? — It 
v^as  generally. 

12.207.  You  went  down  there,  and  I  suppose  at  the 
Board  they  handed  you  this  form  of  tender  ?  You  had 
not  got  this  tender  till  you  wont  down  to  the  office, 
had  you  ? — Yes,  I  had  that  before. 

12.208.  Where  did  you  get  that  ?— I  got  that  by 
applying  for  it  previously. 

12.209.  {Mr.  Grenfell)  At  the  Board?— Not  at 
the  Board,  at  the  office  of  the  solicitor. 

12.210.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  What  solicitor  do  you 
mean  ;  the  solicitor  to  the  Board  ? — No,  my  solicitor. 

12.21 1.  He  got  it  for  you  ?— Yes. 

12.212.  You  took  down  the  conditions  and  the  form 
of  tender  when  you  went  to  the  Board  ? — Yes. 

12.213.  It  was  not  produced  to  you  there  ? — ^No. 

12.214.  AU  you  have  marked  are  sites  at  the 
Piccadilly  end  of  the  Shaftesbury  Avenue? — That 
would  most  likely  have  suited,  but  any  would  have 
done. 

12.215.  Did  you  say  to  the  official  that  you  saw 
that  those  were  the  sites  you  most  required,  or  iome- 
thing  of  that  kind  ? — ^Most  suitable. 

12.216.  You  directed  his  attention  to  that  ? — 
Precisely. 

12.217.  Then  I  see  you  put  a  mark  on  a  plot  which 
runs  from  No.  4  to  No.  9.  Bid  you  put  it  there  then  ? 
Is  that  one  of  the  sites  you  were  inquiring  about  ? — 
Yes. 

12.218.  That  we  know  was  let  at  that  time  ? — Yes. 

12.219.  Then  you  put  some  more  marks  exactly 
on  the  opposite  side  ? — Yes. 

3P  8 
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12,220.  We  do  not  know  whether  they  were  let. 
You  put  no  other  marks  at  all  on  the  plan  ? — Yes. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Would  your  Lordship  let 
us  see  this  plan,  that  we  maj  endeavour  to  identify 
the  handwriting  ? 

12y221.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Then  you  never  went  to 
any  of  these  people  to  make  any  further  inquiries  ? — 
No,  hecause  we  did  not  require  it  after  all.  My 
attention  was  drawn  to  something  else. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Mr.  Harper  does  not 
recognise  this  as  the  writing  of  anyone  in  the  office. 
I  think  it  really  looks  more  like  "  VuUiamy "  than 
"Vallance  "  there, 

{C/uiirman.)  VYhen  did  Mr.  Vulliamy  die  ? 

{Mr.  Selway.)  The  end  of  1886, 1  thhik. 

12.222.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  How  soon  did  you  write 
the  name  of  "  Yallance  "  down  there  on  the  paper  ? — 
There  and  then,  just  as  a  sort  of  memorandum. 

12.223.  While  yon  were  at  the  office?— Yes. 
{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  That  name.  1  think,  is  in 

another  handwriting.     He    has  written   on   another 
part   of  the   plan   himself    "  Saunders,"  "  Vallance, 
**  Fowler  '*  in  his  own  handwriting. 

{Mr.  Bosanquet.)  I  wanted  to  see  whether  the 
name  was  in  his  mind  then,  or  whether  he  only  copied 
it  since,  but  he  says  he  copied  down  "  Vallance  '*  at 
the  time.     Nos.  4  to  9  were  let  before  that. 


12,221.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Yes,  to  Mr.  Hob- 
son.  I  think  Mr.  Vallance  was  ^h\  Hobson's 
solicit-or  ? — If  that  is  so  it  would  explain  it. 

12.225.  Mr.  Harper  is  here  now  ;  he  was  in  the 
office.  Was  this  the  gentleman  you  mean  {pointing 
to  Mr.  Harper)  ? — No,  it  was  a  gentleman  similar,  but 
more  like  the  gentleman  behind  him.  I  do  not  say  it 
w?-9  him. 

12.226.  (Chairynan.)  You  think  it  was  a  much 
older  man  ? — Yes.  It  was  not  you,  sir  {pointing  to 
a  gentleman  in  court).  He  was  about  your  style,  as 
far  as  I  recollect. 

12.227.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Can  you  identify 
another  gentleman  who  happens  to  be  here  from  the 
office  {pointing  to  another  gentletnan  in  court)  ? — 
No.  I  will  go  down  to  Spring  Gardens  to-morrow 
and  have  a  look  round.  I  wish  I  had  known  the  im- 
portance of  the  visit. 

{Mr.  Meadows  Jf7iite.)  Your  Lordship  remembers 
very  well  the  minutes  as  to  Nos.  4  and  9.  There 
were  a  good  many  tenders. 

( Witness.)  Would  the  Commission  allow  me  to 
make  a  renoark  as  a  ratepayer  ? 

12.228.  {Cliairman.)  You  had  better  write  it  down 
and  I  will  see  if  it  is  material : — I  have  written  it 
down  {handing  in  a  document). 

{Chairman.)  This  is  a  matter  of  opinion,  and  it  is 
a  matter  we  shall  have  to  consider. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Edward  Dresser  Rogers  recalled  and  further  examined. 


12.229.  You  were  a  member  of  the  Building  Act 
Committee,  I  think  ? — Yes. 

12.230.  Were  you  long  upon  that  committee  ? — I 
think  several  yeai-s. 

12.231.  Do  you  remember  whether  you  were  attend- 
ing the  committee  at  the  time  that  the  Criterion 
matter  was  before  it  ? — I  think  I  must  have  been  in 
attendance  on  the  Committee  at  that  time. 

12.232.  Did  yon  know  that  Mr.  Saunders  and 
Mr.  Fowler  were  both  consulted  by  the  proprietJOrs 
of  the  Criterion? — In  no  way  whatever;  not  the 
slightest. 

12.233.  Or  that  they  had  any  interest  in  the 
matter? — None  whatever. 

12.234.  Were  you  on  the  theatre  sub-committee  ? 
—No. 

12.235.  As  regards  the  building  applications  that 
liave  been  alluded  to  with  reference  to  plans — the 
Albany  Estate  and  others — were  you  aware  in  those 
cases  that  they  w«re  being  professionally  consulted  ? 
— In  no  way  whatever.  I  may  say  that  of  course  at 
a  board  where  there  are  a  very  great  number  of 
members,  like  the  Board  of  Works,  the  members  more 
or  less  take  an  active  part  in  particular  committees, 
and  are  divided  into  committees.  I  have  taken  for 
many  years  a  very  active  part  as  chairman  (if  the 
Finance  Committee.  I  devoted  my  attention  more  to  the 
Finance  Committee  than  the  Building  Act  Committee. 
I  did  not  take  an  immediate  interest  in  that,  except  in 
matters  pertaining  to  my  own  district,  and  I  should 
not  devote  the  same  aetive  intervention  to  it  that  some 
other  persons  may. 


12.236.  That  is  not  the  question  I  wish  to  put  to 
you.  I  understood  you  to  say  you  did  not  know  they 
were  conhulted  in  any  of  these  matters  that  come 
before  the  Board  ? — No. 

12.237.  There  is  one  point  upon  which  I  ought  to 
put  a  question  to  you.  You  stated  in  your  evidence 
that  the  sum  paid  by  the  Board  to  the  '^  Metro- 
politan "  newspaper  for  advertisements  was  less  than 
that  paid  to  some  other  papers,  and  you  named  the 
**  Times  "  newspaper.  We  have  had  a  return  made  of 
the  sums  paid  to  newspapers  for  advertisements  hy 
the  Board,  and  from  that  it  would  appear  you  were 
in  error  in  that  the  sum  paid  to  the  '*  Metropolitan  "  is 
the  largest  paid  to  any,  and  somewhat  larger  tlian  the 
sum  paid  to  the  **  Times  "  ? — The  dates  given  to  you 
by  the  return  were  not  the  same  as  given  to  me  by  the 
parties  in  connexion  with  the  paper ;  that  is  to  say, 
your  return,  I  believe,  was  made  four  years  complete, 
from  January  to  December.  The  return  given  to  me 
was  made,  I  think,  to  the  time  you  asked  me  the 
question  ;  and  there  is  a  slight  difference,  but  not 
very  much.  I  was  very  anxious  I  should  be  accurate 
and  careful  in  what  I  said  ;  and  I  believe  on  looking 
at  the  return  given  to  your  Lordship,  which  I  have 
in  my  hand,  you  will  find  1  am  about  accurate  in  the 
sum  I  mentioned  ;  and  with  respect  to  the  "  Times  " 
I  think  there  is  about  ol.  or  6/.  difference.  I  am  very 
sorry  I  made  the  mistake,  but  I  endeavoured  to  be  as 
accurate  as  I  could. 

12.238.  I  beheve  the  sum  given  by  you  as  the 
average  received  over  several  years  was  substantially 
correct  ? — I  thank  you  for  saying  so. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  JosBPH  Charles  Lambsbt  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr. 
.  C.  Lambert. 


12,239.  {Chairman.)  You  occupy  a  house  in  Bridge 
Eo^,  Battersea  ? — Yes. 

1^,240.  What  number  ?— No.  34. 

12.241.  Was  your  house  scheduled  to  be  taken  for 
an  improvement  ? — Yes. 

12.242.  The  first  time  it  was  scheduled  was  Decem- 
ber the  3rd,  1883  ?— Yes. 

12.243.  And  it  was  not  taken,  I  btUieve  ? — No. 

12.244.  Was  it  scheduled  again  ? — Yes,  on  Decem- 
ber the  15th,  1886. 

12.245.  Nothing  has  been  done  on  that  either? — 
No. 


12,246.  Was  a  house  near  you  taken  by  the  Board  ? 
—Yes. 

124247.  What  number?— No.  40;  that  would  be 
three  doors  from  me. 

12.248.  Were  any  of  the  houses  in  that  row,  except 
No.  40,  taken  ? — Only  No.  40  taken.  There  is  a  row 
of  six  on  that  side. 

12.249.  Who  was  the  tenant  of  that  house? — 
Robert  Goose,  a  butcher. 

12.250.  Besides  the  compensation  given  to  the 
freeholder,  and,  I  think,  his  intermediate  leaseholder, 
the  compensation  given  to  the  tenant,  Mr.  Goose,  who 
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held  on  a  three,  five,  or  seven  years*  lease,  appears  to 
be  1,520/.  What  has  been  done  to  that  house  ? — 
Nothing  whatever.  It  has  been  standing  as  he  went 
out  on  April  the  1st,  1886.  It  is  in  the  same  state  as 
the  day  he  went  out. 

12.251.  Is  his  a  similar  house  to  the  houses  on 
cither  side  ? — The  only  difference  between  that  one 
and  the  remainder  is  that  it  has  a  verandah  in  the 
fmnt  of  it. 

12.252.  On  the  ground  floor? — In  the  front  of  the 
hoase,  on  the  ground. 

12.253.  Coming  out  on  to  the  pavement? — ^Yes ; 
that  is  the  butcher's ;  it  has  got  a  verandah  about  that 
much  (describing).  There  are  three  posts  in  the 
front,  and  then  it  has  a  covering  on  the  top. 

12.254.  Can  the  people  pass  under  the  verandah  ? 
— Yes,  they  can  go  underneath  that  if  they  wish; 
but  if  he  had  his  blinds  up  they  could  not  go  under. 
If  he  had  not  his  blinds  up  they  could  pass  through. 

12.255.  It  does  project  out  up  to  the  pavement 
beyond  that  of  the  adjoining  houses  ? — It  does. 

12.256.  Has  that  verandsJi  been  removed  ? — No. 

12.257.  When  do  you  say  he  went  out  ? — April  Ist, 
1886. 

12.258.  All  the  six  houses  in  the  row  received  these 
notices  ? — At  the  same  time. 

12.259.  Harding  was  one  of  them  ? — ^Yes. 

12.260.  And  the  only  one  taken  is  this  one  ? — The 
only  one  taken  is  40.  I  should  mention  that  beyond 
the  five  I  am  speaking  of  all  the  rest  are  bought, 
strange  to  say,  further  on. 

12.261.  Of  these  ^\e  that  are  in  the  row  together 
the  only  one  that  is  taken  is  No.  4Q  ? — The  only  one 
is  No.  40. 

12.262.  (Mr.  Bosanquet,)  Who  is  in  there  now  ? 
Has  it  been  occupied  since  Goose  left  ? — No,  it  has 
been  empty  ever  since. 

12.263.  Is  there  a  Mr.  Hudson  who  has  had  any- 
thing to  do  with  that  house  ;  a  Mr.  Frank  Hudson  ? 
— No,  I  am  not  aware  of  anyone. 

12.264.  You  do  not  know  a  Mr.  Frank  Hudson 
who  occupied  ? — Nobody  has  been  in  the  house  since 
Mr.  Goose  left.  It  has  been  closed  and  boarded  up 
ever  since  that  day. 

12.265.  (Mr.  Freanan.)  The  only  one  of  those  dve 
houses  which  has  been  spoken  of  which  has  any  pro- 
jection is  this  No.  40  ? — The  only  one. 

12.266.  And  the  projection  there  at  certain  times  is 
used  'as  part  of  the  butcher's  shop ;  joints  are  hung 
round  it  and  people  are  sei-ved  in  it  ? — It  has  been  so 
used  at  times,  but  not  always. 

12.267.  But  during  the  time  that  Groose  was  occupy- 
ing it,  I  do  not  say  all  day  long  but  at  busy  times,  it 
was  used  as  part  of  the  shop  practically  ? — It  was  not 
used  very  much.     Anybody  could  always  pass  through. 

12.268.  There  were  joints  hanging  there  and  people 
being  served  there  ? — At  times  there  were  ;  not  very 
often. 

12.269.  You  say  that  although  it  has  been  taken  it 
has  not  yet  been  removed.  Of  course  the  bridge  is  not 
completed  yet,  and  the  approach  roads  are  not  com- 
pleted to  it? — No,  there  has  been  nothing  done 
whatever  beyond  that  house  being  taken. 

12.270.  Apart  from  this  house,  the  bridge  itself  is 
not  completed,  and  the  approach  roads  to  it  are  not 
completed  ? — No. 

12.271.  So  that  you  say  it  has  not  yet  been  thrown 
in.  There  is  no  reason  as  far  as  you  know  to  suppose 
when  the  approach  is  completed  it  will  not  be  thrown 
into  the  road  ? 


(Chairman,)  Was  the  house  taken  because  they 
wanted  to  remove  the  verandah  ? 

(Mr,  Freeman.)  Yes.  If  you  will  allow  me  to 
hand  up  the  plan  ;  where  I  have  put  a  little  cross  you 
will  see  the  verandah  projecting. 

(  ^Fitness.)  Supposing  you  take  his  verandah  away, 
he  has  got  no  more  frontage  than  the  other  five  have 
got. 

(^Chairman.)  What  was  the  object  in  1886  of 
scheduling  and  giving  notice  to  these  adjoining 
houses ;  were  they  ever  intended  to  come  down  under 
the  widening  plan  ? 

(Mr.  Freeman.)  It  is  only  a  precautionary  measure. 
Where  these  gradients  are  being  altered  it  is  usual  to 
take  rather  a  wide  limit  in  case  of  difficulty  arising. 

(Chairman.)  I  do  not  quite  understand  why  they 
should  not  have  taken  down  the  verandah  and  let  the 
house; 

(Mr.  Freeman.)  Because  it  would  come  under  the 
22nd  section.  The  tenant  would  compel  them  to  take 
t'lc  whole. 

(Chairman.)  Why  have  they  not  pulled  down  the 
verandah  and  proceeded  to  let  the  house  ?  If  they  were 
going  to  do  nothing  with  it,  or  only  interfere  with  it 
by  moving  the  verandah,  why  did  they  not  let  the 
house? 

(Mr.  Freetnan,)  Because  the  bridge  is  stopped  up 
and  there  is  very  little  traffic  indeed,  and  they  are 
waiting  till  the  bridge  is  completed  and  they  have 
made  the  approach  road  to  it.  When  the  bridge  is 
completed  the  approach  road  will  be  brought  forward. 
It  is  a  very  dilapidated  house  and  we  should  have  to 
spend  more  money  in  putting  it  in  repair  than  we 
should  get  rent. 

(Chairman.)  There  is  a  large  sum  paid  for  trade 
compensation,  and  one  does  not  see  why  you  should 
not  have  let  the  man  go  on  with  his  trade. 

(Wittiess.)  That  is  what  the  ratepayers  complain 
of. 

(Chairman.)  Until  you  had  finished  your  bridge 
and  seen  whether  he  would  continue  in  it  wiUiout  a 
verandah. 

{Mr.  Freeman,)  There  is  no  traffic  along  that  road. 

12.272.  (Chairman,)  That  affects  everybody  else 
as  much  as  the  tenant  of  No.  40.  The  trade  compensa- 
tion given  seems  to  have  amounted  to  over  1,000/. ; 
1,100/.,  as  far  as  I  make  out.  I  have  not  got  the 
date  when  the  notice  to  treat  was  given  ? — The  first 
notice  was  December  3rd,  1883. 

12.273.  That  is  the  notice  that  they  were  going 
to  schedule  you.  I  mean  when  the  notice  to  treat  was 
given  to  Mr.  Groose.  It  must  have  been  1884  some 
time  ? — I  do  not  know. 

(Chairman.)  It  must  have  been  in  1884,  because 
there  is  a  claim  made  in  January  1886. 

(Mr.  Meadows  ffhite.)  The  claim  is  January  the 
8th,  1885. 

(Mr.  Davies.)  The  13th  July  1886  was  the  notice 
to  Goose. 

(Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Was  this  taken  under  the  Act  of 
1883  or  a  subsequent  Act? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White,)  It  is  under  the  amending 
Act.  The  plan  would  give  it  you.  It  was  under  the 
Act  of  1886. 

( Chairman,)  There  would  be  three  years  for  the 
compulsory  powers,  I  suppose  ? 

(Mr.  Free/nan.)  Yes.  That  would  be  up  to  the 
present  year. 

12.274.  (Chairman,)  We  need  not  call  Mr.  Harding, 
there  is  nothing  he  could  add  to  the  facts  ? — No,  he 
is  in  the  same  position  as  myself. 


Twenty-second 
Day. 

31  July  1888. 
J.  C,  Lambert, 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Haines  Rowell  sworn  and  examined. 


12,276.  (Chairman.)  Were  you  in  the  employ  of 
the  late  Mr.  William  Webster,  the  contractor? — 
Yes. 

12,276.  How  long  were  you  in  his  employ? — 30 
years  nemly. 


12.277.  What  were  your  duties? — Out-door  work 
principally — measuring,  estimating,  and  general  supier- 
vision  of  work. 

12.278.  Di<l  you  know  anything  of  the  financial 
aflTjiirs  ? — Nothing. 

3F   4 


Mr. 
n.Rowdl. 
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Twentj-Mcond 
Day. 

31  July  1888. 

Mr. 

H,  BoweU. 


Yours  was  the  supervision  of  the  work  ? —         12,287.  Who  was    the  manager   of    the    business 


12,279. 
Yes. 

12.280.  You  cannot  tells  us  anything  about  the 
estimates,  or  the  financial  matters? — The  estimates 
I  can.  I  principally,  with  the  assistance  of  Mr. 
Webster,  made  all  the  estimates  out. 

12.281.  Had  jou  anything  to  do  with  the  settlement 
of  the  accounts  at  all  ? — Yes,  with  the  engineers. 

12.282.  (Mr.  GrenfelL)  That  is  to  certify  ?— Yes. 

12.283.  (Chainnan).  So  far  as  you  know  wore  the 
works  carried  out  according  to  contract,  or  were  there 
any  deviations  from  them  allowed  ? — They  were 
carried  out  according  to  contract  unless  there  was 
some  reason  why  they  should  bo  deviated.  In  some 
cases  there  was  a  deviation. 

12.284.  Were  those  cases  of  deviation  dealt  with  in 
the  settlement  of  the  account  ? — Yes ;  either  in  the 
shape  of  a  deduction  or  un  addition. 

12.285.  There  were  no  cases  in  which  the  work 
was  diminished  without  a  deduction  being  made  ? — 
Not  that  I  am  aware  of. 

12.286.  Or  in  which  the  materials  supplied  were 
allowed  to  be  different  from  those  specified  ? — No. 


indoors  ? — Mr.  Crow. 

12.288.  (Mr.  GrenfelL)  Mr.  Crow  was  the  accoun- 
tant ?— Yes. 

12.289.  {Mr.  Studd.)  With  regard  to  the  Southern 
Low  Level  Sewer,  could  you  tell  us  what  the  amount  of 
the  contract  was  ? — No,  I  do  not  recollect.  I  think 
284,000/.,  but  I  am  only  speaking  from  memory. 

12.2,90.  Was  it  214,000/.  ?— No. 

12.291.  You  think  it  was  234,000/.  ?—I  think  so. 

12.292.  Could  you  tell,  if  there  were  any  extras, 
wiiat  the  extras  in  that  contract  amounted  to  ? — No, 
T  cannot. 

12.293.  I  thought  you  said  you  knew  the  amounts  of 
the  contract  ? — But  I  do  not  know  what  the  extras 
were.  The  books  have  been  desti-oyed.  I  do  not 
know  whether  we  have  got  them  here,  but  we  have 
some  books,  a  few. 

(Chairman,)  He  did  not  keep  the  books. 

12.294.  (Mr,  GrenfelL)  The  extras  would  be  cal- 
culated according  to  a  schedule  of  prices,  I  suppose  ? 

Yes. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  John  Crow  sworn  and  examined. 


Mir,  J,  Crow, 


12.295.  {Chairman,)  You  were  in  the  employ  of 
the  late  Mr.  William  Webster  ?— Yes. 

12.296.  For  how  long  ?— Nearly  30  years. 

12.297.  What  were  your  duties  ? — Indoors  ;  chiefly 
at  accounts. 

12.298.  Keeping  the  accounts? — ^Yes,  and  order 
ing  goods. 

12.299.  Managing  the  indoor  department? — I  was 
manager  of  the  indoor  department. 

12.300.  Would  you  have  to  do  with  the  settlement 
of  the  accounts  with  the  Board  ? — ^No,  my  Lord,  very 
little. 

12.301.  Are  you  aware  of  any  payments  made  or 
presents  made  to  any  member  of  the  Board  by  3Ir. 
Webster  ? — I  was  aware  of  some  money  transactions. 

12.302.  What  was  the  nature  of  them?— Chiefly 
loans. 

12.303.  Loans  by  Mr.  Webster  ?— Yes. 

12.304.  To  whom  do  you  know  that  he  made  loans  ? 
— Mr.  Frederick  Doulton,  Mr.  William  Newton,  and 
Mr.  Fowler.  I  ought  not  to  call  Mr.  Fowler's  a  loan, 
probably ;  it  was  a  debt  left  standing  fi'om  the  Opera 
House. 

12.305.  Will  you  explain  a  little  more  what  that 
transaction  was  ;  the  one  that  was  not  exactly  a  loan 
but  a  debt  ? — Some  question  arose  about  a  new  design 
altogether  for  the  National  Opera  House.  Mr.  Webster 
undertook  to  pay  for  it ;  and  if  the  new  design  was  a 
success  he  was  to  pay  500/.,  and  if  it  was  not  he  was 
to  pay  250/.  He  paid  the  500/.,  fully  believing  it  was 
fo  be  a  success,  but  being  a  failure  he  claimed  250/. 
from  Mr.  Fowler. 

12.306.  That  is  in  connexion  with  this  scheme  of 
erecting  an  Opera  House  on  the  Embankment  ? — 
Yes. 

12.307.  How  was  Mr.  Webster  connected  with 
that  ? — He  was  the  contractor  to  Mr.  Mapleson. 

12.308.  That  was  entirely  independent  of  any 
transaction  with  the  Board  ? — Yes. 

12.309.  That  arose  out  of  a  transaction  in  which 
Mr.  Webster  and  Mr.  Fowler  and  others  were  parties 
with  regard  to  the  Opera  House  ? — ^Yes. 

12.310.  {Mr,  GrenfelL)  Were  you  cashier  as  well 
as  accountant  ? — Yes. 

12.311.  {Chainnan.)  Did  you  know  anything  of 
any  silver  plate  given  to  any  member  of  the  Board  ? — 
Not  the  slightest.  I  beg  pardon,  I  do  remember  some 
trowels.  When  they  laid  the  first  stone  of  an 
important  work  they  had  a  nice  trowel.  These  were 
afterwards  found  useful  as  fish  slices,  I  believe. 

12.312.  Apart  from  the  two  persons  you  have 
mentioned,  Mr.  Newton  and  Mr.  Doulton,  you  do  not 
know  of  any  others  ? — ^Not  any. 


12.313.  That  was  some  considerable  time  ago  with 
regard  to  Mr.  Newton  and  Mr.  Doulton  ? — A  long 
time  ago— 27  years  ago. 

12.314.  {Mr.  Studd,)  I  do  not  know  whether  you 
can  help  me  with  these  figures ;  take  the  same  con- 
tract, the  Southern  Low  Level  Sewer,  can  you  say 
exactly  what  the  amount  of  the  contract  was? — I  cannot 
now. 

12.315.  For  the  amount  of  the  extras  ? — If  you  will 
give  me  time  to  refer  to  an  account  I  think  I 
can  state  it,  but  I  have  only  the  information  vhich 
can  be  given  you  by  the  Board.  They  have  the  bills. 
I  really  can  give  you  nothing  in  addition  to  what  they 
have  got. 

12.316.  Can  you  tell  whether  there  was  any  deduc- 
tion made  from  the  amount  of  the  contract  when  it 
was  paid  ? — The  Southern  Low  Level  Sewer. 

12.317.  Yes  ? — The  only  thing  i  can  remember  in 
connexion  with  that  contract  is  that  it  was  a  veiy  bad 
one  indeed,  for  the  contractor. 

12.318.  Were  there  any  deductions  made  ?~There 
are  lots  of  deductions  and  additions  to  every  contract. 

12.319.  You  cannot  remember  any  special  deduc- 
tion ? — No. 

12.320.  {Chairman,)  Mr.  Frederick  Doulton  and 
Mr.  William  Newton  are  both  dead,  I  believe  ? — Yes. 

{Mr.  Studd.)  May  I  hand  this  paper  to  your  Lord- 
ship ? — We  have  here  two  columns  of  figures.  We 
imagine  that  one  is  the  contract  price,  and  the  other 
the  contract  with  extr<is  {handing  in  a  document).  I 
only  received  that  first  now  since  I  came,  and  I  do  not 
quite  understand  it. 

{Chairman.)  The  one  is  the  engineer's  estimate 
and  the  other  the  actual  cost.  The  Southern  Low 
Level  Sewer  estimate  214,000/.,  actual  cost  237,000/. 
The  Northern  Low  Level  Sewer  engineer's  estimate 
214,000/.,  actual  cost  292,000/.  It  does  not  show  the 
amocrnt  of  of  the  contract. 

{Mr,  Studd.)  I  rather  gather  the  amount  of  the 
contract  would  be  the  same  as  the  engineer's  estimate. 

(Chairman.)  Possibly  that  may  be  so. 

{Mr,  Studd,)  This  witness  cannot  help  us  evi- 
dently. 

12.321.  {Chairman.)  You  say  you  have  some 
books  ? — I  think  I  can  give  you  those  figures.  I  have 
only  a  rough  copy  of  the  account  sent  in  to  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works.  If  they  have  a  copy 
here,  I  could  very  likely  refer  to  it  and  explain  it. 

{Mr.  Studd.)  The  diflTerence  between  the  estimate 
and  the  actual  cost  is  very  high  in  these  cases. 

{CJiainnan.)  In  the  second  case  it  is,  but  not  in  tlio 
fiwt  case.  It  is  under  10  per  cent. — 214,000/.  and 
234,000/. 
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{Mr,  Studd.)  The  firetcase  od  that  list  is  270,000/. 
and  395,000/. 

{Chairman,)  I  was  speaking  of  the  6rst  case  you 
mentioned. 

{Mr,  Studd,)  It  was  only  a  difference  of  23,000/. 
1  only  put  that  because  there  was  a  suggestion  as  to 
the  difference  of  the  bricks. 

{Chairman,)  Rowell  would  be  the  person  to  speak 
about  the  bricks  because  he  was  the  out-door 
inspector. 

{Mr,  Studd.)  I  did  ask  him  if  there  was  any  deduc- 
tion from  the  contract  and  he  did  not  seem  to  know. 

{Chairman,)  Is  there  any  suggestion  that  the 
bricks  were  of  a  different  quality? 

{Mr.  Studd.)  There  has  been  that  suggestion. 

(Chairman.)  That  had  better  be  put  to  Mr.  Rowell. 

12.322.  {Mr.  Bosanquet,)  Are  the  books  in  exis- 
tence which  show  what  payments  Mr.  Webster  made 
ill  his  business  ? —No. 

12.323.  When  were  they  destroyed  ?— The  end  of 
1886  or  the  beginning  of  1887 — January. 

12.324.  Were  all  the  l>ooks  destroyed  then  ?— All 
account  books  were. 

12.325.  Why  were  they  destroyed  ?— Mr.  Webster 
had  gone  on  for  some  years  and  had  taken  no  contracts, 


and  a  dissolution  of  partnership  took  place  between  TweDtj-iM)oond 
himself  and  Mr.  Stanihind.     After  that  dissolution  ^*^* 

took  place  the  books  were  destroyed — all  books  of 
accounts. 


31  July  ISSS. 


12,826.  {Mr.  Studd.)  Tliat  would  have  been  after    Mr,  J.  Crow, 

these  attacks  wei*e  made  in  the  "  Financial  News  "  ? —      

In  1886.     I  do  not  think  the  attacks  in  the  '*  Financial 
News  "  had  anything  whatever  to  do  with  it. 

{CJiainnan.)  They  did  not  begin  till  later. 

{Mr.  Studd.)  1  am  instmcted  they  began  in  the 
autumn  of  that  same  year. 

12.327.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Was  it  at  the  time  of  the 
dissolution  they  were  destroyed  P — Immediately  after. 
The  dissolution  took  place  in  December  1886,  and  they 
were  destroyed  directly  afterwards. 

12.328.  Who  ordercMl  them  to  be  destroyed  ?— Mr. 
Webster  destroyed  them  himself. 

12.329.  {Cliainnan.)  Did  Mr.  Webster  take  any 
contract  after  that  ? — Not  any. 

{Mr,  Studd,)  I  see  the  first  article  in  the  "  Financial 
News  "  was  the  25  th  October  1886. 

{Chairman,)  I  do  not  think  that  attacks  tlie  eon- 
tracts  specially. 

{Mr,  Studd.)  No. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Haikes  Bowell  recalled  and  further  examined. 


12.330.  {Mr,  Studd,)  With  regard  to  the  Southern 
Low  Level  Sewer  Contract,  was  the  brickwork  of  (he 
nature  specified  ? — I  believe  so. 

12.331.  Cannot  you  be  sure  ? — No;  I  did tiot  super- 
intend the  work. 

12.332.  Who  did  superintend  it  ? — Mr.  Jennings. 

12.333.  Was  it  specified  where  the  bricks  were  to 
come  from  ? — I  do  not  know  ;  they  never  do  that,  I 
think. 

12.334.  That  would  not  be  done  ?— -No. 

12.335.  Are  you  aware  of  any  payment  that  was 


made  to  any  inspectors  employed  by  the  Board  by  Mr.  H,  Rowell 
Mr.  Webster  ? — No.  _-^^— 

{Chairman).  You  had  better  ask  that  of  Mr.  Crow. 

{Witness.)  I  was  going  to  explain  that  I  think  this 
gentleman  is  in  a  fog  about  the  214,000/.  It  was  a 
rejected  tender,  or  rather  the  coutractor  who  made  the 
tender  threw  it  up,  and  they  had  to  come  to  Mr. 
Webster. 

12.336.  {Mr,  Studd.)  Whose  tender  was  it  that  wag 
rejected? — It  was  not  rejected. 

12.337.  Well,  thrown  up  ?— Mr.  Ridley's,  I  think. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  John  Crow  recalled  and  further  examined. 


12,338.  {Mr,   Studd.)  Are  you  aware  of  any  payments  that  have  been  made  by  Mr.  Webster  to  any    .v  ,  J,  Crow, 
Inspector  of  the  Board  ? — No.  

The  witness  withdrew. 


Sir  Joseph  Bazalgbtte,  C.B.,  recalled  and  further  examined. 


12.339.  {Chairman.)  I  understood  you  to  state 
that  the  contractor  in  putting  rubbish,  or  allowing 
rubbish  to  be  deposited  on  to  the  work  of  the  Embank- 
ment, instead  of  taking  the  dredging,  would  only  make 
a  very  small  saying  ? — In  the  first  place,  rubbish  was 
not  deposited  on  the  Embankment.  It  was  good  solid 
clay. 

12.340.  Were  not  there  materials  arising  from 
building  operations  and  brick  rubbish  ? — ^Yes,  brick 
rubbish  would  be  allowed ;  that  would  make  a  very 
good  filling. 

12.341.  Were  you  aware  that  people  paid  for  being 
allowed  to  deposit  there  ? — Of  course  I  know  nothing 
about  that  really.  I  have  no  knowlcdse  of  the  subject, 
but,  speaking  from  recollection,  I  believe  there  were 
a  few  carters  in  the  neighbourhood,  so  I  was  told  at 
the  time,  and  I  believe  they  paid  for  the  shoot,  or  did 
it  for  nothing.  Others  came  from  a  distance  where 
the  contractors  paid  them  for  bringing  it ;  but  that  is 
a  matter  I  had  nothing  to  do  with.  I  have  shown 
your  Lordship  the  clause  of  the  specification  which 
did  not  require  the  whole  of  the  filling  to  be  taken 
from  the  River  Thames.  The  specification  sent  out 
for  the  contract  showed  that  a  part  of  it  would  come 
from  the  land  and  a  part  from  the  River  Thames,  our 
object  being  to  get  the  best  filling  we  could  for  the 
Embankment,  and  at  the  same  time  to  take  as  much  as 
we  could  from  the  Thames. 

i    54142. 


12.342.  Sometimes  consi'lerable  sums  are  paid  for 
permission  to  shoot  building  rubbish,  are  not  tliey  ? — 
It  depends  entirely  on  the  distance  it  is  to  be  carried, 
but  that  is  a  matter  in  which  I,  as  engineer,  should 
not  interfere  in  the  slightest. 

12.343.  Would  not  you  take  that  into  consideration 
in  determining  what  would  be  the  cost  ? — I  should  form 
my  own  estimate,  I  should  put  my  own  value,  but  I 
could  not  know  where  the  contractor  would  get  his 
material  from  or  the  details  of  that.  I  should  put  it 
at  an  estimateil  price.  The  contractor  would  do  the 
same. 

12.344.  The  suggestion  is  that  the  dredger  was  not 
allowed  to  deposit  bis  stuff  because  the  contractor 
prefen'ed  having  it  deposited  by  people  who  paid  for  it. 
There  would  be  that  motive  on  the  part  of  the  con- 
tractor ? — I  think  that  the  correspondence  I  laid  before 
your  Lordship  shows  that  there  was  a  disposition  on 
the  part  of  the  contractor  to  get  it  from  the  land 
rather  than  from  the  river,  and  that  we  pressed  him 
to  take  it  from  the  river  as  long  as  he  could  get  it 
from  there.  Sometimes  it  was  of  bad  quality,  and 
then  he  did  not  take  it  ;  but  we  used  our  authority 
to  make  him  do  so  ns  far  as  he  could,  and  you  know 
great  difficulties  arose  from  time  to  time.  Sometimes 
be  did  not  send  barges  to  the  dredger.  Sometimes 
the  dredger  did  not  employ  his  barges,  and  so  the 
whole  thing  went  on  as  it  frequently  does  in  contracts. 
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Twenty-eeeond  There  is  great  difficulty  in  getting  a  thing  done  as  you 
'^  wish,  and  you  fight  it  out,  and  get  it  done  the  best 

you  can. 

12.345.  {Mr.  GrenfelL)  There  is  a  difference  here 
between  a  few  thousands  on  one  side,  and  80,000/.  on 
the  other,  which  Mr.  Beal  spoke  of  ? — Yes,  I  think  I 
put  figures  before  you  that  show  that  that  large  sum 
is  impossible  simply. 

12.346.  Was  the  filling  in  after  all  satisfactory  ? — 
It  was.  I  am  glad  you  asked  roe  that  question,  because 
I  see  it  has  been  stated  that  there  were  settlements  in 
that  Embankment,  and  that  it  was  made  up  with 
macadam  at  great  cost  to  the  ratepayers.  Now  that 
exists  purely  in  the  imagination  of  the  person  that 
said  it.     It  has  no  existence  in  fact. 

12.347.  It  is  often  the  case,  is  it  not,  that  contractors 
vary  firom  the  specification  in  materials  and  so  on,  and 
the  engineer  has  to  be  the  judge  of  whether  in  point 
of  fact  the  work  has  been  good  or  not.  That  occurs 
in  many  contra<»ts  ? — That  is  so. 

12,.348.  And  it  has  often  happened  that  on  reference 
it  has  been  proved  that,  although  varying  from  the 
specification,  when  it  has  been  shown  the  work  is  in 
itself  fit,  the  work  has  been  allowed.  Has  not  that 
been  the  case  very  often  ? — Yes.  In  this  case  there  is 
no  obligation  on  the  contractor  to  take  his  materials 
from  the  river.  He  has  to  take  a  portion  from  the 
river  and  a  portion  from  the  land,  and  so  long  as  it 
is  good,  and  the  engineer  approves  of  it,  it  is  to  be 


12.349.  And  you  could  not  avoid  passing  it  ? — 
Within  reason.  I  shall  be  glad  to  say,  now  that  I  am 
here,  that  I  have  made  further  inquiries  about  the 
bricks  in  that  low  level  sewer  in  the  south  side,  and  I 
am  prepared  to  say,  and  to  bring  evidence  to  show, 
that  no  bricks,  excepting  hard-pressed  gault  clay 
bricks,  have  been  used  in  the  face  of  that  work.  I 
have  ^ve  or  six  of  the  district  clerks  of  works  who  are 
prepared  to  come  here  before  you  Loi*dship.  Then, 
again,  with  regard  to  the  Battersea  Bridge,  1  find  that 
something  like  300,000  stock  bricks  were  sent  away 
from  that  work  because  we  did  not  consider  them 
sufficiently  picked.  I  think  I  hardly  explained  when  I 
gave  evidence  before  that  .the  bricks  which  are  called 
•'  shippers,"  "  picked  stocks,"  "  stocks,"  "  place  bricks  " 
are  composed  of  bricks  made  of  the  same  clay  burnt  in 
the  same  kiln ;  and  that  it  is  a  mere  matter  of  picking 
and  sorting.  A  "  shipper  "  is  one  of  the  best  class  of 
bricks  that  you  can  pick  out,  and  is  a  kind  of  brick 
that  you  do  not  get  in  bulk.  We  do  not  specify 
*'  slippers  *'  on  that  account ;  but  the  "  picked  stocks  " 
are  thebestquality  of  stocks  that  you  can  get  in  bulk, 
and  when  we  show  a  sam])le  of  the  brick  we  want  we 
take  care  to  select  a  good  sample,  but  the  picked  stocks 
of  course  will  vary.  Different  persons  will  form 
different  opinions  of  them,  even  in  picking  them,  and 
if  you  get  two  men  to  pick  stocks,  one  will  sort  them 
of  better  quality  than  another.  They  did  not  come 
to  that  work  sufficiently  picked  for  our  purpose,  and 
wo  have  sent  many  away,  and  had  others  picked,  and  I 
venture  to  think  we  are  getting  a  work  constructed 
there  that  will  compare  favourably  with  any  bridge  that 
has  ever  been  constructed  across  the  Hiver  Thames 
for  workmanship. 

12.350.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  It  is  suggested,  and  I 
dar**  say  you  remember  it,  that  the  contractor  for  the 
Embankment  had  rubbish  deposited  in  there  for  which 
he  was  paid  so  much  a  load.  Could  that  have  been 
done  to  any  great  extent  without  your  knowing  it  ? — ■ 
We  should  not  allow  rubbish.  I  have  no  doubt  some 
carts  of  rubbish  were  put  in,  and  that  we  complained 
of  it,  and  stopped  it. 

12.351.  Not  to  the  extent  of  thousands  ? — Certainly 
not. 

12,362.  Could  that  have  been  done  without  your 
knowing  it  ? — No,  it  could  not. 

12.353.  Could  that  have  come  without  the  know- 
ledge of  the  clerk  of  works  ? — I  state  that  no  rubbish 
was  allowed  on  that  embankment. 

12.354.  You  would  have  seen  it  if  it  had  been  done 
to   any  extent  ? — Yes,  and  I  say  it  is  a  good  solid 


embankment,  and  has  stood  well.  We  have  had  no 
slip  or  accident  of  any  kind,  or  settlement.  It  has 
thoroughly  consolidated,  and  we  have  never  made  it 
up  with  macadam,  as  has  been  suggested. 

12.355.  {Mr.  Studd.)  You  know  who  Mr.  Cleaver 
is  ? — ^I  do  not  know. 

12.356.  The  gentleman  who  gave  evidence  before 
the  Select  Committee  of  the  House  of  Commons? — I 
had  forgotten. 

12.357.  A  contractor  who  gave  evidence,  and  said 
that  he  had  discertained  that  he — that  means  Mr. 
Furniss — had  an  an*angement  with  a  Mr.  Jay  to  re- 
ceive 6<f.  a  load  for  the  privilege  of  shooting  rubbish 
there  from  the  Underground  Railway,  the  usual  price 
being  9^.  Can  you  say  that,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  a 
great  deal  of  rubbish  was  not  shot  from  the  Under- 
ground Railway  ? — I  do.  As  to  his  financial  arrange- 
ments for  getting  it  I  know  nothing,  but  as  to  the 
quality  of  the  material,  I  say  that  rubbish  was  not 
admitted  into  that  embankment  at  all. 

12.358.  Did  not  you  attend  this  Committee  and 
hear  this  evidence  at  the  time  ? — I  do  not  know  that 
I  did. 

12.359.  You  do  not  appear  to  have  contradicted  it. 
You  were  a  witness  before  the  Conmiittee  ? — I  do  not 
know  whether  I  was  there  or  not. 

12.360.  I  have  read  through  your  evidence,  and  I 
do  not  find  you  contradicted  that  at  all  ? — I  cannot 
speak  to  what  took  place,  or  what  the  circumstances 
were  25  or  26  years  ago. 

12.361.  Mr.  RoweU  just  now  told  us  that  when 
any  alterations  in  the  specifications  were  made  which 
enabled  the  contractor  to  do  it  in  a  cheaper  way,  a 
corresponding  deduction  was  made  from  the  contract 
price.  That  was  what  I  understood.  You  told  us 
the  other  day  that  the  reason  you  could  make  no  de- 
duction from  Mr.  Fumiss's  contract  for  shooting  this 
rubbish  was  because  it  was  never  done,  that  no 
deduction  was  ever  made  if  an  alteration  was  made 
during  the  work  ? — I  say  no  alteration  was  made ;  I 
say  that  work  was  carried  out  according  icT  the 
specification. 

12.362.  That  is  not  exactly  what  I  am  talking  of? 
— I  say  rubbish  was  not  allowed  there. 

12.363.  You  wei'e  asked,  supposing  this  was  so, 
was  any  deduction  made,  and  your  answer  was,  no, 
no  deduction  ever  is  made.  That  is  my  recollection 
of  your  answer.  I  cannot  find  it  at  the  moment,  but 
I  believe  that  is  substantially  correct  ? — No  deduc- 
tion was  made  because  the  contractor  got  the  material, 
it  is  suggested,  cheaper  through  one  source  than 
another. 

12.364.  If  he  was  paid  for  taking  the  materials, 
instead  of  paying  to  get  them  ? — As  long  as  he  gave 
right  material  whether  he  paid  for  it,  or  was  paid  for 
it,  it  had  nothing  to  do  with  it. 

12.365.  Is  there  any  reason  why  the  ratepayers 
should  not  have  had  the  benefit  of  it  ? — None,  what- 
ever, and  the  ratepayers  did  have  the  benefit  of  it. 

12.366.  Hardly? — If  there  was  competition,  and 
if  the  contractors  took  the  trouble  to  ascertain  where 
all  the  materials  were  to  come  from,  and  if  they  found 
they  could  get  paid  for  taking  the  materials,  surely 
they  would  take  that  into  account  in  their  tenders. 

12.367.  The  specification  said  that  filling  was  to 
come  from  a  specified  place  ? — 1  beg  your  pardon  ; 
it  is  not  so ;  it  says  a  portion  of  it  shall  come  from  one 
place,  and  a  portion  from  other  sources. 

{Mr,  Meadows  IVhite.)  I  have  a  copy  of  the 
clause,  if  your  Lordship  would  look  at  it  {handing  in 
same), 

12.368.  {Chairman.)  The  Board  had,  as  I  under- 
stand, under  this  contJ-act  the  power  to  require  the 
contractors  to  take  as  much  of  this  stuff  as  they 
pleased? — They  had. 

12.369.  It  was  only  in  the  event  of  his  not  getting 
enough,  or  not  being  required  to  take  it  by  the 
Boai^,  that  he  resorted  to  any  other? — Or  it  not 
being  good  enough.  You  remember  I  stated  that 
Sir  John  Hawkshaw  and  Mr.  Harrison  were  called  in 
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in  this  matter.  It  gave  rise,  to  a  good  deal  of  dis- 
cussion at  ttie  time,  and  they  said  that  the  material 
at  the  hack'of  the  Wall  it  was  most  important  should 
come  from  the  land,  and  ought  to  be  carted  in 
layers  at  the  back  of  the  wall,  with  a  slope  from 
the  wall;  i£  we  filled  in  with  materials  from  the 
bed  of  the  river  we  might  push  our  wall  into  the  river, 
and  it  would  not  make  good  work,  and  therefore 
our  duty  was  to  get  the  best  materials  and  the  best 
workmanship. 

12.370.  (Wr.  Studd,)  None  of  that  evidence  was 
given  before  this  Committee,  which  were  inquiring 
into  this  matter,  and  that  was  much  nearer  the  date 
and  the  evidence  was  much  more  available  than 
it  is  now. — I  cannot  answer  for  the  evidence  given  then. 

12.371.  You  were  then  a  witness  before  that  com- 
mittee ?—  I  was. 

12.372.  And  this  question  was  gone  into.  It  is  a 
curious  fact  that  you  never  called  this  evidence  then  ? 


— I  cannot  speak    to  that.     I  am  giving  a  correct 
statement  of  the  fisu^ts  now. 

12.373.  With  reference  to  that  low  level  sewer  you 
are  prepared  to  prove  tliai  the  bricks  on  the  face  of  it 
are  the  same  as  the  specification.  I  noticed  particu- 
larly that  you  said  "  the  face  ; "  but  are  you  prepared 
to  prove  that  the  bricks  underneath  are  the  same  as 
the  specification  ?— I  have  not  the  smallest  doubt 
of  i*. 

12.374.  Are  you  prepared  to  prove  that  ? 

( Chairman,)  They  can  hardly  do  that  without  re- 
moving it  ? — We  can  remove  them.  We  cannot  at 
the  present  moment,  because  the  sewer  is  full  of  flood 
watei' ;  but  as  soon  as  it  is  dry  we  can  cut  into  it  in 
any  place. 

12.375.  (Mr.  Studd,)  You  have  no  reason  to  doubt 
they  are  ? — I  have  no  doubt  it  will  turn  out  to  be  a 
good  piece  of  sound  work.  I  speak  confidently,  be- 
cause 1  have  the  utmost  confidence  in  those  men  who 
were  carrying  it  out. 


Twenty-ieoond 
Day. 
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The  witness  withdrew. 


(Chairman,)  Mr.  White,  who  would  be  the  best  able 
to  give  the  Commission  information  with  regard  to 
the  sewage  question,  the  mode  of  dealing,  with 
that  question,  and  the  way  the  reports  were  dealt 
with? 

(Mr,  Meadows  White.)  1  think  Sir  Joseph 
Bazalgette  has  prepared  himself  to  give  evidence  to  a 
certain  extent  on  that. 

(Chairtnan,)  It  is  a  matter  rather  for  some  member 
of  the  board  than  an  engineering  question.  Com- 
plaints have  been  made^  as  you  are  aware,  of  the 
Board  not  allowing  the  vestries  to  know  what  was 
being  done,  and  what  the  chemists  were  reporting, 
and  so  on.  Who  will  be  the  member  of  the  Board  who 
can  tell  us  about  that? 

(Mr,  Meadows  White.)  I  think  Mr.  Rider  Cook 
has  most  knowledge  on  the  subject ;  and  I  think  we 
have  prepared,  at  your  Lordship's  suggestion,  the 
correspondence  ^ath  reference  to  the  applications  for 
information. 

(Mr,  Bosanqitet.)  We  have  had  that. 


(Mr.  Meadotos  White,)  Mr.  Rider  Cook,  now  the 
deputy-chairman,  is  coming  before  the  Commission, 
with  a  \iew  of  your  Lordship  putting  several  questions 
as  to  the  general  management  of  the  Board ;  but  he 
also  takes  special  interest,  as  your  Lordship  will  see 
from  the  paper  before  you,  in  this  matter  of  tlw*. 
sewage  question,  having  technical  and  special  know- 
ledge from  his  business  on  the  subject  of  chemicals; 
and  he  will  be  able  to  answer  questions  on  that 
subject  that  your  Lordship  may  be  pleased  to  put  to 
him. 

(Mr.  Studd.)  Will  your  Lordship  allow  me  to 
correct  a  question  ?  On  the  last  occasion  I  informed 
you  I  was  instructed  that  a  gentleman  from  the  Office 
of  Works  had  told  us  the  increase  was  100,000/.  a 
year  on  the  expenditure  for  the  parks.  I  am  now 
told  that  what  he  really  said  was  that  the  total  ex- 
penditure was  100,000/.,  and  that  it  had  largely 
increased. 

(Chairman,)  1  thought  there  must  be  some 
mistake. 


Mr.  John  Tolhurst  sworn  and  examined. 


12.376.  (Chairman,)  You  are  a  member  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ? — Yes. 

12.377.  And  have  been  so  since  November  1875  ? 
—Yes. 

12,376.  Were  you  representing  Rotherhithe  ? — 
Yes,  and  St.  Olave's  district. 

12.379.  Were  you  on  any  committees  of  the  Board  ? 
— Yes ;  I  have  been  on  the  finance  committee  ever 
since  I  was  a  member  ;  and  for  a  year  or  two  I  was  on 
a  committee  called  the  special  purposes  committee.  I 
left  that  about  1879  or  1880,  to  go  on  to  the  |)arlia- 
mentary  committee  ;  and  I  have  served  on  the  finance 
and  parliamentary  committees  over  since  ;  and  of  both 
I  have  been  chairman. 

12.380.  Those  are  the  committees  of  whose  opera- 
tions you  know  most  ? — Quite  so. 

12.381.  The  finance  committee  would  have  no 
practical  connexion  with  the  architect's  department  ? 
— Not  beyond  receiving  reports  from  the  architect 
to  verify  the  facts  in  the  applications  from  the  vestries 
and  district  boards  in  respect  of  loans,  nothing  beyond 
that. 

12.382.  What  were  the  functions  of  the  parlia- 
mentary committee? — To  receive  orders  from  the 
Board  to  prepare  Bills,  to  carry  out  the  instructions 
and  deposit  them,  and  t^ke  action  in  bringing  them 
before  the  House  of  Commons;  and  also  to  watch 
Bills  brought  forward  affecting  the  interests  of  the 
metropolis  by  outside  bodies. 

12.383.  That  committee  does  not  deal  with  the 
policy  of  the  application  ? — Not  at  all. 

12.384.  Or  the  land  to  be  taken,  or  anything  of 
the  kind  ? — No. 

12.385.  It  is  merely  for  the  purpose  of  seeing  when 
an  application   is  <letermined   upon   that   the  Bill  is 


properly  drawn,  and  the  application  carried  through  ? 
— Yes,  and  evidence  given  properly. 

12.386.  Who  would  determine  the  question  of  the 
time  when  notice  to  treat  should  be  giveu,  and  buildings 
taken  that  the  Board  thought  they  might  have  to  use  ? 
— That  would  be  done  after  the  Bill  was  passed.  The 
Board  would  i-eceive  notice  of  the  fact  of  the  Bill 
having  been  passed,  and  would  further  report  to  the 
works  committee. 

12.387.  That  is- a  committee  of  the  whole  Board  ? — 
Yes. 

12,888.  They  must  have  acted  on  somebody's 
advice  ? — The  solicitor  reports  to  the  Board  the  fact 
of  the  Bill  having  been  passed,  and  then  it  is  referred 
to  the  works  committee. 

12.389.  Take  the  case  of  this  No.  40,  Bridge  Road, 
Battersea,  which  we  have  heard  about;  who  would 
determine  when  the  notice  to  treat  should  be  served 
on  the  tenant  or  the  occupier;  whose  department 
would  that  be  in  ? — I  suppose  in  the  first  instance 
the  feolicitor  would  reimrt  as  to  the  serving  of  notices ; 
the  solicitor  being  instruct<ed  to  serve  notices  to  carry 
out  a  certain  improvement,  it  would  be  managed,  I 
think,  from  the  !?olicitor*8  department. 

12.390.  Take  a  case  of  that  sort.  Would  not  it 
be  considered  whether  it  was  possible  to  avoid  turning 
out  the  tenant  and  paying  trade  compensation  by  keep- 
ing him  there  till  you  saw  what  improvement  had  to 
be  made  and  negotiating  with  him  to  stay  there  after 
you  had  made  the  improvement  ? — I  aoj  scarcely  pre- 
pared to  say.  I  think  that  the  notice  in  the  first 
instance  is  served  upon  the  freeholder  ;  then  upon  the 
leaseholder,  if  there  is  one ;  and  then  upon  the  tenant 
Of  course  there  are  three  or  four  interests  in  many  of 
these  properties.     I  am  not  aware  of  any  arrangement 
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being  specially  made  with  the  tenant  till  they  have 
purchased  the  freehold  interest. 

12.391.  Whose  business  would  it  be  in  transactions 
of  that  kind  to  consider  how  the  thing  could  be  moat 
economically  worked,  how  an  improvement  can  be 
carried  out  at  the  least  expense,  and  the  least  disturb- 
ance to  tenants  ?  Whose  business  would  that  be  ? — 
I  should  take  it  that  came  from  Mr.  Goddard,  who 
reported  to  the  works  committee  through  Mr. 
Vulliamy. 

12.392.  From  the  archit^^ct's  department? — From 
the  architects'  department.  All  matters  of  compensa- 
tion came  through  that  particular  department. 

12.393.  There  was  no  committee  specially  dealing 
with  that  matter? — There  was  one  before  I  was  a 
member  cf  the  Board,  but  just  before  that  I  believe 
it  was  thrown  open  to  the  whole  of  the  members.  I 
suppose  that  would  be  about  1874. 

12.394.  Then  after  that  date  such  matters  would  be, 
I  suppose,  chiefly  left  to  the  officers  of  the  Board  ? — 
No,  there  is  a  committee  of  about  12  or  14  who  make 
it  their  business  to  attend.  Other  members  can  be 
present  if  they  think  proper.  An  officer  can  do 
nothing  until  it  has  been  before  the  committee  and 
determined. 

12.395.  Would  the  committee  determine  whether 
notice  to  treat  should  be  given,  and  on  what  date? — 
Yes.  A  resolution  would  be  passed  by  that  committee 
that  the  solicitor  be  instructed  to  serve  notices  on 
those  interested  in  that  property. 

12.396.  What  information  would  the  committee 
have  before  them  to  do  that  ? — The  plans  are  submitted, 
and  I  expect  that  that  comes  up  from  the  architect's 
department ;  biit  I  am  not  sj  well  posted  up  in  that 
portion  of  the  matter. 

12.397.  {Mr.  Bosanqtiet.)  We  were  told  that  the 
engineers  sent  in  to  say  when  they  required  land  ? — 
Yes.  I  believe  the  engineer  saj's  that,  but  that  is 
after  the  compensation  claims  are  settled. 

12.398.  {Chairman.)  The  first  minute  that  is  given 
me  about  this  is  January  5th,  1S85.  "  Works  Com- 
"  mittee.  The  solicitor  presented  a  copy  of  the 
"  following  claim.  New  Bnttersea  Bridge.  W. 
"  Griffin,  40,  Bridge  Road,  Battersea.  Freehold, 
"  498/.  Resolved  that  the  claim  be  referred  to  the 
"  officers  for  report.''  That  must  have  been  after 
notice  to  treat.  Then  in  the  same  way,  with  reference 
to  the  occupier,  Mr.  Goose. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White,)  Perhaps,  during  the  lunch 
time,  we  could  find  a  specimen  of  an  improvement. 

12,399  {Chairman.)  I  will  take  ihis  one  we  have 
been  talking  about. 

{Mr.  Meadows  TVhite.)  We  will  find  a  resolution  to 
authorise  the  service  of  the  notice  to  treat.  Most 
probably  it  would  come  on  information  from  the 
engineer's  office. 

12,400-1.  {Chairman.)  Would  tliis  be  reported  to 
the  committee,  because  1  want  to  know  what  the 
committee  have  to  guide  them  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  They  first,  and  almost 
always  take  a  view  as  soon  as  any  question  has  arisen. 
First,  there  is  the  improvement  started,  and  then 
parliamentary  sanction  for  the  improvement  is  got,  and 
then  after  the  parliamentary  sanction  is  obtained  it 
becomes  a  question  whether  the  particular  improve- 
ment shall  be  proceeded  with.  That  is  met  partly,  I 
suppose,  by  outside  pressure,  and  partly  by  the  know- 
ledge which  the  members  of  the  Board  have,  and  it  is 
started  generally,  and  then  with  regard  to  any  pai'ti- 
t;ular  part  of  the  land  required  for  the  improvement, 
the  first  proceeding  is,  I  believe,  that  a  deputation,  or 
the  whole  committee,  views  the  particular  laud.  That 
is  all  viewed,  and  the  matter  is  discussed,  and  they 
take  the  plan  with  them  provided  from  the  architect's 
department,  I  suppoj-e  part  of  the  reference  plan 
annexed  to  the  Act  of  Parliament,  and  which  is 
coloured.  Then  they  determine  what  part  of  the 
land  shall  be  acquired,  and  then  they  either  strike  out 
or  add  according  to  their  judgment.  Then  the 
solicitor  is  instructed  to  take  the  necessary  steps  to 
acquire   the   land,  and  that  would    result  in  notice^ 


\jo  treat  being  served  on  the  occupiers.  The  order 
in  which  they  ai-e  sened  is  this,  by,  I  believe,  ex- 
press instructions,  but  at  any  rate  this  is  the  practice. 
The  freeholder  is  served  first.  The  reason  of  that  is, 
that  the  freeholder's  claim,  if  properly  made  out,  dis- 
closes the  names  of  subordinate  interests,  and  it  is 
worked  backwards  in  that  way  :  freeholder,  lessjc, 
sub-lessee,  occupying  lessee.  Of  course  your  Lordship 
knows  that  weekly  tenants,  and  occupiers  of  that 
class,  are  not  dealt  with  until  possession  is  required. 
Then  the  engineer  gives  information,  and  sends  in  a 
requisition,  very  often,  I  believe,  at  short  notice,  that 
he  requires  possession  of  certain  lands.  Then  the 
compensation  claims  having  been  dealt  with  pre- 
viously, it  is  the  solicitor's  business  to  get  vacant 
possession  for  the  engineer. 

12.402.  {Chairman.)  What  strikes  me  is  this; 
taking  this  particular  case  Here  is  a  house  let  for 
three,  five,  or  seven  years,  at  45/.  a  year,  at  a  rack- 
rent  that  the  occupier  pays ;  and  it  was  a  rackrent 
obviously,  because  it  is  held  on  a  lease  dated  as  late  as 
May  1883.  Then  the  tenant  who  holds  at  the  rack- 
rent  receives  a  compensation  of  1,520/.,  230/.  of  that 
is  paid  as  improved  rent  and  fixtures. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Improvea  rent  to  the  oc- 
cupier of  that  business ;  it  would  be  of  more  value  to 
him  than  anyone  else. 

12.403.  {Chairman.)  That  is  something  like  1,300/. 
for  his  trade  loss. 

{Mr.  Meadows  IVhite.)  Your  Lordship  sees  how 
that  is  arrived  at. 

12.404.  {Chairman.)  It  would  have  paid  them 
better  to  have  let  him  stay  rent  free. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  In  that  case  there  were 
special  circumstances  which  T  can  detail  to  your  Lord- 
shipj  if  you  please.  'J'hat  is,  that  the  Board  were 
informed  he  had  gone  there  very  lately ;  the  improve- 
ment was  imminent  (I  am  now  spt^king  from  in- 
sttuctions),  and  the  Board  were  informed  that  the 
tenant  was  a  clever  man,  and  was  pushing  his  busi- 
ness, and  that  if  they  waited  long  they  would  have  a 
larger  business  to  buy,  and  therefore  it  being  known 
they  would  have  to  buy  the  business,  the  committee 
were  advised  to  deal  with  the  man  at  once  rather  tlmn 
have  to  dejil  a  year  or  two  hence  with  an  increased 
business.  Your  Lordship  knows  how  juries  give  in 
these  matters.  The  carriage  traffic  of  the  bridge  was 
stopped,  and  the  longer  he  remained  there  the  bigger 
claim  he  would  have. 

12.405.  {Chairman.)  Supposing  they  allowed  him 
to  remain  there  till  the  carriage  traffic  was  resumed 
again,  one  does  not  see  he  would  be  very  much 
injured,  except  by  taking  away  the  verandah,  and 
if  you  had  then  taken  that  away,'and  he  got  the  house 
rent  free  in  consequence,  he  would  bo  rather  in  a  good 
position. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  He  was  a  claimant  against 
the  Board.  Your  Lordship  I  hope  will  be  in  posses- 
sion of  something  like  the  statistics  as  to  the  immense 
number  of  these  claims. 

12.406.  {Chairman.)  It  might  have  been  perfectly 
right^  but  what  one  would  like  to  have  would  be  a 
little  information  as  to  how  far  there  was  an  endea- 
vour to  see  what  could  best  be  done  in  the  interests 
of  economy. 

{Mr.  Meadows  IVhite.)  Unfortunately  the  dis- 
cussions which  arise  in  special  cases  in  the  committee, 
and  amongst  the  gentlemen  who,  as  your  Lordship  has 
heard,  specially  attended  to  these  matters,  are  not 
reported.  It  is  very  difficult  to  find  the  whole  dis- 
cussion. These  cases  are  discussed  with  regard  to  a 
special  compensation  case  of  that  sort,  and  the  reasons 
would  not  get  abroad  which  induced  the  committee  to 
act.  In  a  case  of  that  sort  there  would  be  a  special 
discussion  among  the  men  of  business  who  were  there, 
of  whom  your  Lordship  has  seen  a  sample  in  Mr. 
Edwards,  who  certainly  took  an  independent  view  of 
mattei-s,  and  other  members  equally  competent  with 
him,  discussed  these  things. 

12.407.  {Chairman.)  Is  there  any  evidence  that  it 
was  discussed  and  brought  forward. 
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(Mr,  Meadows  White.)  This  is  the  minute  as  to 
Battersea  Bridge,  dated  October  the  27th,  1884  :— 
**  Read  a  report  by  the  engineer,  dated  the  2l8t 
^  instant,  recommending  that  the  solicitor  and  tlie 
'*  architect  be  instructed  to  report  to  the  committee 
**  as  to  the  steps  to  be  taken  for  obtaining  the  property 
"  to  be  acquired  for  the  purposes  of  the  new  Batter- 
*'  sea  bridge.  Read  also  a  report  by  the  architect, 
"  dated  the  27th  instant " — ^those  reports  are  generally 
dated  the  day  of  the  meeting — '*  submitting  a  plan 
"  showing  the  prof>erty  which  would  be  required  for 
<^  the  amended  line  of  approach  to  the  new  bridge. 
"  Resoh'ed,  on  the  motion  of  Mr.  Selway,  that  the 
**  plan  be  approved,  and  that  the  solicitor  l>e  instructed 
"  to  serve  the  necessary  notices."    That  is  the  minute. 

12.408.  {Chairman,)  Were  all  notices  served  on 
everybody  at  once  ? 

{Mr,  Meadows  White,)  That  is  necessary  if  the 
engineer  reports.  It  is  considered  that  the  report  is 
founded  on  reason. 

12.409.  {Chairman,)  Do  I  understand  they  serve 
the  notice  on  the  freeholder  so  as  to  be  able  to  get 
possession  of  the  freehold  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  That  is  the  first  step. 

12.410.  {Chairman.)  As  soon  as  they  know  of  the 
tenant  do  they  serve  it  on  him  as  a  matter  of  course  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  That  would  be  if  possession 
is  required.  This  is  a  case  where  the  engineer  wants 
the  land. 

12.411.  {Chairman,)  He  did  not  want  the  land 
because  this  was  two  years  ago,  and  the  land  has  not 
been  touched  yet.     The  verandah  still  remains. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White,)  As  your  Tiordship  sees  in 
the  bridge  approach,  the  engineer  specifies  what  land 
he  wants. 

12.412.  {Chairman.)  What  rather  strikes  me  is 
the  question  whether  there  was  a  sufficient  considera- 
tion in  each  of  these  coses  to  see  how  it  could  be  most 
economically  worked. 

{Mr,  Bosanquet.)  Is  there  anything  to  show  that 
the  engineer  gave  notice  that  he  required  the  land  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  read  the  report  of  the 
engineer. 

12.413.  {Chairman.)  That  is  as  soon  as  the  Act  is 
passed,  that  he  wants  the  whole  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  No,  my  Lord.  Having 
made  his  contract  1  suppose  he  requires  the  land  for 
the  approach. 

12.414.  {Chairman.)  He  cannot  have  required 
this  in  1884  when  in  1888  this  has  not  been  touched. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White,)  That  is  this  one  house  on 
the  approach ;  but  the  matter  is  dealt  with  as  a 
whole. 

{Mr.  Bosanquet.)  You  have  given  notice  for  that  ? 

12.415.  {Chairman,)  The  claim  of  the  freeholder 
is  the  5ih  of  January  1885,  so  I  suppose  the  notice 
was  sent  in  towards  the  end  of  1884. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  We  will  give  your  Lord- 
ship every  step  with  regard  to  this  particular  case. 
There  are  hundreds  and  thousands  of  the«e  cases. 

12.416.  {Chairman.)  But  what  I  rather  gather  is 
this,  that  as  soon  as  they  know  that  it  will  be  required 
for  the  works,  notice  to  treat  is  given  at  once  to  the 
freeholder^  and  as  soon  as  the  under  interests  aie 
learnt  notice  is  at  once  given  to  them.  What  occurred 
to  me  is  that  one  wouUl  have  expected  consideration 
of  the  individual  case  of  the  tenants  to  see  whether 
they  could  not  do  without  turning  them  out. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Of  course,  if  the  notice  to 
treat  is  served  and  they  do  not  proceed  at  once,  there 
is  no  doubt  they  can  compel  them. 

12.417.  {Cl^irman.)  Why  should  the  notice  to 
treat  be  given  to  the  tenants  ? 

{Mr,  Bosanquet.)  We  have  heard  of  the  case  in 
imother  street  where  the  two  doctors'  houses  were 
taken.  The  engineer  said  when  he  wanted  other 
parts  of  the  land.  That  is  what  I  imderstood  Sir 
Joseph  Bazalgette  did.  He  told  us  ho  would  say 
when  he  wanted  the  land  up  to  a  certain  line 
as  an  engineering  question.  This  is  only  a  report 
by   the   engineer   that  the  superintending  architect 


bo  instructed  to  report  to  the  Committee  as  to  the 
steps  to  bo  taken  for  obtaining  the  property,  that  is 
property  in  general.  Htj  does  not  say  he  requiivs 
this  part  of  the  land  one  way  or  the  other.  Then  the 
architect  merely  submits  a  plan,  showing  what  quan- 
tity would  be  required. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  notice  to  treat  is 
served.  I  have  it  here  in  duplicate,  7th  November 
1884.  Then  notice  to  treat  in  the  case  of  the  first 
lessees,  the  Freehold,  Leasehold,  and  Investment  Coiu- 
pany,  is  served  on  the  3rd  of  March  1885,  and  the 
notice  to  treat  upon  Mr.  Goose  is  served  upon  the 
13th  of  July  1885.  There  is  an  interval  Injtwecn  the 
services,  and  the  solicitor  of  course  has  to  carry  out 
the  instructions  of  the  committee  to  serve  these 
notices  to  get  ultimate  possession  of  the  land  nt  the 
right  moment,  because  building  a  bridge  of  this 
magnitude  is  a  considerable  work,  and  you  must  be 
in  a  position  to  give  possession,  and  all  these  are  very 
complicated  matters,  giving  these  notices  and  securing 
the  land  for  this  purpose.  They  must  begin  early 
and  they  are  not  dealt  with  en  bloc,  but  dealt  with 
at  intervals.  The  notices  to  treat  are  in  the  solicitor's 
department,  and  these  matters  are  very  much  dis- 
cussed and  considered,  as  well  as  by  the  committee, 
of  giving  final  notice.  The  details  of  how  to  give 
notice  is  a  matter  for  the  solicitors'  department. 

12.418.  {Chairman,)  I  should  have  thought  it 
would  have  been  a  matter  in  which  it  would  be  of 
great  advantage  if  you  had  some  small  committee 
to  say  this  improvement  is  being  carried  out,  but  it  is 
desirable  to  avoid  turning  out  trade  tenants  as  long  as 
we  can  to  see  whether  after  the  improvement  wo 
cannot  arrange  for  their  staying  on,  if  we  are  only  to 
•make  a  small  alteration  as  regards  the  house,  so  that 
the  cases  might  be  considered  from  that  point  of  view. 
I  cannot  see  that  that  is  done. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White,)  In  that  particular  case  it 
was  discussed  at  the  time.  I  will  look  to  the  minutes 
of  the  13th  August  1885  ;  but  Mr.  Davies,  who  is  in- 
structing me,  says  that  there  was  a  discussion  in  the 
solicitors'  department,  and  that  is  one  of  the  matters 
that  interest  the  solicitors,  namely,  that  in  that  si>ecial 
case  the  bridge  was  closed  to  traffic  at  the  time, 
although  the  actual  macadamising  of  the  a|)proach 
road  and  paving  the  approach  road  was  not  imminent, 
yet  the  damage  was  going  on  at  the  time  to  this 
trader. 

12.419.  {Chairman,}  The  damage  went  on  equally 
to  all  the  persons  whose  premises  were  taken. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White,)  Except  this  special  trade 
case.  Your  Lordship  will  see  how  it  was  dealt  with. 
At  some  time  or  other  the  notice  must  be  served,  and 
the  question  is,  therefore,  when  to  serve  it. 

12.420.  {Chainnan.)  Was  the  lease  three,  five,  or 
seven  years  at  his  option  or  at  the  option  of  the  land- 
lord as  well  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  Tf  hite.)  The  lessee  only. 

12.421.  {Chainnan.)  Then  he  could  have  been  turned 
out  in  less  than  two  years  without  any  compensation  at 
all  ?  His  option  was  three,  five,  or  seven  years  from 
March  1883  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  When  the  valuation  was 
given  there  were  four  years  to  run  at  the  20th  January 
1886,  four  years  on  the  6  per  cent,  table. 

12.422.  {Chairman.)  Supposing,  for  example,  he 
had  been  allowed  to  remain  till  now.  There  would 
have  been  less  than  two  years  for  which  he  would  have 
had  any  right  to  compensation. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  March 25th,  1890,  his  ternx 
expires. 

{Mr.  Freeman.)  The  compulsory  powers  expired  in 
1887. 

12.423.  {Chairman,)  But  they  were  renewed  by 
an  Act  of  1 886,  because  there  was  a  fresh  notice  to 
treat  served  on  Mr.  Lambert  in  1886. 

{Mr.  Freeman.)  At  the  time  this  notice  was  origi- 
nally  given  it  would  expire  in  1887,  and  therefore 
they  could  not  have  waited  till  the  end  of  his  lease, 
because  if  they  had  waited  until  1890  they  would 
liave  had  no  power. 
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12.424.  (Chairman.)  No  doubt.  What  time  did  it 
expire  ? 

{Mr.  Freeman.)  It  must  have  been  July  or  August. 

12.425.  (Chairman.)  They  need  not  have  given  i* 
till  August  of  last  year. 

(3/r.  Meadows  White.)  The  report  is  made  first 
by  the  architect,  on  the  5th  of  January  1886,  and 
then  the  accountant  reports  and  Mr.  Ward  concurs. 
These  matters  of  compensation  are  dealt  with  in  the 
solicitors'  department.  "  I  concur  with  the  accountant 
"  in  this  case  in  advising  the  committee  to  authorise 
**  negotiations."  That  is,  that  Mr.  Goose's  claim  be 
dealt  with.  Your  Lordship  sees  how  the  accountant 
dealt  with  it.  He  examined  the  books  thoroughly, 
and  evidently  the  books  were  not  sufficient  in  them- 
selves to  give  sufficient  data  for  the  valuation.  He 
consults  a  gentleman  named  Whitehead,  who  was  an 
expert  in  this  business,  having  been  a  butcher  himself, 
and  Mr.  Whitehead  made  a  report  upon  the  premises, 
and  the  accountaut  upon  that  makes  his  report  work 
out  to  642/.  195.  a-year,  and  then  he  says  it  is  an 
entirely  ready-money  trade,  and  only  about  seven 
customers  being  served  on  the  credit  system,  and  the 
compensation  would  be  1,286/.  for  two  years,  being 
entirely  dependent  on  the  traffic  p.as8ing  the  shop  and 
not  a  credit  trade  at  all,  and  two  years  would  be  rea- 
sonable. This  gentleman,  if  he  had  been  left  till  now, 
would  have  claimed  not  only  the  prospective,  but  all 
the  damages  for  four  years  past,  and  in  that  case  he 
claims  for  damage  past  and  the  prospective  damage. 
Of  course  the  prospective  damage  is  discounted  and 
diminished  by  the  chance  he  has  of  going  away  and 
getting  a  fresh  business. 

12.426.  (Chairman.)  I  shoidd  have  thought  there 
was  no  serious  mischief  in  allowing  this  verandah  to 
remain  on  the  pavement. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  bridge  is  to  be 
stopped. 

12.427.  (Chairman.)  This  verandah  being  there, 
or  not  being  there,  will  only  make  a  difference  when 
the  bridge  is  opened  and  people  go  along  the  road. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  They  would  be  obliged  to 
take  it  away. 

12.428.  ( Chairman.)  I  was  considering  this,  whether 
they  might  not  perfectly  well  have  left  the  verandah 
there  till  March  1890,  and  then  cleared  it  away. 
There  need  not  be  notice  to  treat  at  all.  They 
might  have  done  it  without  any  compensation  at  all 
when  the  lease  expires  and  his  rights  come  to  an 
end. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  damage  to  his  business 
is  going  on  all  the  time. 

12.429.  (Chairman.)  They  would  not  be  bound  to 
compensate  him  a  penny.  They  need  not  have  inter- 
fered with  the  existing  tenant  till  the  month  of  March 
1890. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Then  there  being  a  way 
immediately  up  to  the  premises,  up  to  the  very  door, 
that  was  stopped,  and  the  business  was  stopped. 

12.430.  (Chai^-man.)  His  business  was  no  more 
stopped  than  Lamberts'  or  Harding's. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  That  would  be  merely  a 
question  of  damage.  This  was  a  question  where  they 
had  to  buy  the  premises. 

12.431.  (Chairman.)  But  not  to  buy  his  interest. 
(Mr.  Meadows  White.)    It  is  a  different  class  of 

business.     I  do  not  know  what  Lambert's  business 
was. 

12.432.  (Chairman.)  It  you  had  bought  the  free- 
hold and  had  left  Jackson  there  carrying  on  his 
business  until  March  1890,  when  his  Ie«se  expired, 
he  would  have  had  no  claim  to  compensation.  How 
would  he  have  had  a  claim  for  compensation  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Because  of  our  injuriou:jly 
affecting  his  interest.  He  had  these  three  or  four 
years'  interest  to  run. 

12.433.  (Chairman,)  How  would  you  have  affected 
it? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Because  you  have  actunlly 
stopped  up  the  access  to  his  premises. 


the 


the 


12.434.  (Chairman.)  Have  you  paid  compensation 
to  Lamberts'  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  do  not  know  that  they 
have  suffered  any  damage.  It  is  not  for  me  to  sug- 
gest that  they  have  a  claim.  I  do  not  know  what 
their  business  is.     It  may  be  a  mere  residence. 

12.435.  (Chairman.)    Have    you   stopped   up 
access? 

(Mr.  Meadows  WJiite.)  Yes,  entirely. 

12.436.  (Chairman.^  How  r 
(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  We  have  stopped   up 

vehicular  access. 

12.437.  (Chairman.)  Along  that  street  in  front? 
(Mr.  Meadows   White.)  Yes.     It  is  quite  at  the 

end. 

12.438.  (Chairman.)  The  fact  is  that  the  bridge 
is  down,  and  the  people  cannot  go  over  the  bridge. 

(Mr.  Meadows   White.)  Yes. 

12.439.  (Chairman.)  That  would  not  stop  it  ? 
(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Well,  the  Court  of  Appeal 

has  dealt  with  it,  they  have  maintained  a  claim.  My 
learned  friend  and  I  were  opposed  in  the  case.  There 
is  the  stoppage  (pointing  on  the  plan).  Your  Lord- 
ship sees  the  bridge  has  been  removed,  and  a  tem- 
porary footbridge  only  is  built  instead,  which  does  not 
affect  the  traffic  here  (pointing)^  because  it  does  not 
go  on  to  the  road  at  this  point.  It  is  found  in  the 
report  of  the  accountant,  rightly  or  wrongly,  that  tlie 
whole  of  this  person's  trade  depends  on  the  casual 
passengei-s ;  there  is  no  credit  trade  at  all. 

12.440.  (Chairman.)  Do  you  mean  on  the  foot 
passengers  who  used  to  go  over  the  bridge  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  No,  it  is  entirely  stopped ; 
the  works  go  quite  back.  This  is  our  house  (point- 
ing). 

12.441.  (Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Do  you  say  that  you 
have  really  done  anything  to  the  road  which  runs 
past  his  house  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Yes.  This  is  his  house 
(pointing). 

12.442.  (Mr.  Bosanquet.)  If  you  have,  that  may 
be  a  good  reason  for  dealing  with  it. 

(  Chairman.)  Certainly. 

12.443.  (Mr.  Bosanquet.)  It  was  not  suggested  to 
either  of  the  witnesses  who  came  that  tnere  was  any- 
thing done  to  the  road. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  It  is  a  cul-de-sac ;  there  is 
no  ti'affic  anyhow.  There  is  a  hoarding  as  high  as 
this  room.  However,  there  it  is,  and  I  l^lieve  I  have 
stated  it  correctly.  In  this  particular  case  it  seems  to 
me  to  be  so  near,  and  so  immediate  a  damage  that  it 
is  a  clear  case  of  injuriously  affecting.  Of  course  the 
difference  here  is  that  there  is  actual  lajidio  be  taken. 

12.444.  (Chairman.)  Of  course  if  they  were  bound 
in  any  case  to  make  compensation  that  might  make  a 
difference. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  That  is  the  decision,  as  I 
understand. 

12.445.  (Chairman.)  I  did  not  understand  that 
they  had  in terf erred  with  the  trade  at  all ;  I  thought 
it  was  merely  that  there  was  only  a  foot  bridge,  and 
therefore  only  foot  passengers  could  go  along  the 
street  and  go  over  the  bridge. 

(Mr.  Meadows  IVhite.)  I  am  rather  in  an  embar- 
rassed position.  I  do  not  want  to  admit  there  is  any 
damage  in  the  other  cases,  but  in  the  other  cases  there 
18  no  land  taken.  As  your  Lordship  knows  under  the 
68th  section  nothing  can  be  claimed  until  damage 
actually  urises,  but  in  these  cases  it  is  not  the  land  of 
the  gentlemen  that  is  taken. 

12.446.  (Chairman.)  No.  The  case  I  was  putting 
was  where  you  do  not  want  the  land  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Exactly ;  here  you  do  want 
the  land. 

12.447.  (Chairman.)  You  need  not  have  the  land 
for  this  purpose  until  his  interest  has  expired. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Yes,  because  the  road  has 
to  be  raised.  Of  course  it  would  hamper  the  works 
materially  if  we  left  outstanding  interests. 

12.448.  (Chairman.)  The  road  is  to  be  raist^d  ? 
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{Mr,  Meadows  JVhite.)  Yes,  the  road  is  to  Ik? 
raised  there. 

12.449.  (Chainnan.)  I  thought  it  was  merely 
that  this  verandah  interfered  with  the  footway  ? 

(3/r.  Meadows  White.)  No. 

12.450.  (Mr,  Free^nan,)  The  rowl  is  raised  there 
80  that  people  would  walk  right  on  to  the  roof  of 
this. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White,)  The  road  would  have  to  be 
altered,  and  would  have  to  pass  this  house  on  a  higher 
level.  I  could  show  your  Lordship  that  in  this  parti- 
cular case  the  matter  was  very  carefully  considered.     It 


was    a   very   exceptional   case   indeed ;    we    are  not 
inquiring  so  much  into  the  absolute  discretion. 

12,451.  ( Chainnan.)  No,  it  is  not  as  to  the  exercise 
of  discretion  but  how  far  there  was  any  sufficient  con- 
sideration. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  think  in  this  case  it 
received  in  the  department  and  in  the  committee  a 
considerable  discussion  ;  of  course  it  does  not  appear 
on  the  minutes,  but  when  the  other  gentleman's  case 
comes  on  it  will  be  seen  that  the  damages  sustained 
were  by  the  actual  building  of  the  approi^h  roa<l. 


Twenty-second 
Day. 

81  July  1888. 
J,  TolkursL 


The  witness  withdrew. 
Adjomrned  for  a  short  time. 


Mr.  John  Jonss  sworn  and  examined. 


12,452.  {Chairman,)  How  long  have  you  been  on 
the  Metropolitan  Board  ? — According  to  my  book, 
which  is  my  only  guide  in  the  matter,  my  memory 
does  not  avail,  since  1879. 

12,45.3.  Have  you  served  on  any  committees  of  the 
Board  ? — I  have  served,  not  perhaps  as  regularly  as 
my  conscience  might  now  suggest  to  me  I  ought  to 
have  done,  but  I  have  served  upon  the  fire  brigade, 
and  upon  the  parks'  committees,  and  upon  the  works' 
committee  fairly  well. 

12.454.  That  is  the  general  committee  of  the 
Board  ? — That  is  the  general  committee. 

12.455.  But  the  two  special  committees  are  the 
iire  brigade  and  the  parks'  committee.  Neither  of 
those  had  specially  to  do  with  the  architect's  depart- 
ment ? — Not  very  much.  There  were  in  the  fire 
brigade  committee  constant  applications  on  the  part 
of  the  architect  to  have  his  plans  accepted  for  new 
stations  that  had  to  be  built  for  the  fire  brigade,  and 
they  had  to  be  brought  before  the  fire  brigade  com- 
mittee and  judged  of,  and  I  suppose  recommended 
when  we  considered  that  they  fulfilled  the  purposes 
required. 

12.456.  However,  it  was  only  in  connexion  wiih 
those  circumstances  that  they  came  into  contact 
directly  with  the  architect's  department  r — Well,  un- 
fortunately, according  to  my  judgment,  the  architect 
was  appointed  to  be  manager  of  parks  and  open 
spaces.  From  the  first  I  thought  it  was  an  anomaly, 
but  as  he  was  an  oflicer  we  had  to  do  with  him. 

12.457.  That  is,  you  had  to  do  with  him  in  the 
parks'  committee  ?  —  Yes,  in  the  parks'  committee. 
He  was  the  officer  to  measure  and  work  out  pathways, 
fencing,  the  building  of  small  huts  for  attc*ndants  and 
keepers. 

12.458.  Did  Mr.  Vulliamy  do  that  personally,  or 
was  it  one  of  his  subordinates  ? — ^Well  I  reckon  he  did 
nothing  hardly  personally ;  he  did  it  through  the 
medium  of  his  officers. 

12.459.  Who  was  the  officer  who  had  to  do  with 
that  part  ? — Well,  the  officer  we  saw  (and  I  believe 
him  to  be  an  efficient  man)  was  a  Mr.  JSaxby.  I 
recollect  Mr.  Vulliamy  saying,  when  I  asked  him  once 
how  he  knew  all  about  the  property  about  Loudon, 
and  how  he  was  able  to  tell  us  without  looking  at 
things  the  exact  value,  "  I  have  confidence  in  my 
officers,"  and  my  confidence  in  him  ceased. 

12.460.  When  was  tha*:  ? — Well,  a  good  while  ago  ; 
I  could  not  tell  you  when,  I  should  say  four  or  five 
years  ago. 

12.461.  We  have  been  told  that  some  'members  of 
the  Board  communicated  with  one  another  upon  that 
question  of  Mr.  VuUiamy's  being  still  fit  to  retain  the 
post  of  superintending  architect.  Were  you  one  of 
those  who  discussed  that  ? — Well,  Mr.  Edwards  sug- 
gested to  me  one  day  just  in  a  kind  of  loose  and 
unimportant  kind  of  way  that  he  did  not  think  Mr. 
Vulliamy  was  up  to  the  work,,  or  some  remark  like 
that.     That  is  all  I  talked  about  it. 

12.462.  Nothing  was  done  upon  it  ? — ^Xo,  nothing 
was  done. 


12.463.  However,  was  that  your  imprest^ion  too  ? —    Mr,  J.  Jones* 
It  was,  because  he  had  to  turn  round  and  ask,  when 

he  was  on  the  works  committee's  inquiries,  of  Mr. 
Robertson,  who  stood  at  his  shoulder,  what  was  the 
answer  to  be  given,  and  Mr.  Robertson  would  whisper 
in  his  ear,  and  give  him  the  answer.  But  I  still 
thought  him  a  very  clever  man. 

12.464.  Had  you  any  doubts  about  either  Mr. 
Robertson  or  Mr.  Goddard  ? — No,  not  the  least,  the 
very  contrary.  I  upheld  their  character  until  I  have 
become  almost  disgraced  in  my  own  estimation  by 
upholding  them. 

12.465.  Is  there  any  matter  with  regard  to  the 
working  of  the  Board  to  which  you  would  like  to  call 
attention  ? — Well,  the  working  of  the  Board  when 
first  I  went  there  suiprised  me,  it  was  so  high-handed 
in  everything,  high-handed  to  the  public  outside  and 
high-handed  to  most  of  the  members.  I  was  among 
the  most. 

12.466.  But  when  you  say  the  conduct  of  the 
Board,  what  are  you  referring  to  ?  ITou  were  one  of 
them  ?  —  The  conduct  of  the  governing  power  on 
the  Boai'd.  That  is,  those  authorities  who  led  the 
herd. 

12.467.  Who  were  the  authorities  who  led  the 
herd  ? — Well  that  is  rather  a  critical  question,  because 
in  different  instances  different  authorities  did,  but  on 
an  average  I  should  say  that  the  most  authoritative 
and  most  laborious  man  at  the  Board,  and  let  me  say 
also  one  of  the  most  intelligent,  was  Mr.  iSelway. 
Next  to  him  Mr.  Runtz.  Now  Mr.  Edwards  in  his 
evidence  has  talked  of  a  ring,  and  if  he  had  not  talked 
of  that  I  should  have  said  he  belonged  to  it,  because  he 
was  a  third.  Then  Mr.  Richardson  was  very  arbi- 
trary at  the  beginning,  but  things  have  altered ;  they 
are  all  dispersed  and  diluted.  They  are  nowhere, 
compared  to  what  they  were  once. 

12.468.  {Mr,  GrenfelL)  Was  Mr.  Saunders  one  of 
the  cabinet  ? — No,  he  did  not  come  very  much  ;  he 
was  in  and  out.  I  do  not  think  he  had  much  autho- 
rity ;  at  least  he  had  no  authority  over  me.  He  never 
interrupted'  me.  What  I  speak  of  was  that  I  was  . 
constantly,  by  several  of  these  called  •to  order,  time, 
and  question,  all  the  little  incidents  of  technical 
management  of  the  Board,  and  then  the  Chairman 
would  join  in  with  them  and  rule  that  I  was  wander- 
ing, and  all  the  while  I  reckon  that  he  was  more 
wandering  than  I.  It  was  his  fault  in  not  appre- 
ciating. 

12.469.  {Mr,  Winch.)  They  listen  to  you  now,  do 
not  they? — Yes,  they  always  had  to  listen.  They 
always  had  to  do  that,  but  now  they  listen  without 
interruptions. 

12.470.  They  look  for  you,  do  not  they,  and  want 
to  hear  you  ? — Well,  that  is  very  flattering. 

12.471.  Was  Mr.  Fowler  one  of  the  cabinet  ? — No, 
I  do  not  think  he  was ;  he  had  not  power  enough. 

12.472.  Not  over  you  ? — No,  I  speak  comparatively 
of  the  others. 


The  witness  withdrew. 
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Mr.  William  Shepherd  recalled,  further  examined. 


Twenty-second 
Day. 

31  July  1888. 

Mr 
W.  Shepherd. 


12.473.  (Chairman.)  You  were  a  member  of  the 
Building  Acts  committee  ? — ^Yes,  my  Lord. 

12.474.  1  see  that  you  were  present  when  the 
question  of  the  Albany  lload  estate  came  before  that 
committee.  Were  you  aware  that  Mr.  Saunders  and 
Mr.  Fowler,  or  either  of  them,  had  been  consulted  in 
that  matter? — I  had  not  the  remotest  idea  of  anything 
of  the  kind. 

12.475.  1  see  that  you  were  on  the  committee  also 
at  the  time  that  the  Pavilion  Music  Hall  was  dealt 
with  ? — Yes,  my  Lord. 

12.476.  Did  you  know  that  Mr.  Saunders  was  the 
architect  of  the  Pavilion  Music  Hall  ? — ^Yes,  my  Lord. 

12.477.  His  name  was  on  the  plan  ? — Yes; 

12.478.  You  were  on  the  theatres  sub-committee 
also  ? — Yes. 

12.479.  At  the  time  the  Criterion  Theatre  was 
dealt  with  ? — Yes. 

12.480.  Did  you  know  that  Mr.  Fowler  and  Mr. 
Saunders  had  been  professionally  employed  with 
reference  to  the  altei-ations  to  be  made  at  the 
Ciiterion  ? — No,  my  Lord  ;  I  said  that  last  time. 

12.481.  I  was  not  aware  that  I  asked  you  that.  I 
may  ask  you  the  more  general  question :  with  regard 
to  any  of  these  other  plans  of  alterations  that  have 
come  before  the  Board,  which  Mr.  Fowler  mentioned, 
where  he  hail  been  consulted,  were  you  aware  that  hft 
had  been  professionally  engaged  ? — There  was  only 
one  instance  that  I  was  aware  of,  and  that  was  the  case 
of  Bedford  Hill,  I  think.  At  the  time  I  was  chairman 
of  the  Building  Ads  committee  ;  the  man  who  was 
making  an  application  came  to  me,  as,  I  am  sorry  to 
say,  a  lot  of  these  people  frequently  do,  to  endeavour, 
I  suppose,  to  give  me  information  that  he  thought  I 
could  not  get  in  an  official  way  ;  and  he  informed  me 
that  Mr.  Fowler  was  his  architect.  If  it  had  not  been 
for  thai  circumstance,  I  should  net  have  known  it. 
There  was  nothing  in  the  application  to  indicate  that 
Mr.  Fowler  was  his  architect. 

12.482.  I  do  not  remember  Bedford  Hill  ?— It  was 
the  case  of  an  application  of  Mr.  Browne.  I  was 
present  when  Mr.  Fowler  was  giving  his  evidence. 

12.483.  It  was  one  of  those  he  mentioned  ? — It  was 
one  of  those  he  mentioned. 

12.484.  You  learnt  it  because  the  person  for  whom 
the  building  Was  being  erected  gave  you  the  informa- 
tion ? — It  was  as  to  laying  out  the  road.  All  that  I 
could  tell  the  man  was  that  his  application  was  a  bad 
one,  and  that  I  could  not  support  it,  and  that  the 
Wandsworth  District  Board  were  opposing  it  most 
strongly,  and  I  thought,  rightly.  Then  he  said  he 
could  not  understand  how  tnat  could  be,  because  he 
was  being  advised  by  a  man  who  was  a  member  of  the 
Board,  and  I  advised  him  to  cashier  his  architect, 
because  if  ever  he  thought  to  get  any  good  by  coming 
to  the  Board  and  employing  an  architect  who  was  a 
member  of  the  Board,  I  was  quite  sure  he  would 
damage  his  case ;  and  that  view  I  have  always  held. 
I  am  sure  that  these  people,  if  it  had  been  known  on 
the  Board  that"  they  were  employing  Messrs.  Fowler 
and  Saunders  in  the  way  that  they  were  doing,  would 
have  suffered  incalculable  damage  in  consequence. 

12.485.  No  doubt,  but  it  was  not  known  ? — It  was 
not  known,  my  Lord.  The  difficulty  then  would  have 
been  to  have  got  simple  justice  done  to  these  people. 

14.486.  (Mr.  Winch,)  .Were  you  a  builder  ? — I  am. 

12.487.  You  are  still  a  builder  ?— -Yes. 

12.488.  With  i-egard  to  any  of  these  applications 
that  were  going  to  be  made  to  the  Board,  were  you 
ever  approacheil  by  anybody  at  all  ? — Only  in  this 
way. 

12.489.  To  give  a  vote,  I  mean  ?— Oh,  no. 

12.490.  Not  with  regard  to  any  buildings.  Were 
you  ou  the  buildings  committee? — I  have  been  on  I  he 
Buildings  Act  committee  over  since  I  have  been  a 
member  of  the  Board. 

12.491.  Part  of  your  duty  would  be  to  pa.ss  certain 
plans  which  were  put  before  you  ? — To  consider  them. 


12.492.  Were  you  ever  approached  at  all  by  any- 
body ? — In  what  way  ? 

12.493.  By  trying  to  get  your  vote. — No, 

12.494.  Not  at  all  ?— No,  never. 

12.495.  No  one  approached  you  ? — Never  ;  except, 
I  may  s&y,  as  I  stated,  this  Mr.  Brown  came  to  rac. 
I  suppose  they  came  with  the  endeavour  of  enlisting 
sympathy,  but  1  have  never  given  them  any  encourage- 
ment 

12.496.  I  am  asking  you  so  that  you,  yourself, 
should  be  able  to  tell  us  if  there  is  anything  in  it. 
No  one  has  ever  approached  you  with  the  view  of 
suggesting  something  for  yourself  if  you  would  give  a 
vote  or  anything  of  the  kind  ? — Never. 

1 2.497.  Nothing  of  that  kind  you  have  had  occur  ? 
— Never. 

12.498.  Now,  with  regard  to  Mr.  Villiers' triangular 
plot  of  land,  you  voted  on  that  question  as  to  whether 
he  should  bo  offered  it  or  not  ? — I  voted  in  the  first 
instance  that  he  should  be  allowed  to  submit  an  offer 
for  it. 

12.499.  Did  you  know  that  Mr.  Saunders  had  any- 
thing to  do  with  the  building  of  that  building  ou  that 
plot  ? — Well,  I  think  I  knew  it  before  anyone  else 
at  the  board,  and  communicated  it  to  some  of  my 
colleagues  on  the  works  committee. 

12.500.  Would  the  plans  with  regard  to  the  building 
of  the  Pavilion  have  come  before  you  as  a  member  of 
the  committee? — Yes. 

12.501.  Did  you  at  that  time  know  that  Mr. 
Saunders  was  architect?— Yes. 

12.502.  Did  it  strike  you  then  that  it  was  irregular 
and  improper  that  ho  should  be  ? — Well,  it  is  not  a 
thing  that  I  could  approve  of,  certainly. 

12.503.  You  knew  it  at  the  time  ? — Yes. 

12.504.  Did  you  take  any  action  upon  it  ? — Well, 
what  action  could  we  take.  It  was  known  throughout 
the  Board. 

12.505.  I  will  suggest  to  you  the  action  you  could 
have  taken.  Could  yon  have  brought  it  to  the  notice 
of  the  committee  that  Mr.  Saunders  was  architect  ? — 
The  committee  were  well  aware  of  it.  As  soon  as  I 
knew  it  I  cx>mmunicated  it  to  my  colleagues. 

12.506.  Before  they  voted  on  the  plans?— Yes,  I 
think  so. 

12.507.  I  may  take  it  that  all  the  committee,  so  far 
as  you  believe,  knew  that  Mr.  Saunders  was  acting  as 
ai-chitect  for  that  building  ?— Yes. 

12.508.  Did  none  of  you  think  that  any  step  ought 
to  be  taken.  Was  Mr.  Saunders  invited  to  como 
belbre  the  committee  and  say  whether  it  was  the  fact 
that  he  was  the  architect? — Well,  when  the  plans 
were  laid  before  the  committee  his  name  was  on  them. 

12.509.  (Chairman,)  No,  I  think  not  m  the  case  of 
the  Pavilion  ? — J  think  it  was,  my  Lord. 

(3Ir,  Meadows  White.)  I  think  so.  Saunders  and 
Worley  was  on  them.  It  was  not  in  one  of  the  other 
cases,  I  think. 

12.510.  (Mr.  Winch.)  Then  you  got  the  fact  before 
YOU  that  Saunders  was  acting  as  architect,  and  you 
knew  that  he  was  a  member  of  the  Board  f — Yes. 

12.51 1.  He  was  also  a  member  of  your  committee  ? 
—Yes. 

12.512.  Did  he  sit  on  the  committee  when  any 
question  with  regard  to  the  Pavilion  came  before  you  ? 
—Well,  I  do  not  think  he  took  any  active  part. 

12.513.  Well,  he  was  there  ?— Yes. 

12.514.  Did  not  that  course  suggest  itself  to  jou, 
amongst  others? — What  could  we  have  done;  we 
could  not  have  expelled  Mr.  Saunders. 

12.515.  Could  not  you  have  brought  it  to  the  notice 
of  the  whole  Board,  to  begin  with  ? — They  knew  it. 

12.516.  I  understand  you  to  say  that  the  whole 
Board  knew  that  Saunders  was  acting  as  architect  for 
the  Pavilion  in  this  case? — I  should  think  so. 

12.517.  And  also  acting  as  architect  in  respect  of 
other  plans  which  were  put  before  the  Building  Acts 
couimitiee ;  do  you  go  so  far  as  that  ? — No. 
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12.518.  It  was  only  widi  referea^e  to  the  Pavilion  ? 
—Only  with  reference  to  the  Pavilion. 

12.519.  In  your  judgment  you  think  it  wad  wrong, 
do  not  you  ? — ^I  think  so. 

12.520.  You  think  you  could  have  taken  no  step,  by 
means  of  a  motion,  to  have  a  vote  of  the  Board  upon 
the  question  ? — I  do  not  see  in  what  way  we  could 
have  done  anything. 

12.521.  {Mr,  Meadows  White.)  As  far  as  we  have 
been  able  to  gather  from  the  minutes,  I  think  that  the 
matter  came  before  the  theatres  sub-committee  with 
reference  to  the  plans  after  the  building  had  been  put 
up;  that  is,  on  the  27th  of  October  1885  ?— Yes. 

12.522.  And  I  think  they  were  passed  when  they 
were  passed,  except  on  one  occasion,  as  being  in 
compliance  with  the  regulations? — They  were  not 
passed  at  first.  There  were  some  alterations  that  had 
to  be  made. 

12.523.  That  is  subseqaently.  There  were  some 
alterations,  but  after  they  had  been  passed  as  bemg 
in  compliance  with  the  regulations  they  did  not  come 
before  the  theatres  sub-committee  until  after  the  build- 
ing was  put  up  ? — ^Yes. 

12.524.  Then  it  became  a  question,  with  respect  to 
all  new  theatres  oi*  places  of  entertainment,  whether 
the  buildings  as  put  up  complied  with  the  plans  which 
had  been  passed  ?•— Which  had  been  previously 
approved. 

12.525.  {Chairman.)  But  the  plans  would  come 
before  them  first,  would  not  they  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Yes,  I  have  put  it  with 
that  exception.  The  plans  would  come  before  them 
to  see  that  they  complied  with  the  public  regulations. 

12.526.  {Chairman.)  They  had  a  right  to  control 
or  veto  them. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  am  speaking  of  the 
theatres  sub-committee,  my  Lord. 

12.527.  {Chairman.)  I  was  asking  about  the  Build- 
ings Acts  committee. 


(1/r.  Meadows  White.)  Yes,  but  I  thought  also  you  Twenty-aecond 
meant  the  theatres  sub-committee.     Then  with  regard  I>Ay« 

to  same  doors  that  were  opened  to  the  proscenium  and  

self  closing  (it  all  appears  on  the  minutes  before  his    ^^  Jnly  1B88. 
Lordship),  ultimately  the  plans  were  paseed  ? — Yes.  ^^ 

12.528.  It  having  been  reported  to  the  committee,     W.  Shepherd, 

and  they  having  ascertained  that  the  plans  were  in       — - 

proper  form  ? — Yes,  that  is  so. 

12.529.  That  is  what  they  had  to  do  ?— Yes. 

12.530.  With  regard  to  the  Criterion  I  think  you 
gave  your  evidence  on  the  former  occasion  ? — Yes. 

12.531.  With  regard  to  the  knowledge  of  the  Board, 
do  you  say  that  Mr.  Saunders'  name  appeared  on  the 
plans  ? — ^Yes. 

12.532.  I  am  not  speaking  as  to  the  question  of 
propriety,  but  under  the  section  of  the  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment which  limits  the  power  of  the  Board  as  to 
contracting,  with  that  exception  there  is  no  legal 
authority  to  interfere  ?— «No. 

12.533.  {Mr.  Winch»)  Have  you  studied  the  legal 
authorities  ? — We  have  had  it  reported  upon  occasion- 
ally. 

12.534.  {Mr.  GrenfelL)  We  have  it  in  evidence 
that  ^T.  Saunders  did  not  intend  to  have  his  name 
put  on  the  plans. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  It  did  appear. 

12.535.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  At  question  1499  it  says  t 
*'  These  are  the  plans  and  they  bear  the  names  of 
**  J.  Ebenezer  Saunders  and  Robert  J.  Worley,  joint 
"  architects? — It  is  quite  possible  that  what  I* have 
''  been  saying  is  so  far  a  myth  that  they  actually  had. 
^<  my  name.  My  intention  was  tiiat  they  should 
"  not." 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  That  is  Mr.  Saunders'  in- 
tention ;  I  was  only  ^Kiaking  of  the  fact  that  they 
did.  I  think  the  plims  themselves  were  before  the 
Commission,  with  the  name  upon  them. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  John  Buntz  recalled,  further  examined. 


12.536.  {Chairman.)  You  were  a  member  of  the 
Building  Acts  committee  ? — Yes. 

12.537.  Were  you  also  a  member  of  the  theatres 
sub-committee  ? — Yes,  my  Lord. 

12.538.  Were  you  aware  that  Mr.  Fowler  and  Mr. 
Saunders  were  being  employed  to  advise  upon  the 
plans  of  the  Albany  Road  estate  ? — No. 

12.539.  I  see  you  were  present  at  the  meetings  of  the 
Building  Acts  committee  when  that  was  considered. 
You  were  not  aware  of  the  feet  ? — ^I  was  not  aware  of 
it,  my  Lord. 

12.540.  I  see  you  were  also  on  the  theatres  sub* 
committee  when  the  Criterion  matter  was  before  it. 
Were  you  aware  that  they  were  being  professionally 
employed  with  reference  to  the  Criterion  ? — ^No,  my 
Lord,  I  had  not  the  slightest  notion  of  it. 

12.541.  You  were  aware,  I  suppose,  that  Mr.  Saun- 
ders (of  course  you  would  be)  was  ardntect  to  the 
Pavilion  Music  Hall  ? — ^Yes,  my  Lord. 

22.542.  Did  you  know  anything  as  to  when  he  had 
become  architect? — ^No,  not  the  slightest. 

12.543.  Now,  apart  from  the  case  or  cases  in  which 
the  names  of  members  of  the  Board  appeared  upon 
the  plans,  were  you  aware  that  they  were  being  con- 
sulted in  any  of  the  maters  that  came  before  your 
committees  or  sub-committees  ? — No,  my  Lord. 

12.544.  You  did  not  know  that  they  had  anv  interest 
professionally  or  odierwise  in  any  of  the  applications  ? 
— ^No,  my  Lord. 

12.545.  {Mr.  ff^inch.)  In  any  of  these  committees 
when  the  question  of  value  of  the  building  site  was 
before  you,  I  suppose  you  relied  entirely  on  the 
opinion  of  the  officers  of  the  Board  ? — ^Yea. 

12.546.  Entirely  ?— Entirely. 

12.547.  You  did  not  form  your  own  judgment  at  all, 
you  accepted  their  report  ? — ^We  accepted  their  report. 

12|548.  In  every  case  ? — ^In  every  case. 
i    54142. 


12.549.  (  Chairman.)  Did  you  become  at  all  conscious    Mr,  J.  Buntz» 

that  Mr.  VuUiamy  was  depending  very  much  on  his       

subordinates  in   later  years? — ^No  more   than  other 

chief  officers  depend  upon  their  subordinate  officers  so 
far  as  my  judgment  is  concerned. 

12.550.  There  was  nothing  that  struck  you  ? — It 
did  strike  me  that  Mr.  Yulliamy  made  frequent  applica- 
tion to  the  officers  behind  him,  more  fi*equent  applica- 
tion than  other  officers  did. 

12.551.  {Mr,  Meadows  WJUte.)  There  is  of  course 
an  immense  amount  of  detail  in  Mr.  Yulliamy's  office 
of  various  kinds  ? — ^Yes. 

12.552.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  did  not  quite 
catch  what  Mr.  Winch  asked  about. 

{Mr.  Winch.)  I  asked  him  whether  in  the  com- 
mittee before  which  the  report  as  to  the  value  of 
land  came,  they  accepted  entirely  the  report  of  the 
officials  and  did  not  vaiue  it  amongst  themselves. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Mr.  Edwards  has  told  us 
about  that.  Do  you  agree  that  there  was  no  consul- 
tation as  to  the  number  of  years*  purchase  which 
should  be  given  for  particular  sites? — ^Yes,  in  the 
conmiittee. 

12.553.  That  is  what  I  mean  ? — ^But  as  to  the  value 
of  property  I  understood  the  question  was. 

{Mr.  Winch.)  I  asked  you  that,  and  I  understood 
you  to  accept  ymsX  I  put  to  you. 

12.554.  {Mu  Meadows  ffhite,')  Do  I  understand 
that  there  was  no  discussion  upon  tnese  matters  of  valuo 
in  committee  ? — Upon  the  value  of  property  we  took 
our  officers'  opinion.  Wherever  there  was  any  doubt 
it  was  referred  to  another  opinion. 

12.555.  You  are  not  speaking  of  compensation 
claims,  but  of  the  sales  of  land  ? — ^The  sales  of  land. 

12.556.  The  officer's  business  was  wery  much  to 
advise  you  as  to  that,  as  to  what  was  the  value  of 
land  ? — Yes. 
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Twentynwccmd        12,557.  Whether  it  was  to  be  Sd.y  or  4«f.,  or  5d.  a 

I>»y-  foot  ?— Yes ;  we  had  no  other  means  of  judging. 

«i  tTTTooo         12,558.  I  wUl  ask  you  this,  with  regard  to  Mr. 

31  jgjy  1888.    Saunders,    first.     As  &r  as  you    observed    did    he 

Mr.  J.  Bmntz,    exercise  any  exceptional  influence  on  these  matters  on 

'  *    the  Board  ? — No  ;  he  was  not  there  often  enough. 

12.559.  Mr.  Fowler  was  a  constant  attendant? — 
Mr.  Fowler  was  a  constant  attendant. 

12.560.  Did  he  exercise  any  very  great  influence  ? — 
No. 

12.561.  I  believe,  now,  with  regard  to  the  Criterion, 
you  were  on  the  works  committee  with  regard  to  the 
Criterion  ?— I  was  on  the  sub-committee. 

12.562.  Without  going  nil  through  these  minutes 
again,  which  are  fully  before  the  Commission,  I  want 
to  ask  you  as  to  the  second  set  of  plans  which  was 
ultimately  produced,  so  as  to  gain  external  ventilation. 
In  your  judgment  did  it  or  did  it  not  alter  the  whole 
feature  of  the  case  ? — It  did.  In  the  first  instance 
there  was  no  natural  ventilation. 

12.563.  That  was  actmg  on  Captain  Shaw's  report 
to  a  considerable  extent  ? — ^Yes. 

12.564.  And  in  their  own  judgment  and  in  their 
own  view  the  sub  committee  on  theatres  thought  that 
the  Criterion  was  not  a  fit  place  of  public  entertain- 
ment in  that  state,  entirely  dependent  on  artificial 
ventilation  ? — Yes. 

12.565.  That  was  your  view  yourself? — That  was 
toy  view. 

12.566.  Did  you  view  the  theatre  ? — ^No,  I  did  not, 
I  was  not  present  at  the  view. 

12.567.  You  know  that  the  committee  did  view  ? — 
Yes. 

12.568.  I  think  a  view  was  had.  Mr.  Shepherd  has 
given  us  that  in  his  evidence  ? — May  I  say,  my  Lord, 
that  I  notice  in  the  evidence  given  last  Tuesday,  I 
think,  by  Mr.  Edwards,  a  statement  that  I  was  a 
member  of  a  cabinet.  I  am  not  aware  of  the  existence 
of  a  cabinet.  I  have  always  acted,  since  I  have  been 
at  the  Board,  on  my  own  judgment,  and  if  I  have 
possessed  more  power  than  any  other  member  of  the 
Board  it  has  been  due  lo  my  knowledge  through  con- 
stant and  regular  attendance  to  the  bnsirjess  of  the 
Board.  I  have  never  asked  a  member  of  the  Board, 
during  the  21  years  I  have  been  a  member,  to  get  any 
other  member  to  vote  for  anything  I  desired  to  carry ; 


and  for  any  mocions  which  I  have  had  before  the 
Board  I  have  never  asked  anyone  to  second  them  ; 
believing  I  was  right  in  following  the  course  I  have 
pursued.     So  that  I  am  not  aware  of  any  cabinet  at  all. 

12.569.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  You  have  stated  it  was 
the  practice  of  the  Board  to  expect  the  fullest  infor- 
mation from  their  oflicers  as  to  the  value  of  the 
various  lands  which  had  to  be  disposed  of,  and  I  pre- 
sume also  that  the  members  for  the  different  districts 
were  consulted  to  a  certain  extent,  were  not  they  ?^ 
Yes. 

12.570.  They  were  supposed  to  know  also  some- 
thing of  the  vfdue  of  the  lands  in  their  various  dis- 
tricts ? — ^Yes.  There  was  a  public  improvement  in 
my  district,  and  only  one,  in  Mare  Street,  Hackney, 
and  I  obtained  information  on  the  subject  from  the 
Board  of  which  I  had  the  honour  to  be  a  memberi 
and  whose  surveyor  strictly  looked  after  the  moneys 
which  were  given  for  the  properties  in  question  ;  that 
is  a  case  in  my  own  district. 

12.571.  And  that  would  be  done  by  other  members 
also  ? — I  imagine  other  members  would  act  likewise. 

12.572.  {Cliairman.)  Mr.  Saunders  and  Mr.  Fowler 
were  tolerably  regular  attendants  at  the  Building  Acts 
committee  and  the  theatres  sub-committee,  were  not 
they  ? — They  were  frequently  there ;  but  I  was  not 
there  the  whole  of  the  time,  my  Lord,  myself,  always, 
although  my  name  appears.  There  were  several  com- 
mittees sitting  at  the  same  time  on  the  Board,  and  it 
frequently  occurs  that  a  man  who  is  on  many  com- 
mittees has  to  go  from  one  to  the  other. 

12.573.  Mr.  Fowler  and  Mr.  Saunders  were  the 
only  two  architects  on  the  theatres  sub-committee, 
were  not  they  ? — I  think  they  were,  my  Lord.  Mr. 
Selway  was  a  surveyor,  and  Mr.  Alan  de  Tatton 
Egerton  was  a  surveyor,  and  Mr.  Shepherd  was  a  man 
of  extended  experience  in  these  matters. 

12.574.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Mr.  Do  Tation 
Egerton  was  an  engineer,  I  think  ?— I  beg  your  pardon. 
[  thought  he  was  a  surveyor. 

12.575.  (Chainnan.)  Of  course  you  did  not  at  this 
time,  as  I  understand,  suspect  either  Mr.  Saunders  or 
Mr.  Fowler  of  having  any  other  interest  or  motive 
than  their  public  ones  in  considering  these  plans  ? — 
No,  my  Lord,  I  had  not  the  slightest  notion  of  it 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Willi  AH  Dlbenham  sworn  and  examined. 


jifr.  12,576.  (Chairman.)    You  are  a  member   of  the 

W.  Debenkam.  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ? — Yes. 

12,577.  When   did  you  become  a  member?  —  In 

1882. 

12.578.  Do  you  represent  St.  Marylebone?  —  I 
represent  St.  Marylebone. 

12.579.  Did  you  specially  attend  to  any  of  the 
committees  of  Uie  Board? — I  was  on  the  Building 
Acts  committee,  and  also  on  the  theatres  sub-com- 
mittee, but  I  was  not  put  upon  that  committee  till,  I 
think,  the  next  year,  not  when  I  first  joined  the 
Board. 

12.580.  I  do  not  see  your  name  during  the  time  the 
Criterion  matter  was  before  the  Board  ? — No,  it  was 
arranged  before  I  joined  the  committee. 

12.581.  Nor  when  the  Pavilion  matter  was  before 
the  Board,  except  on  one  occasion  do  I  see  your  name  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  That  is,  on  the  Building 
Acts  committee. 

12.582.  (Chairman.)  Yes.  I  see  on  one  occasion 
only  Mr.  Debenham's  name.  It  was  not  till  1884  or 
1885  then,  I  gather,  that  you  became  a  member  of 
the  Building  Acts  committee? — Yes.  I  became  a 
member  of  the  Building  Acts  committee  very  soon 
after  I  joined  the  Board. 

12.583.  But  not  the  theatres  sub-committee  ? — No, 
not  the  theatres  sub-committee. 

12.584.  Were  you  aware  at  any  time  that  the  plans 
that  came  before  the  Building  Acts  committee  were 


the  work  of,  or  had  been  advised  upon  by,  any  mem- 
bers of  that  committee  ? — I  was  only  aware  that  Mr. 
Saunders'  name  appeared  attached  to  the  plan^  of 
the  Pavilion ;  but  at  that  time  I  understood  that  he 
was  assisting  the  architect,  that  he  was  not  the 
absolute  architect,  but  he  was  advising  the  architect 
who  was  appointed  by  Mr.  Villiers. 

12.585.  And  that  was  the  only  occasion  on  which, 
as  far  an  you  knew,  he  was  employed  ? — That  was  so, 
my  Lord. 

12.586.  Now  were  you  one  of  those  to  whom  it  had 
occurred  that  Mr.  Vulliamy  was  hardly  master  of  the 
situation  in  his  later  years  ? — Well,  I  always  thought 
that  he  was  rather  weak,  but  that  I  attributed  to  his 
advanced  age. 

12.587.  Had  you  any  doubt  about  the  subordinates  ? 
—No,  not  any. 

12.588.  (Mr.  Winch.)  I  notice,  following  out  my 
Lord's  question,  on  that,  that  you  voted  for  Mr. 
Robertson's  dismissal  on  the  first  inquiry  ? — Yes. 

12.589.  Had  you  any  suspicion  then  beyond  that  ? 
— No,  I  had  no  suspicion,  but  I  did  not  like  his  manner 
at  all.  I  did  not  think  he  was  straightforward.  I  did 
not  think  he  looked  straightforward. 

12.590.  Beyond  the  mere  matter  which  was  before 
the  committee,  you  had  not  any  knowledge  of  anything 
else  at  all  ? — ^No. 

12.591.  Had  you  any  knowledge  as  to  his  mode  of 
living  at  the  time  ? — Not  the  least. 
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12^592.  You  were  member  for  St.  Marylebone  ? — 
Yes. 

12.593.  Did  you  take  any  interest  yourself  in  this 
Lisson  Grove,  Mr.  Brown's  ? — ^No,  I  did  not. 

12.594.  You  took  no  part  in  that  ?— Not  at  all. 

12.595.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  think  one  or  two 
members  have  told  us  that  if  their  constituents  wanted 
any  information  they  inquired  for  them  at  the  office  ? 
— At  the  office  ? 

12.596.  Yes.  Was  that  the  case  with  you  ? — ^I  am 
not  aware.  1  have  never  had  anyone  apply  to  me  at 
the  office. 


12.597.  Not  at  the  office,  but  to  make  inquiries  as 
to  matters  which  they  sought  information  about  ? — No, 
I  do  not  recollect  any. 

12.598.  You  do  not  recollect  ever  having  been 
asked  to  obtain  information  by  anyone  ? — Only  in  the 
general  way  in  which,  I  suppose  one's  constituents 
have  a  right  to  have  all  the  information  which  you 
possess  and  can  give  them. 

12.599.  That  is  what  [  mean.  You  would  '^ive 
them  that  help  ? — Yes. 


Twenty-second 
81  July  1888. 


Tf, 


Mr. 
Debenkam. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Alfred  Ewin  recalled,  further  examined. 


12.600.  (Chairman.)  You  were  a  member  of  the 
Building  Acts  committee  and  of  the  theatres  sub- 
committee ? — Yes,  my  Lord. 

12.601.  I  see  you  were  in  attendance  on  the  Build* 
ing  Acts  committee  at  the  time  that  the  plans  of  the 
Albany  Eoad  estate  came  before  that  committee  ? — 
Yes. 

12.602.  Were  you  aware  that  Mr.  Saunders  and 
Mr.  Fowler  had  been  consulted  upon  them  ? — I  had 
not  the  slightest  idea. 

12.603.  I  see  you  were  also  on  the  theatres  sub- 
committee at  the  time  that  the  Pavilion  matter  was 
before  it  You  knew,  I  suppose,  that  Mr.  Saunders 
was  architect  ? — I  did  not  know. 

12.604.  You  did  not  notice  the  name  on  the  plan, 
do  you  mean  ? — No,  I  did  not  look  at  the  name  on  the 
plan.  I  looked  at  the  plans,  not  the  name  on  the 
plans. 

12.605.  You  were  not  aware  that  he  was  designing 
that  building  ? — ^I  had  not  the  slightest  idea  that  he 
was. 

12.606.  I  see  you  were  on  the  theatres  sub-com- 
mittee at  the  time  the  Criterion  matter  was  before  it. 
Were  you  aware  that  Mr.  Saunders  and  Mr.  Fowler 
had  been  consulted  in  the  matter  of  the  Criterion  ? — 1 
had  not  the  slightest  idea  of  anything  of  the  kind. 

12.607.  Did  you  know  in  any  case  that  they  or 
either  of  them  were  professionally  advising  in  matters 
that  came  before  the  Board  ?— I  did  not. 

12.608.  (Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Were  you  one  of  those 
that  rejected  the  first  plans  for  the  Albany  Road 
estate  ? — I  could  not  tell  you  from  memory. 

12.609.  It  seems  you  were.  Do  you  know  why 
they  were  rejected  ? — ^I  do  not. 

12.610.  Was  it  the  universal  practice  of  the  Board 
to  reject  plans  and  give  no  reasons  or  explanation  of 
what  was  wanting  ? — Well,  not  the  general  practice. 
We  at  times  did  say  why  we  had  refused  plans  when 
the  applicants  were  before  the  committee. 

The  witness 


12.611.  If  they  were  not  there  you  simply  wrote    Mr.  A.  Ewin, 
"  Rejected  "  ? — Simply  rejected  them.  

12.612.  And  left  peo^  to  find  out  as  they  could 
what  the  reason  was  ? — Well,  I  was  always  under  the 
impression  that  the  officers  would  give  the  requisite 
information. 

12.613.  (Mr.  fVinch.)  There  is  another  mattei 
perhaps  you  would  like  to  dear  up.  You  have  a  son 
James  Ewin,  have  you  not  ? — I  have. 

12.614.  Have  you  been  in  any  way  connected  with 
the  purchase  of  land  or  board  sites  ? — ^I  have  not. 

12.615.  Has  your  son  ? — ^My  son  James  did  purchase 
one  plot  of  land  of  the  Board. 

12.616.  When  was  that  about  ?— I  think,  about 
1886. 

12.617.  Had  you  anything  whatever  to  do  with  it  ? 
— ^Not  the  slightest,  and  I  think  it  would  be  a  very 
good  thing  for  him  if  he  had  not. 

12.618.  I  want  your  answer.  Had  you  any  interest 
in  it  ? — ^Not  the  slightest. 

12.619.  What  were  the  circumstances  under  which 
he  purchased  from  the  Board  ? — ^I  really  cannot  tell 
you.  All  I  know  is  this,  that  I  understood  he  pur- 
chased A  piece  of  land  for  600/.  which  had  been  in  the 
market  for  six  years,  and  that  the  Board  could  not  get 
a  single  offer  for  it.  I  am  sorry  to  say  I  understand 
now  that  the  land  is  still  unoccupied  and  I  think 
almost  worthless. 

12.620.  You  took  no  interest  at  all  in  any  question 
that  came  before  the  Board  with  regard  to  the  purchase 
or  sale  of  it  ? — Not  the  slightest. 

12.621.  You  had  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  it  ? — 
Nothing  whatever. 

12.622.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  think  all  this 
was  gone  into  at  the  meeting  of  the  committee  of  the 
Board  which  was  appointed  to  investigate?— I  believe 
it  was. 

12.623.  {Mr.  Witich.)  I  think  it  has  not  been  gone 
into  here,  and  I  thought  it  was  right  that  ho  should 
give  his  explanation. 

withdrew. 


Mr.  William  Dbbbnham  recalled  and  further  examined. 


12.624.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  believe  you  were 
opposed  very  much  to  letting  the  Pavilion  site  as  a 
music  hall  ? — Yes,  I  thought  it  was  very  undesirable. 

12.625.  I  see  at  page  78  of  the  minutes  with  regard 
to  the  Pavilion,  that  at  the  meeting  of  the  Metropolitan 
Board  on  the  9th  January  1885  you  handed  in  a  copy 
of  a  resolution  passed  by  your  vestry  of  St.  Maryle- 
bone, as  follows,  ^*  Resolved,  that  the  Metropolitan 
**  Board  of  Works  bo  infonned  that  this  vestry  re- 
*^  gretsthe  course  adopted  in  reference  to  the  sale  by 
"  private  treaty  of  a  site  in  a  new  street  from  Tich- 
**  borne  Street  to  Tottenham  Court  Road  for  a  music 
*^  hall,  and  should  the  matter  be  not  yet  concluded 
"  the  vestry  hopes  that  the  Board  will  reconsider  the 
"  subject  with  a  view  to  deal  with  the  property  so  as 
«  to  realise  the  fullest  benefit  to  the  ratepayers  by 
**  submitting  the  same  to  public  competition."  There 
was  no  secresy  about  it.  You  did,  I  believe,  com- 
municate to  your  vestry  what  was  passing  in  this 
matter  ? — Quite  so. 


12.626.  And  you  got  that  resolution  passed  ? — Quite 
so. 

12.627.  Although  this  was  debated  and  discussed 
in  the  works  committee,  the  members  of  the  Board 
were  at  perfect  liberty  to  tell  their  constituents  or 
their  vestries  from  whom  they  were  sent  what  was 
being  done  ? — I  think  it  was  their  duty  to  do  so.  It 
was  a  public  matter,  in  which  all  ratepayers  were 
interested,  and  to  have  it  passed  or  not  passed  was  a 
matter  of  public  importance. 

12.628.  Although  it  is  tlie  ^t  that  the  committees 
sit  with  closed  doors  and  the  public  are  not  admitted, 
the  members  are  not  sworn  to  secrecy.  It  is  in  their 
discretion  as  to  what  they  may  say  in  the  interests  of 
their  constituents  ? — The  question  was  asked  in  the 
vestry  by  a  member  as  to  what  was  going  on,  as  to 
what  was  the  position  at  that  time. 

12.629.  You  did  present  that  resolution  to  the 
Board  ?— I  did, 


The  witness  withdrew, 


3H  2 


M,. 
W.  Debenham. 
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Mr.  William  Robins  Selwat  recalled  and  further  examined. 


Twenty-second 
Day. 

91  July  1888. 


Mr,  W.  B. 

Selway, 


Mr, 
G,  l\  Meaden. 


Mr. 
W,  Bobson. 


Mr,  J.  E. 

Bradfield. 


12.630.  {Chairman.)  Are  you  a  member  of  the 
Building  Acts  committee  and  the  theatres  sub-com- 
mittee?— Yes. 

12.631.  And  I  believe  you  were  present  when  the 
plans  of  the  Albany  Road  estate  came  before  the 
Building  Acts  committee  ?— Yes,  I  believe  I  was. 

12.632.  Were  you  aware  that  Mr.  Saunders  and 
Mr.  Fowler  had  been  consulted  with  regard  to  it  ? — 
Not  the  slightest. 

12.633.  Were  you  also  on  the  theatres  sub-com- 
mittee?—Yes. 


12.634.  Were  you  aware  that  they  had  been  con- 
sulted as  to  the  Criterion  or  any  other  theatre  ? — ^Tbe 
only  theatres  as  to  which  I  had  any  knowledge  they 
were  connected  with,  and  as  to  which  1  have  already 
given  evidence,  were  the  Avenue,  of  which  Mr, 
Fowler  was  the  architect,  and  the  Pavilion  Music 
Hall,  of  which  Mr.  Saunders  was  the  architect. 

12.635.  Except  that  you  were  not  aware  of  any  of 
the  facts  which  have  now  come  out  ? — Not  at  all. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  George  PmrET  Meaden  recalled  and  ftirther  examined. 


12.636.  {Chairman.)  You  have  been  a  member  of 
the  Board  since  1867  ?— 21  years. 

12.637.  You  represent  Wandsworth  ? — ^Yes. 

12.638.  Were  you  on  the  Buildings  Act  committee 
or  the  theatres  sub-committee? — I  have  only  been 
three  years,  my  Lord,  on  the  committee,  and  I  was  never 
at  any  time  on  the  sub-committee. 

12.639.  What  committees  did  you  particularly  attend 
to?  —  The  parks' committee  and  the  bridges'  com- 
mittee. 


12.640.  You  have  only  been  since  abont  1885  on 
the  Buildings  Act  committee  ? — 'No,  my  Lord.  I  was 
put  on  because  my  district  being  a  large  area  and  con- 
taining a  great  amount  of  new  property,  it  was  thought 
better  that  I  should  be  on,  in  order  to  give  advice  and 
explain  matters  fmd  save  time. 

12.641.  As  representing  Wandsworth? — ka  repre- 
senting the  Wandsworth  district;  answers  could  be 
given  and  time  would  be  saved. 

12.642.  You  had  nothing  to  do  with  this  committee 
prior  to  that  date  ? — No,  my  Lord. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  William  Robson  sworn  and  examined. 


12,648.  {Chairman.)  Do  you  represent  Clerkenwell 
on  the  Metropolitan  Board  ? — Yes. 

12.644.  You  have  been  only  a  member  since  Sep- 
tember 1883  ? — The  latter  end  of  September  1883. 

12.645.  Were  you  on  any  of  the  committees  or  sub- 
committees?— I  was  on  the  fire  brigade  committee 
from  the  commencement.  Part  of  the  time  I  have 
been  on  the  parliamentary  committee,  and  some  few 
weeks  I  have  been  a  member  of  the  parks'  committee ; 
that  is  only  recently. 

12.646.  You  were  not  on  the  Building  Acts  com- 
committee  or  the  theatres  sub-committee?  —  No,  I 
have  never  had  anything  to  do  with  either. 

12.647.  Is  there  any  matter  that  you  would  wish 
to  refer  to  with  regard  to  the  working  of  the  Board  ? 
— Not  that  I  am  aware  of.  I  shall  be  glad  to  answer 
any  questions  which  may  be  put  to  me. 

12.648.  Did  it  ever  strike  you  that  Mr.  VuUiamy 
was  somewhat  in  the  hands  of  his  subordinates  in  later 
years  ? — No,  I  should  not  have  said  that  my  Lord.     Of 


Qourse  my .  connexion  with  him  is  comparatively 
recent)  but  I  think  the  amount  of  work  that  he  had 
to  discharge  vas  very  great^  and  that  ho  relied  to  a 
very  large  extent  on  the  reports  of  those  who  were 
beneath  him. 

12.649,  You  were  only  there  some  three  years 
before  his  death.? — Quite  so.  I  had  nothing  to  do 
with  the  Building  Acts  committee,  or  the  matters 
which  more  particularly  came  under  his  jurisdiction. 

12.650.  {Mr.  Winch.)  You  voted,  I  see,  for  Mr. 
Robertson's  dismissal  ? — I  did. 

12^651.  Did  you  interest  yourself  in  finding  out  any- 
thing beyond  what  was  immediately  before  the  com- 
mittee about  Mr,  Robertson  ? — No.  I  formed  my 
judgment  entirely  on  the  circumstances  which  were 
brought  to  light, 

12.652,  Did  you  know  in  what  style  he  was  living  ? 
— I  had  no  knowledge. 

12.653.  Nothing  whatever? — Nothing  whatever, 
beyond  seeing  him  at  the  offices. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  John  Edwin  Bradfield  sworn  and  examined. 


12.654.  {Chairman.)  You  have  been  a  member  of 
the  Board  since  June  1882  ? — June  1882,  my  Lord. 

12.655.  Representing  Islington  ? — Yes. 

12.656.  Were  you  a  member  of  any  sub-committees 
or  committees  ? — I  was  a  member  of  the  sub-committee 
on  artizans'  dwellings,  my  Lord.  I  was  principally  a 
member  of  the  parks'  committee. 

12.657.  You  had  nothing  specially  to  do  with  the 
architect's  department,  except  as  regards  the  works' 
committee,  I  suppose? — No,  my  Lord,  and  very  little 
as  regards  that. 


12.658.  You  there  chiefly  came  in  contact  with 
Mr.  Saxby,  I  understand  ?  : —  Mr,  Saxby  and  the 
superintending  architect,  when  the  reports  were 
brought  up. 

12.659.  But  Mr.  Saxby  was  the  person  who  princi- 
pally occupied  himself  dbont  the  matters  that  related 
to  the  parks  ? — He  was  the  acting  man.  I  should  add 
I  was  a  member  of  the  **  Special  Purposes  and  Sani- 
tary" Committee  and  the  "Contagious  Diseases'* 
Committee  and  of  the  Sub-Committee  on  Officers. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr. 
T.  J.  White. 


Mr,  Thomas  John  White  sworn  and  examined. 


12.660.  {Chairman.)  You  have  been  a  member  of 
the  Board  of  Works  since  October  1866  ?— Yes,  my 
Lord. 

12.661,  What  committees  or  sub-committees  have 
you  served  upon  ?  — I  served  on  the  finance  com- 
mittee, except  during  one  break,  when  I  exchanged 


with  another  member  for  the  fire  brigade,  after 
which  term  J  returned  back  to  the  finance  com- 
mittee, 

12,662.  So  that  substantially,  tlve  finance  <!0m- 
mittee  is  the  one  that  has  occupied  your  attentioii  ? 
—Yes-  . 
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12,668.  Did  yon  attend  much  $A  the  works'  com- 
mittee dnring  the  early  part  of  the  time,  when  we 
are  told  the  compensation  queetions  were  on  ?— «Te8. 

12.664.  How  many  nsed  to  attend  ?— The  woiW 
committee  being  a  committee  of  the  whole  Board 
generally  numbered  from  25  to  32  as  a  mean. 

12.665.  I  think  we  understood  that  during  the 
early  part  of  that  period,  when  they  were  dealing  with 


fihese  compensation  oases,  there  was  generally  only  a  Twenty-MooBd 

smaller  number  attended  there  ?— That  was  when  the  I>»j- 

time  of  meeting  of  the  works'  committee  was  nade  

earlier,  to  extend  from  11  mstead  of   12  o'clock  in  •^•^■lyi*8«- 

the  morning,  and  then  a  smaUer  nnmber  attended,  "^* 

who  devoted  their  time  principally  to  the  cases  of  r.J.  Wkiie 

compensation.  ' ' 

12,666.  Were  you  of  that  smaller  number  ?— No. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  BoBEBT  FuBNiss  recalled  and  further  examined. 


12.667.  {Chairman.)  Ton  have  represented  "SU 
Pancras  on  the  Metropolitan  Board  smce  April  1871  ? 
—That  is  so,  17  years  about. 

12.668.  What  committiees  or  8ub*committees  have 
you  served  on  ? — Not  any  sub-committee,  but  on  the 
Building  Acts  committee  ever  since  I  was  elected. 

12.669.  Were  you  very  constant  in  your  attendance  ? 
— Well,  a  portion  of  the  time.  iMtelj  I  have  not 
been  so  constants  I  have  been  subject  to  a  great  deal 
of  illness,  but  formerly,  I  used  to  take  a  very 
prominent  part  in  matters — that  is,  the  industrial 
part — not  in  matters  concerning  the  Building  Acts.  I 
was  a  good  attendant  at  the  Board. 

12.670.  I  see  you  attended  once  or  twice  when  the 
Criterion  matter  was  before  the  Building  Acts  com- 
mittee. Three  times,  I  think,  altogether.  Were 
you  aware  that  Mr.  Saunders  and  Mr.  Fowler  were 
being  consulted  by  the  proprietor  of  the  Criterion  ? — 
Not  at  all.  I  have  been  greatly  surprised  to  hear 
what  I  have  done. 

12.671.  I  see  you  were  once  present,  too,  when  the 
Albany  Boad  Estate,  Mr.  Earle  Bird's  plans,  came 
before  the  Board? — ^That  I  have  no  recollection  of 
at  all. 

12.672.  Were  you  aware  that  Mr.  Saunders  and  Mr. 
Fowler  were  being  consulted  there  ? — No,  not  at  alL 

12.673.  J,  do  not  think  you  seem  to  have  been 
present  at  any  of  the  meethigs  of  thfe  feuHding  Acts 
committee  when  the  qlieEtion  of  the  Pavilion  Mtisic 
Hail  came  forward? — ^ito.  1  was  present  at  the 
Board  when  the  subject  was  under  disciission,  and  I 
thought  we  had  made  a  very  good  bargain  at  that  time 
with  Villiers. 

12.674.  (Mr.  Winch.)  Were  you  a  member  of  the 
theatres  sub-committee  ? — No. 

12.675.  You  had  nothmg  to  do  with  it?— No. 

12.676.  Do  you  know  Mr.  Hebb  ?— Well. 

12.677.  Is  it  correct  that  you  had  asked  Mr.  Hebb 
to  write  and  ask  for  two  seats  for  you? — WeB,  he 
must  be  mistaken.     He  must  have  mistook  me. 

12.678.  Here  it  is  in  writing? — I  am  aware  of  that. 
I  recollect  the  general  conversation  that  toot  place  at 
the  lunch  table,  four  years  bahk,  when  the  subject  of 
the  Criterion  and  the  several  theatres  was  under  disc^- 
sion,  and  the  comparative  merits  wet^  discussed  by  the 
members  round  the  table.  Mr.  Hebb  was  present,  And 
I  fancy  I  must  have  expressed  an  opinion  that  I 
should  like  to  have  seen  the  Drury  Lane  panton^ime. 
I  have  not  been  to  a  theatre  these  10  years.  I  was 
never  in  a  music  hall. 

12.679.  Just  see  what  he  writes  ? — I  do  not  approve 
of  that.  I  think  if  1  wanted  a  letter  written  1  should 
write  it  myself.     I  think  if  Mr.  Hebb  was  writing  for 


me  he  ought  to  have  shown  me  the  letter;   I  httre  not 
seen  the  letter  till  this  minute.  >: 

12.680.  I  want  your  explanation.  You  repudiate 
this  altogether  when  Mr.  Hebb  writes :  *<  My  friend, 
**  Mr.  Fumiss,  who  is  a  member  of  this  Board,  and 
"  whose  address  I  enclose,  asks  if  I  could  procure 
**  him  two  seats  for  a  morning  performance  of  your 
"  pantomime.  I  told  him  I  would  enquire *'^?—l 
should  be  ashamed  of  the  thing  myself.  It  is  im- 
possible.    I  never  was  a  b^gar  or  a  cadger — never. 

12.681.  You  never  was  at  a  theatre  ? — I  never  was 
a  beggar  and  a  cadger. 

12.682.  You  never  were  at  a  theatre? — ^Yes,  I  have 
been  over  and  over  again,  but  not  for  the  last  10 
years. 

12.683.  Then  he  had  no  business  to  have  written 
it  ? — He  had^  no  business  to  have  written  it.  I 
thought  the  tickets  he  received  were  complimentary 
tickets.  I  had  no  idea  he  was  in  the  habit  of  wdting 
for  them  ;  it  perfectly  astounds  me. 

12.684.  {Chairman.)  Did  he  get  these  ? 

{Mr.  Winch.)  I  was  going  to  ask  that  question.  He 
says  he  encloses  your  address.  I  suppose  that  means  for 
the  purpose  of  sending  the  tickets  to  you.  Did  you  get 
the  tickets  ? — Yes,  they  came  with  Augustus  Harrw's 
compliments,  and  I  do  not  know,  but  it  seems  strange 
to  me  that  he  sends  tickets  with  his  compliments,  and 
then  hoards  up  the  letter  for  some  future  occasion  ;  it 
seems  very  dishonourable. 

12.685.  Did  you  go  with  the  tickets  ?— No. 

12.686.  You  never  used  them  ? — Some  of  my  family 
did. 

12,687*  I  mean  that ;  they  were  not  wasted  ?— No, 
certainly  not    I  did  not  go  myself. 

12.688.  Were  they  the  only  ones  you  got  ?— Yes, 
ever  in  my  life. 

12.689.  Did  you  ever  say  anything  to  Mr.  Hebb  as 
to  how  it  was  that  this  man  Harris  sent  you  the 
tickets  ? — ^Never  from  that  moment  to  this.  I  am  not 
in  the  habit  of  talking  to  officers. 

12^690.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  You  s^  you 
thought  the  Board  got  a  good  bargain  for  Villiers' 
Pavilion  site.  I  suppose  it  was  pretty  well  discussed 
at  the  Board  ? — Yes,  there  were  lots  of  divisions  upon 
it. 

12.691.  You  voted  for  it  because  you  thought  it 
was  a  good  bargain  ? — Yes,  I  did. 

12.692.  You  exercised  your  judgment  upon  it,  and 
thought  it  was  a  good  proposal  ? — So  far  as  my  judg- 
ment was  worth  anything ;  but  we  must  depend  in  a 
measure  on  the  reports  of  the  officers  and  experts  on 
such  occasions. 


Mr. 
R.  Fumisu 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  JoHH  Abbott  sworn  and  examined. 


12.693.  {Chairman.)  You  have  been  a  member  ot 
the  Metropolitan  Board  since  March  1880  ? — Yes,  my 
Lord. 

12.694.  Bepresenting  Limehouse  ? — ^Yes. 

12.695.  Have  you  taken  an  activft  part  ojgi  any  of  the 
committees  ? — Yes,  on  special  occasions  ;  siifch  as  the 
sanitary  committee  of  the  Board.  I  am  chairman  of 
that  at  the  present  time ;  and  I  am  <m  the  Aoance 
committee.  I  have  not  been  on  the  other  com- 
mittees. "*        '    "      " 


12.696.  These  are  the  matters  to  which  you  have   Mr.  J.  Abbott 
been  specially  devoted  ?— Yes.  ., 

12.697.  Not  to  the  Building  Acts  or  theatres?— 
Not  at  all. 

12.698.  Is  there  any  matter  which  occurred  to  you 
with  reference  to  the  working  of  the  Board  which  you 
desire  to  state  to  the  Commission  ? — ^No,  my  Lord.  I 
did  not  vote  for  the  Pavilion  site.     I  did  not  vote  for 
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12.699.  Not  for  its  being  granted  to  Mr.  Villiers  ? 
—No.  The  only  reason  for  my  not  doing  so  was 
because  I  thought  the  position  was  too  good  for  a 
music  hall.  I  thought  that  the  financial  part  of  the 
arrangement  was  good  rind  entirely  in  the  interest 
of  tbe  ratepayers.     That  was  my  judgment. 

12.700.  {Mr.  Meadows  ff^hite,)  Lord  Herschell  will 
perhaps  remember  that  this  was  inquired  into  or 
mentioned  at  an  earlier  stage  of  the  proceedings. 
When  did  you  first  become  a  member  of  the  Board  ? 
—March  1880. 

12.701.  I  believe  that  you  were  a  lessee  under  the 
Board  of  certain  property  in  Hackney,  or  you  and 
your  partner,  Abbott  and  Fletcher  ? — That  was  prior 
to  my  being  a  member  of  the  Board. 

12.702.  But  sub^uently  to  your  becoming  a 
member  I  think  you  purchased  the  ground  rent  ? — 
No  ;  I  had  nothing  to  do  with  it.  It  was  my  partner, 
Mr.  Fletcher,  who  tendered  for  the  land.  That  was 
publicly  advertised,  and  it  was  part  of  his  tender  that 
the  interest  should  be  redeemed  at  25  years'  purchase* 
The  committee  accepted  bis  tender,  but  they  altered 
that  to  26  years'  purchase,  which  he  accepted. 

12.703.  All  that  was  arranged  before  you  became 
a  member? — That  was  all  arranged  in  1879,  and  I 
became  a  member  in  1880. 

12.704.  That  option  was  exercised,  I  think,  and 
the  ground  rent  was  purchased  by  a  deed  dated  the 
1st  April  188 1  ? — Yes ;  but  it  was  carrying  out  an 
arrangement  that  was  entered  into  by  my  partner  the 
year  previous  to  my  being  a  member. 

12.705.  I  think  also,  as  to  some  of  your  property, 
some  arrangement  was  made  between  you  and  the 
Board  with  reference  to  their  passing  by  your  property, 
or  taking  a  part  of  it  for  some  of  their  works  ? — The 
Blackwfdl  tunnel  is  proposed  to  go  under  the  chemical 
works  in  which  I  am  a  sleeping  partner,  a  financial 
partner.  I  have  nothing  to  do  witb  the  management 
of  the  business.     The  tunnel  goes  under  our  works. 

12.706.  There  was  an  arrangement  made  with 
regard  to  that  ? — ^Yes  ;  we  opposed  it  in  Parliament, 
and  there  were  clauses  inserted  for  our  protection. 
We  put  it  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Cooper,  who  is  our 
Parliamentary  agent,  and  clauses  were  inserted  by  the 
committee  for  our  protection. 

12.707.  Which  were  carried  out  by  an  agreement 
subsequently  ? — Yes ;  it  was  embodied  in  an  agree- 
ment. 

12.708.  I  thought  I  had  better  mention,  as  you  are 
a  member  of  the  Board,  that  that  happens  to  be  so, 
and  that  they  will  have  to  pass  under  your  works  ? — It 
was  so. 

12.709.  I  think  there  is  no  other  matter  at  all  in 
which  you  are  interested  ? — ^Not  that  occurs  to  me.  I 
shall  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions  that  are  put. 

12.710.  {Chairman,)  Did  you  support  or  cppose 
that  scheme  in  the  Board  ? — The  tunnel  ? 

The  witness 


12.711.  Yes. — Well,  it  was  one  of  the  Thames  cora- 
muuications.  I  supported  it,  but  it  was  only  after  the 
Shadwell  scheme  had  no  chance  of  being  carried  that 
I  did  so.  I  represent  Limehouse,  and  the  Shadwell 
tunnel,  and  in  fact  all  these  communications  have  been 
very  much  desired  by  the  people  in  the  east  end  of 
London  and  those  whom  I  represent,  but  they  very 
much  wanted  the  Shadwell  tunnel  carried  out. 

12.712.  The  one  that  the  Board  determined  on  was 
not  the  one  that  their  engineer  recommended  ? — No, 
nor  the  one  that  I  strenuously  supported,  but  of  course 
I  voted  for  this  as  I  should  have  voted  for  any  com-' 
munication  across  the  Thames. 

12.713.  You  mean  after  Shadwell  ?— When  the 
Shadwell  scheme  was  not  likely  to  be  earned  out  of 
course  I  supported  very  strenuously  this  as  I  should 
any  other  communication  across  the  Thames.  It  was 
a  disappointment  to  us  that  the  Shadwell  scheme  was 
not  carried  in  preference  to  the  Blackwall. 

12.714.  What  was  ihe  leading  motive  as  far  as  you 
could  ascertain  for  preferring  the  Blackwall  to  the 
Shadwell  scheme  ? — Well,  I  really  could  not  tell  you 
exactly.  The  engineer  recommended  rather  the 
Shadwell  tunnel.  He  recommended  them  all,  but  he 
thought  as  a  matter  of  precedence  the  Shadwell  tunnel 
should  have  been  made  the  first,  but  I  really  cannot 
tell,  because  I  certainly  thought  the  Shadwell  tunnel 
should  have  been  made  in  preference. 

{Mr.  Meadows  ffhite,)  The  Nightingale  Lane 
scheme  was  rejected  by  a  Committee  of  the  House  of 
Commons,  not  by  the  Board.  They  tried  to  get  it.  It 
is  about  the  same  site  as  the  new  Tower  Bridge,  a  little 
lower  down. 

12.715.  {Chairman.)  Do  you  mean  that  they  applied 
for  ShadweU  before  BlackwaU  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  No.— That  was  the  Night- 
ingale Lane  tunnel. 

12.716.  Yes.— Well,  that  was  so. 
{Chairman,)  As  I  read  the  minutes  that  is  not  so, 

because  the  engineer  recommended  the  Shadwell  and 
the  Blackwall  and  another,  I  forget  what,  and  ho 
recommended  the  Shadwell  to  be  first  underUiken,  and 
it  was  inmiediately  after  that  the  committee  of  the 
Board  resolved  on  the  BlackwaU.  I  think  that  must 
be  the  Shadwell  one  you  are  speaking  of. 

12.717.  {Mr,  Freeman.)  They  were  very  near.  It 
was  not  identically  the  same  site  but  practically  it  was, 
and  while  the  matter  was  coming  on  the  Corporation 
undertook  to  put  a  bridge  at  the  Tower,  and  there- 
upon that  made  the  necessity  for  the  Shadwell  one  not 
so  urgent  as  it  had  previously  been  ? — The  Corporation 
being  about  to  build  this  bridge  at  the  Tower  Hill 
site,  it  was  considered  that  it  was  too  near  to  ShadweU. 
That  no  doubt  weighed  with  many  members  of  the 
Board  in  njy  judgment. 

12.718.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  think  the  entrance 
to  the  docks  about  that  point  was  an  obstacle  ?— Yes, 
the  engineering  difficulties  were  very  great, 
withdrew. 


Mr.  George  Brown  recalled  and  further  examined. 


Mr. 
G,  Brown. 


12.719.  {C/iairman.)  You  are  a  member  of  the 
Building  Acts  committee  ? — Yes,  my  Lord,  I  was. 

12.720.  You  seem  io  have  been  present  when  the 
plans  relating  to  the  Albany  Koad  estate  came  before 
the  committee.  Were  you  aware  thit  Mr.  Saunders 
and  Mr.  Fowler  had  been  consulted  about  them  ? — I 
knew  nothing  whatever  about  them. 

12.721.  Were  you  on  the  theatres  sub-committee  ? 
—No,  never.  That  is  a  sub-committee  of  the  Building 
Acts  committee,  but  I  never  served  upon  It. 

12.722.  Were  you  aware  that  they  were  consulted 
with  reference  to  the  Criterion  ? — I  know  something 
of  that  from  the  discussions.  I  know  the. BuUding 
Acts  committee  refused  to  sanction  it  as  a  theatre  at 
all,  considering  it  was  totally  unfit  for  its  purpose. 


12.723.  Did  you  know  that  Mr.  Saunders  and 
Mr.  Fowler  had  been  consulted  by  the  proprietors 
and  were  advising  them  ? — I  had  not  the  most  remote 
idea.  I  do  not  think  any  of  the  other  committeemen 
had.     I  never  heard  it  mentioned. 

12.724.  {Mr.  Winch.)  If  you  had  known  it  you 
would  not  have  thought  it  wrong,  would  you? — I 
«hould  not  have  thought  it  wrong  for  them  to  have 
advised  the  proprietor,  but  I  should  pronounce  no 
opinion  as  to  the  payment  they  received  for  it  and 
which  I  have  seen  in  the  evidence.  If  they  had  gone 
and  given  him  friendly  advice  there  would  have  been 
no  harm  in  it. 

12.725.  But  if  they  had  given   it  for  remuneration 

and  received  payment,  what  do  you   say  then? ^I 

should  not  have  done  so  myself. 
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TWENTY-THIIID  DAY. 


Tuesday,  7th  August  1888. 


PRKSSNT: 


Lord  Hbrsohell. 


I 


Mr.  Grbnfbll. 
Lord  HERSCHELL  in  the  Chair 


Mr.  B0SANQUST9  Q.C. 


{Mr.  Meadows  WkUe.)  I  have  to  hand  in  to  your 
Lordship  a  return  jour  Lordship  asked  for  of  the 
number  of  persons  employed  in  the  parks,  distinguish- 


ing the  parks  and  the  wages  paid. 
same.) 


{Handing  in 


Mr.  William  Shepherd  recalled  and  further  examined. 


12,726.  ( Chairman.)  You  were  a  member,  as  you 
have  told  us,  of  the  Building  Acts  Committee.  Were 
you  the  builder  of  the  buildings  of  Whiteley's  that 
have  been  referred  to,  as  to  which  the  question  arose 
about  the  necessity  of  sub-dividing  walls  ? — The  only 
matter  that  I  was  concerned  in  at  Whiteley's  was 
rebuilding  the  premises  after  the  fire  in  1884.  That 
was  long  subsequent  to  the  time  when  the  question 
was  being  dealt  with  by  the  Board. 


12,727.  Between  1875  and  1879  was  the  time  the 
question  was  before  the  Board  ? — Yes,  I  think  so.  I 
will  not  be  certain. 


12,728.  You   had   nothing  to  do  with  it  till 
built  in  1884  ?— Till  it  was  rebuilt  after  the  fire. 


you 


12,729.  On  that  occasion  I  think  no  question  came 
before  the  Board  ? — None  whatever. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Twentj-third 
Day. 

7  Aug.  1888. 


Mr. 
W.SkeptUrd.' 


Mr.  John  Trist  Bailbt  sworn  and  examined. 


12.730.  {ChairmaH.)  You  are  the  owner  or  lessee 
of  a  plot  of  land  near  the  **  White  Lion,"  Putney  ? — 
Of  five  plots. 

12.731.  Are  you  the  owner  ? — I  am  the  lessee. 

12.732.  In  January  1887  did  you  send  in  for  the 
approval  of  the  Board  plans  for  building  on  these 
plots  ? — My  architect  could  tell  you  better  the  dates  ; 
but  they  were  sent  in. 

12.733.  I  believe  they  were  passed  on  the  3rd 
August  1887? — They  were  passed  on  the  20th 
January  this  year. 

12.734.  I  thought  they  were  passed  on  the  3rd 
August  last? — No ;  ihoj  were  passed  on  the  20th 
January  1888. 

12.735.  Were  plans  also  sent  in  by  the  adjoining 
owner,  Mr.  Silcock  ? — Quite  so. 

12.736.  Did  those  plans  show  a  party  wall  between 
the  two  premises — yours  and  Mr.  Silcock's  ? — Yes. 

12.737.  Supported,  I  believe,  by  a  granite  pillar? — 
It  does  not  i^ow  granite  particularly,  but  it  shows 
the  pilaster,  being  stone  or  granite,  or  equal  to  that. 

12.738.  You  proceeded  with  the  building  ? — I  did, 
simultaneously  with  Mr.  Silcock. 

12.739.  I  believe  your  building  proceeded  some- 
what faster  than  Mr.  Silcock's  ? — Quite  so. 

12.740.  In  May  of  this  year  did  you  learn  that 
Mr.  Silcock  had  sent  in  fresh  plans  ? — Only  by  his 
own  letter,  and  giving  me  notice,  saying  that  he  had 
got  plans  passed  by  the  Board.  From  that  I  called 
on  the  Board  to  see  if  that  was  correct,  and  I  found 
it  was  not  correct,  and  they  were  not  passed,  i  saw 
Mr.  Blashiil  on  the  subject,  and  said  I  hoped  that  he 
would  not  pass  any  fresh  plans  to  spoil  my  elevation 
a<ljoining,  which,  I  understood,  was  going  to  be 
done. 

12.741.  What  happened  after  that? — Before  that 
Mr.  Tarring,  the  Board's  acting  surveyor,  on  behalf  of 
the  Board,  saw  me  at  the  buildings.  That,  I  think, 
was  on  the  3rd  May.  It  was  previous  to  receiving 
this  letter  from  Mr.  Silcock  on  the  8th.  Mr.  Tarring 
on  the  3rd  came  up  the  scaffold  on  to  the  building, 
and  said  he  wished  to  see  me  with  regard  to  some 
amended  plans  which  Mr.  Silcock  was  going  to  carry 
out,  showing  a  different  elevation  to  mine,  and  he 
asked  me  to  see  them.  I  saw  what  his  intention  was. 
In  fact  he  told  me  his  intention  was  to  cut  away  the 


trusses  and  all  the  ornamental  part  of  the  party  wall, 
and.  of  course,  I  strongly  objected  to  it.  I  said,  **  I 
**  shall  certainly  not  allow  that,  because  my  plans  have 
*^  been  passed  by  the  Board.  I  have  had  no  notice 
**  from  the  BoiuxJ  whatever,  and  I  shall  proceed 
'^  according  to  my  plans  that  have  been  passed." 

12.742.  What  would  have  been  the -effect  of  this 
change  so  far  as  you  were  concerned  ?~It  would  be 
like  a  pig  with  one  ear,  spoiling  the  elevation.  In 
addition  to  that  they  wished  to  project  a  foot  beyond 
my  line  of  firontage. 

12.743.  What  happened  next?— The  next  thing 
was  this.  I  may  have  got  a  little  bit  out  of  temper 
over  it,  and  possibly  we  were  both,  because  I  did 
not  wish  the  elevation  altered;  and  then  he  drew 
my  attention  to  a  trivial  matter  about  a  little  back 
addition — that  I  had  got  the  opening  wider  than  it 
should  be.  I  had  got  it  with  a  3-foot-6  doorway  in 
the  centre,  and  as  we  were  cramped  for  room  there  1 
carried  the  girder  up  over,  and  left  the  opening 
7  feet  wide,  with  the  intention  of  putting  up,  not  a 
brick  partition  but  a  wood  partition,  because  it  would 

ive  me  7  inches  more  room  in  this  narrow  place* 
pon  that  I  had  a  letter  (he  same  evening  from  the 
Board,  complaining  about  a  deviation  having  been 
made  from  my  plans,  and  that  they  must  request  me 
to  proceed  strictly  in  conformity  with  the  plans  signed 
and  passed  by  the  Board.  I  saw  them  upon  it.  I 
caUed  at  the  office,  and  I  think  I  saw  Mr.  Harper, 
and  I  explained  to  him  about  it,  and  also  about  the 
plan  that  was  going  to  be  amended,  as  I  understood, 
or  had  been  passed.  I  took  my  plans  and  pointed 
out  how  it  would  damage  my  buildings  if  Mr.  Silcock 
were  allowed  to  alter  his  plans,  and  he  said,  '^  Well, 
that  is  not  a  party  wall."  "  Well,"  T  said,  "  what  do 
vou  call  it  ?  **  He  said,  '^  a  front  wall."  I  take  it 
he  knows  very  little  about  building  at  all  if  he  said 
that.  It  is  part  on  Mr.  Silcock's  ground  and  part 
on  mine,  and  I  can  do  no  other  than  carry  it  out  in 
accordance  with  the  plan  forming  a  party  wall. 

12.744.  What  happened  next  ?  —  I  followed  up 
Mr.  Blashiil ;  he  was  not  there.  Then  I  called  here 
and  waited  outside  the  building,  and  felt  determined 
to  see  him  on  the  matter,  to  ask  him  not  to  allow 
these  to  be  passed.  I  called  on  Mr.  Blashiil  outside 
this  building,  or  rather  inside  the  building,  and  he 
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Twenty-third    was  at  lanch.     However,  I  sent  him  my  card,  and  bo 

I>ay*  kindly  came  out  to  see  me  on  the  matter.     I  then 

— ^^  showed  him  these  plans,  telling  him  that  I  bCj^  he 

^  ^^'  ^^^'    would  not  alter  the  elevation  in  any  way  to  my  detri- 

']jj^  ment ;  that  it  would  be  greatly  to  my  prejudice,  and 

J.  T.  BaiUjf.    he  8ft»d>  "  We  will  see  about  it,**  or  something  of  that 

■  ■■       sort. 

12,746.  Have  these  plans  of  Mr.  Silcock's  been 
passed  ? — No,  they  have  not,  or  they  had  not  theiu 
They  have  only  been  passed  recently. 

12.746.  They  have  beefn  passed  tiow  ? — They  have, 
because  I  called  on  Mr.  Blashill  to  see  the  plan. 
The  first  day  I  was  refused  to  see  them  by  Mr. 
Harper.  He  said,  "I  cannot  show  them  X6  you; 
vou  must  see  Mr.  Blashill ;  you  had  better  make  an 
ippoiiitiiierit.**  I  said,  "  Very  well,  I  will  write.*'  I 
made  an  appointment  to  see  him  on  the  following  day 
—  that  was  on  the  Saturday  at  1  o'clock,  and 
Mr.  Blashill  saw  me  upon  it,  and  he  produced  the 
plans  and  showed  them  to  me.  He  said,  ''Yes, 
certainly,  the  plans  are  passed,'*  and  I  said,  <'  That  is 
•*  very  much  to  my  detriment ;  I  have  had  no  notice 
w  of  anything  to  the  contrary  ;  you  never  considered 
"  me  in  any  way  ;  it  is  very  un&ir,  I  consider  ;  and 
*'  i  have  no>  other  alternative  but  to  bring  luu  action 
<'  for  an  injundirm  to  restrain  tlds  being  done.** 
He  said,  '<  There  \\  {s,  it  is  done,  and  cannot  l^  helped ; 
you  must  fight  it  out  amongst  yourselves,**  Now 
after  the  plans  had  been  passed  by  the  Board  I  have 
no  power  whatever ;  I  must  fight  it. 

12.747.  In  the  fii*st  instance,  were  your  pUoa  and 
Mr.  Silcock*s  sent  in  at  the  same  time  ? — Quite  so,  by 
the  same  architect;  and  we  mutually  agreed  they 
should  be  both  alike,  because  it  wa&  by  my  advice 
that  Mr.  Silcock  took  this  plot  of  land,  simply  because 
no  interloper  should  come  and  spoil  his  elevation,  and 
possibly  mine;  so  that  we  mutually  agreed  and 
employed  the  same  architect,  who  is  in  court  here, 
ana  will  verify  what  I  say  in  that  respect. 

12.748.  What  is  the  name  of  your  architect?— 
Mr.  Watts.    . 

12.749.  {Mr.  Meadows  White,)  I  have  only  just 
had  this  plan  put  into  my  hands,  and  it  is  very  difficult 
to  follow  this.  The  alteration  was  not  of  your  plan, 
but  of  Mr.  Silcock's  plan  ? — ^Mr.  Silcock's. 

12.750.  You  had  balconies,  had  you  not  ? — (^xkiiQ 
so,  and  so  had  l^lr.  Silcock. 

12.751.  In  Mr.  Silcock's  second  plan  he  wished 
Ae  Board  to  consider  there  were  no  balccmies  ? — 
Possibly  not  in  the  amended  plan,  but  in  the  first. 

12.752.  Mr.  Silcock  desired  to  bring  hts  house 
forward,  and  if  you  retained  the  balconies,  you  oould 
not  luring  yours  forward,  because  the  balconies  would 
then  overhang  the  street  ?— *They  overhung  the  street 
18  inches. 

12.753.  The  balconies  oould  not  be  allowed  to 
overhang  the  street,  and  therefore  it  was  necessary  to 
keep  your  house  back  ? — ^That  plan  was  passed  show' 
ing  the  overhanging  of  the  street. 

12.754.  That  wa»,  I  believe,  the  reason  why  your 
house  originally  was  not  so  forward  as  Mr.  Sil- 
cock's ;  that  you  had  balconies  which  could  not  be 
allowed  to  project  over  the  street ;  therefore,  if  yon 
retained  your  balconies^  you  ivere  obliged  to  throw 
the  front  of  your  house  back  to  the  extent  of  the 
balcony,  and  it  made  a  differece  of  two  feet  P — ^Not 
at  all — only  a  foot. 

12.755.  Twelve  inches — that  was  one  point.  Did 
not  the  other  change  arise  in  this  way  ;  that  the  plan 
which  was  submitted  to  the  Board  in  the  first 
instance,  and  afterwards  the  amended  plan  when 
submitted,  did  not  allow  for  the  fact  that  the  ground 
sloped  downwards  considerably  ? — It  slopes  down  thia 
way — it  is  very  uneven. 

12.756.  Did  not  the  plans,  originally  showing  a 
common  elevation  of  the  two  houses,  show  upon  the 
face  of  them  that  the  ground  was  level,  and  did  not 
slope  ? — ^I  could  not  tfell  you  whether  it  showed  them 
level.  It  may  have  got  a  line  along,  bnt  that  \b 
nothirig.     ^'  ^  .  .     .    .   .  ........ 


12,757.  Just  look  and  see.  That  is  the  amended 
plan,  and  his  Lordship  will  see  the  ground  sloping 
down  there,  and  there  was  obliged  to  be  an  alteration 
in  the  cornice.  That  was  the  amendment? — They 
could  not  be  in  a  straight  line  if  kept  in  accordance 
with  the  pavement. 

12^758.  If  built  in  a  straight  line  it  would  have 
been  between  the  ground  fioor  and  the  first  floor 
window  of  Mr.  Silcock's — right  across  his  house. 
It  would  not  have  kept  on  at  the  proper  elevation  ? — 
In  my  plan  I  was  confined  to  a  minimum  height  of 
12  feet  from  the  pavement,  which  I  have  continued 
myself  to  the  present  time,  and  in  consequence  of  the 
paving  sloping  down  this  way  and  that  way 
{desmbing)^  if  I  had  commenced  at  12  feet  the 
minimum  this  way,  it  would  have  brought  my  centre 
shop  only  9  feet  high,  and  how  am  I  to  keep  my 
cornices  in  a  straight  line. 

12,759.  The  plan  before  his  Lordship  allows  for  the 
fall  of  the  ground,  and  therefore  the  cornices,  as  one 
often  sees  in  such  a  case,  are  a  little  above  the  other. 
If  the  upper  cornice  were  continued  in  a  straight  line 
it  would  cut  the  other  house  in  a  very  niudghtly 
manner,  and  therefore  Mr.  Silcock  sent  in  an 
amended  plan,  and  the  Board  could  do  nothing. 
They  oould  only  say  it  was  in  accordance  witli  what 
was  reasonable? — Perhaps  you  will  allow  me  to 
explain  that.  The  fact  is  that  the  public-house  that 
Mr.  Sikock  has  built  is  really  3  feet  below  what  it 
should  be.  Consequently,  instead  ^  entering  his 
public-house  on  a  level,  he  has  to  go  down  a  slope  to 
get  into  his  bar.  Therefore  that  is  where  the 
mistake  has  been  in  allowing  him  to  carry  his  public- 
house  lower  down — whether  it  was  for  the  saving  of 
brickwork  I  cannot  say — ^but  simply  by  allowing  him 
to  go  down  a  slope  that  has  brou^t  his  shop,  which 
he  says  now  will  be  an  eyesore,  a  little  higher. 

{Chairman.)  Were  those  houses  built  on  property 
that  had  been  the  Board's  ? 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  I  believe  it  is  pwt  of  the 
approaches  to  Putney  Bridge. 

{Chamnan.)  Therefore  the  Board,  when  they  sold 
it,  put  the  purchasers  under  an  obligation  to  satisfy 
them  as  to  the  nature  of  the  buildings  they  erected  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  suppose  that  is  so. 
That  is  the  whole  point,  and  I  suppose  Mr.  SHcodc 
and  Mr.  Bailey  each  produced  then*  plans^  and 
originally  there  was  a  plan  showing  a  cornice  running 
straight  along  as  if  on  a  level.  They  choose  to  send 
in  originally  a  joint  plan  showing  the  same  elevation 
with  the  cornice  which  your  Lordship  sees  now 
running  straight  across  Mr.  Silcock's  houoe,  which 
would  have  b^n  very  satisfactory  if  the  houses  had 
been  both  on  the  same  level,  but  the  level  of  the 
street  falling  towards  Mr.  Silcock,  if  the  cornice  had 
been  continued,  it  would  have  cut  Mr.  Siloock*is 
house  at  a  very  unsightly  and  very  improper  angle. 

(CAotrman.)  I  cannot  follow  that.  Why  should  it 
have  cut  it  in  an  unsightly  wav  ?  Supposing  it  had 
come  along  there,  it  would  make  these  lower  places 
higher  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  It  would  have  carried  it 
up  16  feet  high. 

{Witness.)  No,  15  feet. 

{CJiairman.)  The  result  is,  that  this  house  has 
these  small  windows,  and  there  are  these  larger 
windows,  and  the  cornice  comes  in  the  middle.  I  do 
not  see  that  that  is  more  sightly ;  it  seems  to  me  rather 
unsightly. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Mr.  Silcock  has  his  land, 
ana  Mr.  Bailey  has  his  land,  and  the  Board,  of  course, 
are  interested  as  landowners,  and  it  is  their  business, 
as  far  as  they  can,  to  accommodate  both  these  gentle- 
men, who  have  independent  rights  altogether. 

{Chairman.)  If  a  joint  plan  is  passed,  and  one  of 
the  two  persons  has  begun  building,  and  has  built  a 
good  deid  according  to  the  joint  plan,  it  seems  a  little 
hard  that  behind  his  back  the  other  person  should  get 
ids  plan  altered. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  But  his  plan  has  not  been 
altered. 
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{Chairman.)  Two  people  have  joined  in  a  plan, 
and  one  has  begun  to  build,  and  is  building  on 
the  joint  plan,  and  it  strikes  one  as  hard  that  the  plan 
of  the  other  person  should  be  altered  behind  his  back. 

(  The  Witness.)  And  without  anj  notice  whatever. 

{Mr,  Meadows  JVhite.)  They  happened  to  have 
the  same  architect — the  plan  was  passed  on  a  miscon- 
ception to  that  extent.  It  appeared  as  if  they  were 
on  the  same  level,  whereas^  in  point  of  fact,  the  ground 
sloping  down,  that  arrangement  of  cornices  was  made 
by  Mr.  Silcock,  and  that  was  passed.  The  fact  that 
Mr.  Bailey  had  balconies  i&  the  cause  of  his  house 
bein^  set  back  a  little,  becauee  other>vi8e  it  would  have 
projected  over  the  street.  It  was  not  passed  as  a  joint 
plan.  It  was  sent  in  as  a  plan,  both  having  the  same 
architect.  Each  sent  in  a  plan.  Each  had  the  same 
architect.  Then  Mr.  Silcock  sent  in  a  plan  as  an 
amended  plan,  and  the  reason  of  it  was  this,  that  the 
architect  originally  made  a  mistake  in  laying  it  out 
as  if  the  land  was  on  a  level. 

{Chairtnan.)  Was  not  the  result  to  make  that 
which  was  a  party  wall  not  serve  the  purpose  of  a 
party  wall. 

( J/r.  Meadows  White.)  Not  at  all ;  I  believe  that 
dispute  is  stfttled.  That  was  a  dispute  entirely  betwesn 
the  parties. 

( T/i€  Witness.)  Mr.  Silcock  has  admitted  that  by 
paying  for  the  wcJl. 

{Chairman.)  When  Mr.  Silcock  had  done  this  it 
may  be  he  paid  Mr.  Bailey  for  half,  but  that  is  not 
inconsistent  with  its  not  being  now  a  party  wall. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White,)  It  is  a  party  wall  still.  The 
only  alteration  is  this :  In  the  one  plan  Mr.  Silcock 
avails  himself  of  his  full  area,  and  brings  out  his  house 
to  the  extreme  edge  of  the  pavement,  which  he  can  do, 
because  he  has  no  balconies. 

{Chairman.)  There  were  balconies  in  the  original 
plan. 

(  Mr.  Meadows  White.)  He  has  altered  his  plan  and 
omitted  the  balconies.  Your  Lordship  will  see  from 
the  photograph  there  is  no  eyesore,  as  f^r  as  the  public 
are  concerned. 

{Chairman,)  Supposing  I  had  arranged  with  my 
neighbour  to  build  two  houses  in  a  similar  fa^ihion, 
each  with  balconies,  and  my  neighbour  afterwards 
brought  his  house  out  and  occupied  with  his  bnilding 
the  place  of  the  balcony  so  as  to  bring  his  house  in 


front  of  mine,  I  should  be  disposed  to  say  I  should 
bring  out  my  house  too.  The  point  is  to  explain  the 
approval  of  this  subsequent  plau  without  any  commu- 
nication with  the  adjoining  owner. 

(Mr.  Meadows  Ifhite.)  They  were  sent  in  as  two 
different  applications,  and  under  the  Act  there  is  no 
power  to  do  anything  unless  there  is  a  fixing  of  the 
line  of  the  street. 

{Chairman.)  As  I  understand,  you  have  absolute 
control  over  these  plans,  have  not  you,  under  the  terms 
of  your  sale  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  JVIiite.)  Your  Lordsliip  sees  the 
owners  are  perfectly  independent  of  each  other,  except 
so  far  as  they  bound  themselves  to  each  other  by  a 
private  ag»*eement,  and  if  there  was  no  agreement 
between  the  two  the  Board  cannot  undertake  to  make 
an  aejreement  between  them. 

12.760.  {Chairman.)  Had  ]Mr.  Silcock  commenced 
his  buildings  at  the  time  the  second  plan  wos  ap- 
proved ? — Yes,  half  way  up,  by  a  photograph  which  I 
had  taken  then.     Possibly  it  may  be  before  you. 

12.761.  {Mr.  Meadows  IVhite.)  I  understand  not? 
— All  the  joists  are  on  the  first  floor ;  the  partitions 
are  up  and  the  stonework  for  the  front  got  out. 

{Chairman,)  The  word 3  are:  "Such  size,  form, 
elevation,"  and  so  on,  "  as  shall  be  in  writing  approved 
"  by  the  Board,  or  their  said  architect,  before  the 
"  erection  of  such  building  or  buildings  commence. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  only  part  that  could 
be  part  of  the  building  was  the  party  wall  built  by 
Mr.  Bailey.  Mr.  Silcock  had  not  built.  Mr.  Silcock 
was  in  time  with  his  amended  plans,  and  the  real 
explanation  of  it  was,  and  Mr.  Silcock's  reason  for 
sending  in  a  second  plan  was,  that  this  mistake  had 
been  made  with  regard  to  the  height  of  the  buildings, 
the  original  plan  providing  for  a  site  which  was  per<> 
fectly  level,  whereas,  in  point  of  fact,  the  site  was  not 
level,  but  sloped  down  to  Mr.  Silcock's  premises ;  and 
therefore,  if  the  coruices  continued  in  a  straight  line, 
his  shops  would  have  been  of  a  different  elevation, 
and  the  corijice  would  have  overridden  the  hotel. 

{The  Witness.)  My  Lord,  the  joists  are  now  fixed  by 
Mr.  Silcock  on  the  same  level. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Your  Lordship  sees  at 
once  how  it  was  by  the  cornice  being  broken.  Mr. 
Silcock  is  present,  if  your  Lordship  would  like  to 
hear  from  him  what  his  point  is. 
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The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  William  Gabrktt  Siloock  sworn  and  examined. 


12.762.  {Chairman.)  You  sent  in,  I  understand, 
originally  a  plan  exactly  corresponding  with  that  sent 
in  by  Mr.  Bailey  ? — Decidedly  not.  I  have  never 
seen  Mr.  Bailey's  plan. 

12.763.  Who  was  your  architect  ?  — Mr.  Watts. 
Mr  Watts  gave  me  a  plan  showing  12-feet  ceilings, 
and  of  course  I  knew  that  would  not  override  my 
own  cornice,  consequently  I  consented  to  it  to  a 
degree;  verbally,  not  in  any  other  shape.  I  have 
laid  out  some  thousands  there,  and  then  Mr.  Bailey 
overrides  me  with  all  his  stonework.  I  had  no  idea 
of  such  a  thing.  I  should  never  have  consented  in 
the  least.  Mr.  Watts  gave  me  a  plan  showing  a 
12-feet  ceiling,  and  now  he  wants  me  to  put  in 
17  feet  6. 

12.764.  (jlfr.  Grenfell.)  That  is  on  your  basement 
storey  ? — Yes,  it  showed  a  12-feet  ceiling. 

12.765.  What  you  want  to  do  is  to  have  the  ceiling 
on  the  same  level  as  your  own  ceiling,  and  Mr.  Bailey 
wants  to  have  it  on  the  same  level  as  his  ? — I  want  to 
put  my  elevation  down  so  that  I  do  not  spoil  the 
elevation  of  my  own  house. 

12.766.  It  would  be  on  the  same  level  as  your  own 
house  ? — Yes,  the  same  level  as  my  own  house. 

12.767.  He  wants  it  on  the  same  level  as  his? — 
Yes,  17  feet  6  ;  he  wants  me  to  carry  my  shop  up. 

12.768.  {Chairman,)  Originally  the  front  wall  of 
your  building  was  on  a  line  with  his  ? — My  building 
was  built  before  he  started. 

i    54142. 


12.769.  Your  front  wall  was  flush  with  his  front 
wall,  was  not  it  ? — His  front  wall  was  not  up. 

12.770.  I  am  talking  of  the  plan  you  sent  in? — No. 
I  never  saw  his  plan. 

12,771;  Did  you  authorise  your  architect  to  send 
the  plan  in  ?— The  same  architect  drew  my  plan  that 
di'ew  his,  and  deceived  me  entirely. 

12.772.  Did  you  ask  to  see  the  plans  before  he  sent 
them  in  ? — I  could  not  ask  to  see  his  plan  ;  I  saw  my 
own. 

12.773.  You  saw  your  own,  and  your  own  showed 
your  front  with  a  balcony  in  front  of  the  house  ? — 
No,  not  the  same  as  his.  I  ihink  the  Board  had  the 
plan  modified. 

12.774.  We  have  them  here,  and  they  seem  to  be 
exactly  the  same? — ^No,  mine  is  a  12-feet  ceiling. 

12.775.  I  am  not  talking  of  the  ceiling,  but  the 
line  in  the  front  of  the  house  ? — My  plan  did  not  show 
it ;  mine  was  quite  detached  from  his. 

12.776.  You  afterwards  altered  your  plan  by  bring- 
ing the  front  of  your  house  forward,  and  doing  away 
with  the  balconies?— No,  I  have  not  altered  it  at  all; 
it  is  still  open. 

12.777.  You  have  altered  your  plan? — Yes,  I  have 
had  a  plan  passed. 

12.778.  And  your  new  plan  brings  the  front  of 
your  house  further  forward  than  the  old  plan  ? — Yes, 
to  prevent  Mr.  Bailey*s  balcony  running  in  the  centre 
of  mj  windows ;  that  is  what  it  is  done  for.    It  goes 
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into  the  centre  of  my  windows  through  his  architect 
misrepresenting  the  plan  to  me.  He  gave  me  plans 
showing  12  feet,  instead  of  which  they  are  17  ft.  6  ins. 
high.     They  run  quite  into  the  middle  of  my  windows. 

12.779.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  That  is  owing  to 
the  fall  of  the  ground  ? — Owing  to  the  fall  of  the 
ground.  Then  I  went  to  the  Board  and  asked  them 
to  grant  me  a  fresh  plan,  which  they  have  dono. 
You  see  by  Ihat  bit  of  white  where  his  balconies 
would  come  into  my  house.  He  served  me  very 
trickily ;  he  got  me  to  sign  that  he  should  build  the 
party  wall.  I  did  not  mind  who  built  it,  and  in  that 
he  put  *•' other  things  appertaining  to  it."  Conse- 
quently he  ran  up  all  this  stonework,  and  I  gave  him 
notice  to  discontinue  the  stonework,  and  paid  the 
stonemasons  off,  and  everything. 

(ChairTfutn.)  We  cannot  go  into  these  personal 
questions  ;  all  we  have  to  do  is  with  the  action  of  th^ 
Board  upon  it. 

12.780.  (Mr.  JVinch.)  Mr.  Watts  was  the  architect 
to  both  of  you  as  1  understand  ? — ^Yes. 

12.781.  Had  you  employed  Mr.  Tarring  in  any- 
thing ? — ^Never. 

12.782.  Not  at  all  ?— No. 


12.783.  Has  he  prepared  any' plans  for  you  ? — No. 

12.784.  In  connexion  with  other  matters  ? — Not  in 
the  slightest. 

12.785.  Who  is  Mr.  Tarring?-.!  believe  Mr. 
Tarring  has  something  to  do  with  the  Board ;  I  do 
not  know. 

12.786.  Have  you  seen  1dm? — He  used  to  visit 
every  now  and  then. 

12.787.  (Mr.  Meadows  JVhite.)  He  is  the  surveyor  ? 
— Yes,  the  surveyor. 

12.788.  (Mr.  Winch.)  He  used  to  visit  now  and 
again  ? — ^Yes. 

12.789.  Are  you  putting  up  other  flats  and  stables 
on  other  lots  of  yours  ? — I  am  not. 

12.790.  Do  you  think  of  it  ?-.I  may  do  so. 

12.791.  Has  anybody  prepared  any  plans  yet? — 
Mr.  Wilkinson  has. 

12.792.  Mr.  Tarring  has  nothing  to  do  with  it  ? — 
Nothing  whatever  to  do  with  it. 

12.793.  (Chairman.)  Did  Mr.  Wilkinson  prepare 
your  second  plan  sent  in  to  the  Board  ? — ^Yes,  and 
afterwards  prepared  plans  for  flats  and  stabling  at  the 
back.  I  was  quite  deceived.  I  had  no  idea  this  was 
going  so  high. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Thomas  Blashill  recalled  and  further  examined. 


Mr. 
r.  Blashill. 


12.794.  (Chairman.)  I  shall  be  glad  to  hear  any 
observations  that  you  have  to  make  on  this  matter  of 
Mr.  Bailey's  ? — If  your  Lordship  would  oblige  me  with 
the  drawings  I  think  I  can  make  it  clear.  In  the 
first  instance  Mr.  Bailey  sent  in  by  his  architect, 
Mr.  Watts,  drawings  of  his  houses;  subsequently 
Mr.  Watts  sent  in  a  drawing  for  Mr.  Silcock 
which  was  the  same  design  for  Mr.  Bailey's 
adjoining  houses.  |The  Board,  I  consider,  had 
nothing  to  do  with  that  except  that  these  gentlemen 
had  chosen  to  employ  the  same  architect  for 
the  row  of  houses.  Both  sets  were  passed.  The 
next  I  heard  of  it  was  that  upon  examination,  and 
comparing  the  drawings  of  Mr,  Silcock  with  the 
ground,  the  shop,  instead  of  being  12  feet  high,  as 
shown  on  the  drawing  which  had  been  passed  of 
Mr.  Silcock's,  and  which  is  here,  was  17  feet  or 
thereabouts,  at  which  Mr.  Silcock  complained  because, 
as  he  has  mentioned,  this  cornice  would  be  much 
higher  than  his  hotel  cornice,  which  is  to  the  left. 
They  then  submitted  another  sketch  which  your 
Lord8hip  has  seen,  by  which  this  cornice  was  to  be 
dropped,  and  I  am  informed  that  Mr.  Silcock  was 
willing  to  can*y  that  out  there,  to  make  this  elevation 
in  general  accordance  with  the  other  elevation  of 
Mr.  Bailey's  with  the  usual  alteration  of  dropping  the 
cornice  on  account  of  the  dropping  of  his  shop.  Then 
the  parties  disagreed — I  am  not  able  to  say  anything 
about  that — ^aud  the  next  I  know  about  it  is  the 
period  when  a  fresh  architect,  Mr.  Wilkinson, 
appeared  with  a  iresh  elevation.  That  elevation  was 
sent  in  according  to  the  rules.  It  had  to  be  con- 
sidered by  the  Board  as  an  alteration,  which  is  not 
uncommon — gentlenjen  in  that  condition  sometimes 
change  their  mind — and  the  whole  thing  was  con- 
sidered. That  elevation,  I  take  it,  leaves  Mr.  Bailey 
in  precisely  the  same  position  as  he  would  have  been 
in  if  he  had  not  employed  the  same  architect  originally 
as  Mr.  Silcock.  Your  Lordship  has  seen,  I  daresay, 
the  new  elevation  ;  it  is  here. 

12.795.  The  result  is  that  the  cornice  is  n^ade  to 
correspond  with  Mr.  Silcock's  cornices,  further  on, 
instead  of  with  Mr.  Bailey  ? — The  cornice  of  Mr.  Sil- 
cock's premises  only.  Mr.  Bailey's  elevation  is  not 
in  the  least  degree  altered,  nor  can  there  be  the 
slightest  inteiference,  without  an  agreement  between 


themselves,  with  Mr.  Bailey's  elevation.  I  have 
heard  of  nothing  of  the  kind,  nor  is  it  possible  if  they 
are  allowed  to  agree  or  disagree  about  it.  The  thing 
will  end  in  precisely  the  same  condition  as  if  this 
architect  who  made  this  mistake  had  never  appeared 
on  the  scene. 

12.796.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  intermediate 
houses  are  Mr.  Silcock's? — ^I  am  now  speaking  of 
the  row  of  houses,  and  five  or  six  are  Mr.  Bailey's. 
I  saw  the  buildings.  I  went  down  on  Saturday  and 
saw  it,  and  I  saw  the  photograph. 

12.797.  The  intermediate  house,  next  to  Mr. 
Bailey's,  is  Mr.  Silcock's  house,  and  the  next  to  that 
is  his  ? — Yes. 

12.798.  Therefore  he  has  the  cornice  along  the 
whole  frontage  of  his  houses  ? — The  house  of  Mr. 
Silcock's  is  to  year  left  hand  as  you  look  at  this. 
That  is  the  single  house  of  Mr.  Silcock's.  To  the 
left  of  that  again  is  Mr.  Silcock's  public-house,  and 
Mr.  Silcock  now  has  a  house  different  from  Mr. 
Bailey,  and  different  to  some  extent  from  the  public- 
house,  but  the  effect  of  it,  so  far  as  I  can  see  as 
regards  Mr.  Bailey,  is  that  the  things  are  in  precisely 
the  same  condition  as  though  it  had  been  an  ordinary 
application,  where  persons  do  not  as  a  rule  employ 
the  same  arcldtect. 

12.799.  (Chaimian.)  You  mean  that  if  Mr.  Sil- 
cock had  sent  you  Ids  present  plan  in  the  first  instance 
you  would  not  have  objected  ? — There  could  not 
have  been  the  slightest  question  about  it — precisely 
the  same. 

12.800.  Would  the  adjoining  owner  know,  apart 
from  his  having  employed  the  same  architect,  what 
plans  were  being  sent  in  by  his  neighbour  for  the 
neighbouring  plot  ?  —  Not  necessarily.  One  could 
only  conjecture  that  employing  the  same  architect 
they  would  know  something  about  it. 

12.801.  But  if  they  had  not  employed  the  same 
architect  ? — ^They  would  know  nothing  about  it  under 
ordinary  cii-cimistances.  I  myself  take  what  pains  I 
can.  It  I  get  one  set  in  I  usually  try  to  see  if 
any  unforeseen  difficulty  will  arise  on  account  of  its 
juxtaposition  with  the  one  previously  approved,  and 
probably  not  yet  built.  The  same  course  was  taken 
in  this  case. 


The  witness  withdrew. 
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Mr.  Meaburn  St  anil  and  sworn  and  examined. 


12.802.  (Chairman,)  You  were  formerly,  as  wo 
have  heard,  financial  partner  in  Mr.  Webster's 
business  ? — ^Yes. 

12.803.  He  was  a  contractor? — Yes. 

12.804.  Did  you  take  any  part  in  the  management 
of  the  business,  or  were  you  merely  financially 
interedted  ? — I  took  no  part  whatever  in  the  business. 

12.805.  We  were  told  by  Mr.  Beal  that  you  had 
been  charged  by  him,  when  member  for  Boston,  with 
i-eceiving  10,000/.,  that  Mr.  Doulton,  Mr.  Jackson, 
and  you  had  each  received  the  same  sum  for  becoming 
contractor's  surety ;  is  that  the  case  ? — ^No,  very  far 
from  it.  I  saw  the  evidence  given  by  Mr.  Beal  in 
the  papers,  in  which  he  alleged  the  foct,  and  further, 
that  I  acted  upon  a  committee  of  the  House  of 
Commons  afterwards  on  the  Essex  Reclamation 
Scheme,  the  whole  of  which  was  a  fable,  not  a  word 
of  truth  in  it.  I  sent  a  letter  to  the  Standard  last 
Tuesday  contradicting  the  whole  of  that  evidence,  and 
since  that  I  have  had  an  opportunity  of  seeing  the 
evidence  as  given  by  Mr.  Be^l  entirely,  and  I  notice 
that  he  further  stated  on  that  occasion  that  he 
presented  a  petition  to  the  House  of  Commons  in 
which  he  again  alleged  these  facts,  and  that  after  the 
presentation  of  that  petition  neither  of  the  three 
members,  myself  being  one,  attended  to  their  duties 


the  remainder  of  that  session ;  thereby  wishing  it,  I 
presume,  to  be  inferred  that  they  were  ashamed  of 
appearing  in  the  House  of  Commons.  I  can  only 
say  with  regard  to  that  part  of  the  evidence,  I  was 
not  aware  till  I  saw  Mr.  Seal's  evidence  that  any 
such  petition  was  presented.  I  think  in  the  evidence 
he  does  not  state  when  it  was  presented,  but  if  it  was 
presented  during  the  time  that  I  sat  as  member  for 
Boston,  I  can  only  say  that  it  had  not  the  slightest 
influence  on  my  attendance  and  duties  at  the  House 
of  Commons. 

12.806.  You  mean  you  were  not  aware  of  such  a 
petition  being  presented  ? — I  was  not  aware  of  it.  I 
think  if  there  had  been  a  petition  with  these  allega- 
tions in  it  some  notico  of  it  would  have  been  taken  in 
the  House. 

12.807.  Do  you  mean  that  you  did  not  receive  any 
money  for  becoming  surety  ? — I  did  not  even  know 
Mr.  Pumess,  nor  did  I  receive  one  farthing. 

12.808.  (Mr.  GrenfelL)  Had  you  any  transactiops 
with  Mr.  Furness  ? — None  whatever. 

12.809.  Then  the  whole  thing  is  a  fable  ?— Yes, 

12.810.  (Chairman.)  Did  you  become  surety  ever 
in  common  with  Mr.  Doulton  and  Mr.  Jackson  ? — 
Never. 


Twenty-third 
Bay. 
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Mr. 
M.  Staniland* 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Robert  Jolly  sworn  and  examined. 


12.811.  (Chatrman.)  You  are  a  member  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of*^ Works  ? — ^Yes. 

12.812.  Representing  Woolwich  ? — I  am. 

12.813.  How  long  have  you  been  a  member?— 
Rather  more  than  seven  years. 

12.814.  That  would  be  since  1881  ?— June  1881. 

12.815.  Were  you  upon  any  of  the  committees  of 
the  Board  ? — 1  have  been  on  the  Parks  Committee, 
and  the  Bridges  Committee.  For  two  years  I  was 
chairman  of  the  Appeals  Committee. 

12.816.  You  were  not  on  any  of  the  Building  Act 
Committees,  or  the  Theatres  Committee  ? — I  never 
was. 

12.817.  Have  you  any  observations  you  would 
desire  to  make  to  the  Commission  with  regard  to 
the  working  of  the  Board  or  its  committees  ? — £xcept 
this ;  that  I  have  on  several  occasions  when  the  reports 
of  the  Building  Act  Committee  came  up  refusing  an 
application,  and  then  when  an  amended  application 


was  refused,  raised  a  protest  against  it  that  we  ought    Mr.  JR.  JcU^, 

rather   to  furnish   some  particulars  as    to   why  the       - 

plans  were  refused,  because  it  was  bringing  an  amount 
of  bad  feeling  upon  the  Board. 

12.818.  Have  you  yourself  heard  complaints  made 
of  that  sort  outside  ?— I  have  by  some  of  the  architects 
in  my  own  neighbourhood. 

12.819.  That  was  what  led  to  your  taking  action  ? 
—Yes. 

12.820.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Have  you  yourself 
made  inquiries  of  the  Board's  officers  about  these 
matters.  Did  you  ever  yourself  make  inquiries  fof 
constituents  for  information  ? — As  to  any  matter 
relating  to  Woolwich  or  the  neighbourhood,  if  aDy- 
body  wanted  information  I  went  to  the  officers. 

12.821.  And  obtained  it? — Yes^  I  always  found 
tdem  quite  ready  to  give  the  information. 

12.822.  There  was  no  difficulty  whatever  in  getting 
the  information  ? — ^Not  the  slightest. 


The  "witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Geoeob  Furness  sworn  and  examined. 


12.823.  (Chairman.)  You  were  the  contractor  for 
the  construction  of  part  of  the  Victoria  Embankment  ? 
— I  was;  on  the  north  side. 

12.824.  The  first  part  that  was  made  ?— The  first 
contract. 

12.825.  Under  that  contract  you  were  to  use  for 
the  purpose  of  filling  in,  at  all  events  in  part»  materials 
obtained  from  the  dredging  of  the  Thames  ? — Yes. 

12.826.  Complaints  were  made  that  you  did  not 
take  as  much  as  you  ought  of  the  stufi'  dredged  from 
the  river  ? — ^The  contract  when  referred  to  eays,  **  The 
Thames  materia],  or  such  other  approved  material." 
I  think  if  you  refer  to  No.  10  clause  it  perhaps  would 
clear  that  up. 

12.827.  But  there  is  another  clause  which  refers 
to  the  Thames  dredging.  Did  you  receive  payments 
from  persons  who  deposited  the  materials  ? — Yes,  from 
I  think  Jay  and  others — 6d'  a  load. 

12.828.  More  than  that,  was  it  not  ? — A  very  few 
more  than  that. 

12.829.  What  was  the  total  amount  you  received  ? 
— From  the  contract  with  the  Board  I  should  think 
it  was  40,000/.  altogether.  The  contract  for  filling 
in   from  behind   the  embankment  entirely  from    the 


wall  to  the  foreshore.     It  would  be  something  between 
40,000/.  and  50,000/. 

12.830.  That  you  received  ?— That  I  received.  If 
you  wiU  allow  me  to  pass  you  the  tender,  you  will  see 
my  price  was  1^.  6d,  a  yard  for  filling  in  behind  the 
embankment  (handing  in  same).  This  is  the  contract 
as  settled  with  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works. 

12.831.  Is  this  the  calculation  of  quantities  on 
which  you  tendered? — That  is  the  copy  of  the 
tender  that  I  sent  in ;  the  exact  figures. 

12.832.  This  does  not  show  the  amount  that  you 
received  from  people  who  deposited  the  stuff  ? — No, 
but  none  of  it  exceeded  the  amount  of  6d.  a  yard. 

12.833.  What  did  the  total  amount  of  it  come  to  ? — 
I  daresay  the  total  amount  wonld  be  perhaps 
200,000  yards,  at  6d.  a  yard.  You  may  take  it  that 
that  would  be  as  near  as  could  be  got  at.  I  should 
think  there  would  be  200,000  yards,  and  half  would 
be  taken  from  the  Thames  and  the  other  half  taken 
from  Jay  from  the  Metropolitan  Railway. 

12.834.  Did  you  have  some  from  Messrs.  Field  ?— 
Not  that  I  know  of. 

12.835.  Messrs.  Maudslay,  Son,  and  Field? — ^I  did 
not  know  everybody  who  came  there.    I  was  not 
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there.  Unfortunately  the  man  who  managed  the 
work  is  dead^  and  my  cashier  is  dead,  and  I  cannot 
gire  the  names.  My  books  are  with  Messrs.  Tur- 
quand,  Young,  &  Co.  I  failed  in  1866,  and  my 
books  are  there,  and  they  have  been  examined  by  the 
Metropolitan  Board  since  the  inquiry  came  up  about 
the  charges  made  by  Mr.  Beal.  They  were  referred 
to  in  1874  or  1876;  but  all  that  was  proved  before 
and  examined;  and  the  accountant  of  the  Metro- 
politan Board  of  Works  attended  and  examined  the 
books  at  the  office. 

12.836.  Had  you  ever  any  financial  transactions 
with  any  member  of  the  Board?— None,  only  Mr. 
Doulton. 

12.837.  Or  any  officers  of  the  Board.  Was  any 
money  paid  to  any  officers  of  the  Board  ? — ^Not  that  I 
know  of.  It  would  be  in  the  books.  1  do  not  know 
whether  Messrs.  Turquaud  and  Youngs  have  got  the 
books;  but  everything  1  paid  would  be  shown 
there. 

12.838.  You  do  not  know  of  anything  ? — I  do  not. 

12.839.  Had  you  any  sureties  for  your  contract  ? — 
Ihad. 

12.840.  Who  were  your  sureties? — Mr.  Doulton 
provided  the  sureties  on  the  embankment  at  his  own 
proposition.  I  do  not  know  whether  it  was  7,000/., 
or  what  it  was.  There  was  some  figui-e  named,  and 
I  did  not  know  he  had  any  interest  in  it ;  but  1  suppose 
he  took  a  portion  of  the  money. 

12.841.  Did  you  pay  a  sum  of  money  ? — I  did. 

12.842.  7,C00/.  ? —  I  think  perhaps  it  would  be 
7,000/.  ;  I  am  not  sure. 

12.843.  Who  were  the  sureties  of  your  contract  ? — 
The  sureties  were  Mr.  Clench  and  Mr.  Clelland. 
Mr.  Doulton  was  not  one  of  the  sureties. 

12.844.  Not  Mr.  Staniland  or  Mr.  Jackson  ?— No, 
Mr.  Staniland  had  nothing  to  do  with  it.  There  was 
a  Mr.  Jackson  and  Sir  Joseph  Caxton  who  were 
sureties  on  the  northern  outfall. 

12.845.  Which  Mr.  Jackson  was  that  ?—The 
Birkenhead  Jackson. 

12.846.  That  was  not  the  Mr.  Jackson  who  was 
the  member  for  Ashton-under-Lyne  ? — No,  nothing 
to  do  with  him. 

12.847.  (Mr.  Grenfell)  The  member  for  Coventry  ? 
— Yes.  It  was  the  father,  Mr.  William  Jackson,  of 
Birkenhead  and  Clay  Cross.  His  son  was  put  into 
Coventry. 

12.848.  {Mr,  Winch.)  With  reference  to  the 
.tmount  you  have  just  said  you  received  for  the  filling 
in.  It  was  5,000/.  you  received  ? — 1  could  not  tell 
you.  I  do  not  think  there  was  much  that  was  taken 
at  more  than  6d,  a  yard. 

12.849.  I  will  take  your  figures,  200,000  yards  at 
Qd.  You  received  6//.  instead  of  paying  6d,  ? — But  1 
had  the  punning  to  do,  and  the  clearing  of  the 
bottom.  That  1*.  (Sd.  a  yard  which  is  shown  in 
these  figures  is  1*.  6d,  a  yard  to  do  the  punning  and 
everything. 

12.850.  With  reference  to  the  stuff  they  shot  for 
yon.  The  stuff*  was  shot  for  you,  and  6d,  a  yard  paid 
to  you  ? — Just  so. 

12.851.  With  reference  to  the  other.  You  would 
have  had  to  take  it  yourself.  Did  you  unload  the 
barges  when  the  dredging  took  place  ? — I  believe  1 
did. 

12.852.  You  had  to  pay  the  cost  of  unloading  the 
barges? — Yes. 

12.853.  You  had  to  pay  6d.  for  the  stuff  liesides  ?— 
Yes. 

12.854.  Then  you  received.  5,000/.  instead  of  having 
to  pay  about  6,000/.  or  7,000/.  ?— Yes. 

12.855.  That  would  have  been  your  cutlay  sup- 
posing it  all  came  from  the  Thames  ? — Supposing  I 
could  get  any  better  material  frcm  the  Thanres.  That 
was  what  was  shown  in  the  contract 

12.856.  There  never  was  any  difficultv  about  getting 
it  from  the  Thames  ? — We  had  great  difficulties.  As 
to  the  material  that  came  from  the  Thames,  if  you 
refer  to  the  Metropolitan  Board,  they  have  the  details 
of  when  Mr.  Hawkshaw  and  another  gentleman  came 


and  valued  the  material  whether  it  was  fit  for  the 
Embankment.     That  was  in  the  early  stage,  I  think. 

12.857.  Let  me  ask  you  about  a  different  point 
altogether.  There  is  a  letter  of  yours,  which  you 
wrote  in  November  1867,  in  connexion  with  the 
Lundy  Granite  Company.  You  took  granite  from  the 
Lundy  Granite  Company  ? — ^No,  I  never  did. 

12.858.  Let  mo  read  your  letter.  It  was  in  con- 
nexion with  Mr.  lloche.  You  lecollect  this:  "On 
"  the  morning  the  contract  was  to  be  let  Mr.  Boche, 
"  the  member  for  Paddington,  met  us  at  the  offices  in 
"  Spring  Gardens,  and  asked  me  into  one  of  the 
"  court  rooms,  when  he  promised  to  support  me  for 
"  the  contract  if  I  would  enter  iiito  an  agreement  to 
"  have  all  the  granite  from  the  Lundy  Granite 
"Company."  That  is  a  letter  signed  by  you.  Is  that 
correct  ? — The  contract  was  entered  into  at  the  time 
I  went  in  the  closet.  My  statements  there  before  tlie 
iVfetropolitan  Board  that  you  are  taking  I  am  pre- 
pared to  swear  to.     I  have  not  read  them  since. 

12.859.  Let  mo  read  them  to  you.  "On  the 
"  morning  the  contract  was  to  be  let  Mr.  Boche,  the 
"  member  for  Paddington,  met  us  at  the  offices  in 
"  Spring  Gardens,  and  aske<l  me  into  one  of  the 
"  court  rooms,  when  he  promised  to  support  me  for 
"  tlie  contract  if  T  would  enter  into  an  agreement  to 
"  have  all  the  granite  from  the  Lundy  Gmuite  Cow- 
"  pany."  At  that  time  you  had  not  got  the  contract  ? 
— No,  I  had  not,  then. 

12.860.  "  This  I  agreed  to  do,  provided  the  granite 
"  were  approved  by  the  engineer  ;  and  he  wrote  out  ' 
"  a  contract,  which  he  wished  me  to  sign.  This  I 
"  did,  and  by  it  I  undertook  to  have  all  the  granite 
"  from  the  Lundy  quarries,  in  which  he,  I  l^lieve, 
"  was  interested.**  Did  you  know  that  Mr.  Boche 
was  interested  in  the  Lundy  Granite  Company  ? — He 
was.  I  do  not  know  the  interest  he  had.  He  was 
advocating  the  contract. 

12.861.  It  is  in  another  part  of  your  evidence  that 
you  say  you  were  locked  in  the  room  with  him  ? — 
That  is  true. 

12.862.  And  Mr.  Boche  insisted  on  it.  He  was  then 
a  member  of  the  Board  ? — He  was.  I  stated  that 
before  the  Board.  What  I  stated  there  I  am  perfectly 
prepared  to  swear  to  at  the  present  time,  although 
I  could  not  remember  it  all. 

12.863.  {Mr.  Meadows  White)  Did  the  contract 
provide  for  Lundy  granite  or  other  granite? — It 
provided  for  such  granite  as  should  be  approved  by 
thtj  engineer. 

12.864.  Did  the  engineer  approve  Lundy  granite? 
— No,  he  did  not. 

12.865.  And  there  was  no  Lundy  granite  put  in  the 
contract? — No  Lundy  granite  put  in  the  contract 
at  all. 

12.866.  You  had  no   control  over  what 
should  be  used  ? — Not  the  slightest. 

12.867.  Were  the  specifications  out  ?— The  specifi- 
cations were  out. 

12.868.  With  this  clause  in  it?— Yes. 

12.869.  Yon  had  no  control  over  what  granite 
should  be  put  in  the  contract  ? — This  was  the  speci- 
fication I  bad.     I  had  no  control. 

12.870.  And  the  engineer  did  not  approve  of  Limdy 
granite  ? — The  engineer  did  not. 

12.871.  What  granite  was  used  ?— ITie  Dalbeattie 
was  approved  of,  but,  if  my  memory  serves  me,  we 
could  not  get  the  Dalbeattie  in  sufficient  quantities 
to  meet  the  progress,  and  consequently  we  had  to 
use  Aberdeen  granite  and  the  Mull  granite  for  the 
bottom  and  the  Guernsey. 

1 2.872.  I  think  Sir  Joseph  Bazalgette  told  us  there 
were  varied  granites  used  because  they  could  not  t^et 
it  from  the  original  quarry  fiitst  enough  ? — ^There  are 
the  offices  of  the  Natfonal  Bank,  and  that  was 
referred  to  at  the  time.  The  National  Buik  have 
built  their  bank  at  Charing  Cross  with  Lundy 
granite,  and  that  was  to  be  seen,  and  it  can  be  seen 
by  this  Commission  and  compared  with  the  Thames 
Embankment  as  to  whether  there  is  any  comparison 
between  the  two,  although  Mr.  Boche  offered   me 
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10  per  cent,  less  for  the  contract.  He  offered  to  take 
10  per  cent,  off  the  lowest  tender,  and  be  asked  tor  a 
referee,  and  I  said  it  shoald  be  in  accordance  with  the 
engineer's  plan. 

12.873.  As  I  understand  it  the  specification,  when 
you  tendered,  was  in  writing,  and  was  in  existence  ? 
— Certainly. 

12.874.  And  that  provided  for  the  engineer's 
approval  ? — ^Yes. 

12.875.  The  engineer  was  to  have  control  over 
what  granite  you  should  supply  ?  -^  This  is  the 
specification,  and  these  are  the  quantities  taken  out 
by  an  independent  person,  and  all  T  had  to  do  was  to 
price  the  quantiti'iS.  . 

12.876.  Then  it  was  the  engineer  who  had  control 
over  what  granite  should  He  supplied  ? — Certainly. 

12.877.  He  did  not  sanction  Lundy  granite  ? — He 
did  not. 

12.878.  {Mr,  Winch,)  You  could  get  granite  from 
wherever  you  liked,  subject  to  its  being  approved  of 
by  the  engineer  ? — Certainly. 

12.879.  Mr.  Roche,  a  member  of  the  Board,  made 
it  a  condition  that  he  would  vote  for  your  contract  if 
you  pledged  yourself  to  have  granite  from  his 
company? — He  did. 

12.880.  (Mr.  "Bosanquet.)  Before  you  sent  in  your 
tender  for  the  embankment  did  yon  understand  that 
you  might  put  in  some  stuff  which  would  be  carted 
there  other  than  Thames  ballast  ? — Oh,  no ;  it  was 
always  understood  there  should  be  some  irom  the  land 
that  would  be  better  than  anything  from  the  Thames 
to  mix ;  but  at  the  same  time,  when  Mr.  Jay  took 
the  contract  for  the  Metropolitan  Railway,  that  was  a 
material  that  no  engineer  could  object  to  for  the 
embankment  The  ruling  price,  my  clerk  tells  me, 
was  Zd, 

12.881.  M.  a  yardP-^Sif.  a  cartload;  that  would 
not  be  quite  Zd,  a  yard. 

12.882.  Did  you  have  any  understauding  before 
your  teuder  was  accepted  or  before  it  was  sent  in  that 
you  would  be  allowed  to  put  in  some  stuff  of  that 
kind? — ^No,  I  do  not  recollect  having  imy  understand- 
ing of  that  sort. 

12.883.  Did  you  base  your  calculations  on  the 
supposition  that  you  would  be  able  to  do  that  ? — My 
price  was  put  in  at  is,  6d.  a  yard. 

12.884.  In  making  up  your  price  did  you  calculate 
that  price  on  the  idea  that  you  would  be  allowed  to 
get  stuff  put  in  in  that  way  ? — I  did  anticipate  it,  but 
not  the  whole  of  it,  because  I  did  not  anticipate  we 
should  be  able  to  get  in  the  whole  till  after  Mr.  Jay 
got  the  -contract. 

12.885.  Did  you  have  any  communication  with  the 
engineer  or  anybody  which  led  you  to  that? — No. 
At  the  time  when  we  were  prepared  to  receive 
materials,  the  resident  engineer,  when  the  stuff  was 
sent  in,  had  the  approval  or  rejeetion  of  it,  and  he 
approved  of  it. 

12.886.  Mr.  Ridley  said  before  the  Se]e<;t  Com- 
mittee that  if  he  had  understood  he  was  to  do  his 
filling  up  in  that  way  he  could  have  tendered  for 
60,000/.  less  than  he  did.  I  wanted  to  know  whether 
you  understood  that  before  you  sent  in  your  tender  ? 
— No,  I  did  not.  I  anticipated  getting  a  better 
material  than  could  come  from  the  Thames,  because  a 
great  deal  of  the  Thames  stuff  was  slurry. 

12.887.  You  had  no  communication  with  any  of 
the  officials  of  the  Board  as  to  what  they  should 
require  ? — ^Not  the  slightest  that  I  can  recollect. 

12.888.  You  might  have  done  ?— I  might  have  had. 
I  do  not  recollect. 

12.889.  If  you  had,  that  would  lead  you  to  make 
your  tender  lower  that  if  they  were  going  to  insist  on 
the  Thames  gravel  P— No,  it  would  not.  I  should 
have  put  it  higher  perhaps.  Tou  must  take  an 
average  risk,  and  all  contractors  under  any  circumstances 
in  these  difficulties  take  the  average  risk.  It  is  for 
the  contractor.  It  is  Is.  6d.^  and  if  you  can  get  some 
in  at  6d,  you  make  the  average.  The  Thames  Con- 
servancy  material  might  cost  you  3^.  or,  from  2$.  6d. 
to  St.  placing  into  the  embankment.     It  would  not  be 


where  you  require  it — ^the  carted  material  would  be    Twenty  third 
cheaper  if  you  had  to  pay  the  same  money  for  it  than  1^»7' 

what  the  Thames  Conservancy  material  would.  ^^ag 

12.890.  That  was  because  you  got  all  the  carting     ^^'±^^^' 
done  and  got  paid  ?— Yes,  but  it  was  not  as  has  been  Mr. 
stated  before  this  Commijsion.                                              G.  Fmrneu. 

12.891.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  contract  was 

taken  for  the  District  Railway  after  the  contract  for 

the  Embankment  ?— I  think  it  was. 

12.892.  And  therefore  that  was  an  entirely  new 
thing ;  you  were  able  to  use  it  as  a  new  thing  ? — It 
was,  as  far  as  I  recollect  now. 

12.893.  That  came  in  as  an  accident — that  you  had 
the  power  of  taking  this  stuff? — We  always  have 
somethuig  of  that  sort ;  there  is  always  brick  rubbish 
to  be  brought  in  in  London,  a  great  deal  of  it, 

12.894.  Did  the  figure  you  give  include  the  clay 
backing  that  was  immediately  put  against  the  wall  ? — 
There  were  the  whole  of  the  excavations,  for  the 
embankment  had  to  go  for  the  backing  of  the  wall, 
and  what  was  deficient  fi-ora  that  was  taken  by  the 
land,  because  the  land  was  considered  the  best  material, 
and  you  will  find  from  the  report  of  Sir  John  Uawk- 
shaw  and,  I  think,  Mr.  Harrison — I  know  they  came 
over  the  work — that  it  was  recommended  then  to  use 
a  moiety  of  it  ^ith  the  Conservancy  stuff  that  was  to 
be  put  behind  the  walls. 

12,896.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  Then  there  was  a  further 
report  of  Sir  John  Coode  and  Mr.  Rawlinson  after- 
wards ? — I  do  not  know  whether  I  recollect  that.  I 
was  not  there  all  my  time ;  I  had  my  agent  there 
managing  it 

12.896.  {Chairman.)  Have  you  read  Sir  Joseph 
Bazalgette's  evidence  with  reference  to  tlie  transac- 
tion between  you  and  him  in  relation  to  the  Odessa 
paving  and  drainage  works  ? — ^I  do  not  think  I  have 
read  it  all,  but  I  read  part  of  it.     It  has  been  up  so 

many  times.  "  ^ 

12.897.  Is  it,  acdording  to  your  view,  correct  or 
not.  Has  he  stated  the  facts  according  to  your 
view  of  them  ? — I  will  give  you  my  view  if  you  like. 
The  transaction  was  a  simple  one  with  Sir  Joseph, 
and  I  did  not  know  ho  had  anything  to  do  with  it  till 
afterwards.  As  far  as  Sir  Joseph  was  concerned,  the 
agent  that  I  sent  out — ^he  was  doing  nothing  at  the 
time — \o  look  at  it  found  the  concession  was  forfeited. 
Sir  John  Rennie  led  us  to  suppose  that  the  concession 
was  there,  and  that  all  we  had  to  do  was  to  go  there, 
make  the  deposit,  and  take  the  contract,  and  take  a 
large  profit.  There  was  no  doubt  it  was  a  good 
price,  and  a  large  profit,  but  it  was  taken  at  10  per 
cent.,  or  15  per  cent,  less  My  agent  petitioned  me 
to  allow  him  to  remain  and  tender  for  it.  I  did  so, 
and  he  took  the  contract  at  something  like  15  per 
cent,  less  than  what  it  was  in  the  concession.  I  had 
no  agreement  with  Sir  Joseph  Bazalgette — not  the 
slightest — and  when  that  agi'cement  was  entered  into 
I  did  not  know  that  Sir  Joseph  had  anything  to  do 
with  it;  but  then  I  went  to  Sir  John  Rennie,  and 
finding  that  the  concpssion  was  forfeited,  I  made 
myself  clear  with  him,  and  I  believe  it  was  in  writing 
too  that  the  5  per  cent,  was  forfeited  as  far  as  Sir  John 
Rennie  or  anybody  else  was  concerned,  because  the 
concession  was  forfeited,  and  I  understood  that  that 
was  agreed  upon  between  them.  That  Sir  John 
Rennie  had  no  claim  upon  me,  and  consequently  my 
agent  tendered  for  that  work,  and  it  was  lowered. 
Sir  John  Rennie  sued  me,  it  is  true ;  but  he  never  got 
a  farthing. 

12.898.  {Mr  Winch.)  I  see  that  I  omitted  to  ask 
you  this  question  :  You  were  speaking  about  the 
9,000/.  or  10,000/.  which  was  paid  to  Mr.  Clelland, 
Mr.  Clench,  and  Mr.  Doulton  for  the  suretyship 
money  ?-^ Yes,  there  was  some  money  paid. 

12.899.  And  this  question  is  put  to  you: 
"Mr.  Clelland  and  Mr.  Clench  became  surety  for 
you,'*  and  then  this  is  your  answer,  "  They  did.  Ii 
"  dees  not  make  any  difference  to  us,  for  we  charge 
"  it  in  our  estimate  ;  we  put  it  in  our  tender ;  I  charge 
"  for  the  suretyship  *'  ?--Certainly. 
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12y900.  '^  It  is  added  to  the  contract  before  it  goes 
in  "  ?— Yes. 

12.901.  So  that  4he  public  pay  for  this  suretyship  ? 
— Certainly. 

12.902.  Is  that  the  usual  rule?  —  Why  not?  It 
had  been  the  habit  of  the  Metropolitan  Board,  anterior 
to  my  taking  contracts  with  them,  to  call  on  the 
sureties  to  finish  the  contracts,  and  1  think  there  were 
more  than  half  the  contracts  that  were  taken  before  I 
went  with  them  that  had  been  forfeited.  The  con- 
tractors were  ruined,  and  the  sureties  were  called  on 
to  execute  the  contracts.  That  was  one  on  each  side 
of  the  river.  That  was  before  I  had  anything  to  do 
with  the  Metropolitan  Board,  consequently  you  could 
not  get  anyone  to  become  sui-ety  for  you  or  give  the 
guarantee. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White,)  The  contracts  for  many 
years  past  are  in  this  form,  that  money  is  retained  in 
the  hands  of  the  Metropolitan  Board.  I  think  the 
first  5  per  cent.  The  contracts  vary,  and  sometimes 
it  is  10  per  cent,  but  there  are  no  sureties  now.  They 
keep  the  money  back. 

12.903.  {Mr,  Winch.)  My  friend  does  not  quite  see 
the  point.  If  you  had  a-  perfectly  solvent  contractor 
it  would  have  been  10,000/.  cheaper  to  the  public  ? — 
No,  because  he  would  have  to  give  a  surety.  Mr. 
Brassey  would  have  had  to  give  security. 

12.904.  Mr.  Brassey  could  deposit  money  ? — They 
would  not  have  taken  any.     It  was  not  their  system. 


Hoti,  A, 

de  Tatton 

Egerton,  M,P. 


12.905.  The  Board  would  not  take  Consols  ?— I  do 
not  think  they  would.  I  never  heard  of  them  being 
ofiered,  but  I  suggested  to  the  Board  that  the  Italian 
Government  and  other  (ilovemments  abroad  should 
always  call  on  you  to  deposit  the  Rentes  of  the 
country,  and  they  pay  you  the  interest  every  six 
months.  I'hat  is  what  I  have  done  in  Italy  these 
35  years.  I  have  paid  the  deposit  in  Consols  or  in 
their  Rentes,  and  I  have  received  the  interest  every 
six  months.  That  is  a  more  feasible  way,  and  I 
suggested  it  to  the  Metropolitan  Board  on  that  inquiry 
that  it  would  be  better  for  them  to  adopt  that,  and 
then  they  would  have  better  contractors,  and  they 
would  have  the  work  done  better. 

12.906.  So  that  in  foreign  countries  they  manage  it 
without  charging  the  pubUc  10,000/.  for  sureties  ? — 
The  foreign  countries  let  the  contracts  by  public 
tender ;  you  make  a  deposit  of  2^  per  cent.,  we  will 
say,  on  your  tender  going  in.  When  your  contract  is 
made  you  make  it  up  to  10  per  cent.,  or  whatever 
amount  is  put  in  the  contract,  whether  5  or  10  per 
cent.  You  pay  that  in  cash  before  your  contract  is 
sealed.  Then  when  that  is  done  y^u  get  your  interest, 
and  at  the  end  of  the  contract  within  six  months  your 
deposit  is  repaid  to  you. 

{Mr.  Meadotcs  White,)  There  are  no  sureties  now. 
This  contitict  was  made  somewhere  about  26  years 


ago, 


I  think. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


The  Hon.  Alan  de  Tatton  Eoerton,  M.P.,  sworn  and  examined* 


12.907.  {Chairman,)  You  are  a  member  of  the 
Metit>po]itan  Board  of  Works  ? — I  am. 

12.908.  Representing  St.  €reorge'8,Hanover Square  ? 
— I  am. 

12.909.  How  long  have  you  been  a  member  ? — 
About  eight  years. 

12.910.  Did  you  take  an  active  part  on  any  of  the 
committees  of  the  Board  ? — I  have  just  ceased  to  be 
chaindau  of  the  Building  Acts  Committee  during'  the 
past  two  years.  I  have  been  on  the  Fire  Brigade 
Committee,  and  the  Building  Act  Committee,  ever 
since  I  have  been  on  the  Board — and  the  Special 
Purposes  Committee. 

12.911.  You  were  on  the  Theatres  Sub  committee? 
—Yes. 

12.912.  Were  you  aware  that  Mr.  Saunders  or 
Mr.  Fowler  were  employed  professionally  in  matters 
that  came  before  the  Building  Act  Committee  with 
reference  to  the  plans  ? — No. 

12.913.  Were  you  aware  of  their  connexion  with 
the  pluis  or  alterations  or  suggestions  for  alterations 
at  the  Criterion  Theatre? — No,  certainly  not.  I 
should  sav  the  only  knowledge  I  had  was  this.  I 
believe  I  knew  that  Mr.  Saunders  had  something  to 
do  with  the  Metropole  or  one  of  those  big  hotels  in 


Northumberland  Avenue,  but  my  memory  is  not 
strong  on  that  point.  I  had  a  sort  of  idsa  that  he 
was  connected  in  some  way,  but  I  did  not  know  it 
definitely. 

12.914.  Beyond  that  you  were  not  aware  of  theii* 
being  engaged  ? — No. 

12.915.  Is  there  any  point  connected  with  the 
working  of  the  Board  or  its  committees  on  which  you 
desire  to  make  any  observation  ? — No ;  I  am  simply 
here  to  answer  any  questions  as  to  matters  which  are 
within  my  knowledge. 

12.916.  {Mr.  Meadotcs  White.)  You  are  an  engineer 
by  training  ? — I  am  an  engineer  by  education. 

12.917.  {Chairman,)  Did  you  take  any  part  in  the 
iaquiry  as  to  the  matter  of  the  dangerous  structm*e  in 
Lisson  Street? — No. 

12.918.  {Mr.  Bosanqttet,)  Were  you  sitting  on  the 
committee  that  inquired  into  the  case  and  reported  to 
the  Board  ? — I  was  not. 

12.919.  {Chairman,)  It  was  Mr.  Brown's  case  ? — 
I  do  not  remember  it,  certainly.  The  minutes  of  the 
committee  would  show  whether  I  ^as  present. 

12.920.  {Mr.  Rosanquet.)  You  do  not  i*emember 
who  presided  over  that  committee  ? — No,  I  do  not. 
I  have  not  the  least  recollection  of  the  case. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


{Chairman.)  I  may  mention  that  I  have  received  a 
communication  from  Mr.  Ridley,  enclosing  a  medical 
certificate  stating  that  he   is  still  suffering  from  an 


attack  of  gout,  aud  that  it  would  be  unsafe  for  him  to 
ti-avel  at  present. 


Mr.  Emil  Loisl  sworn  and  exaniineil. 


Mr,  E,  LoibL 


12.921.  (Chairmcm.)  You  were  formerly  the  pro- 
prietor of  the  London  Pavilion  Music  Hall  ? — I  was. 

12.922.  That  building  was  taken  compnlsorily  by 
the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  for  the  improve- 
ment of  which  the  Shaftesbury  Avenue  forms  part  ?• — 
Yes. 

12.923.  I  believe  your  claim  to  compensation  went 
to  arbitration  ? — It  did. 

12.924.  And  you  were  paid,  I  think,  109,000/.  ?— 
109,300/. 

12.925.  Were  you  desirous  of  taking  the  land  for 
the  erection  %j2  a  now  Pavilion  ? — No,  my  Lord.  I 
did  not  send  in  any  claim  for  the  new  Pavilion. 


12.926.  You  were  desirous  of  occupying  the  old 
Pavilion  until  it  was  wanted? — I  was  desirous  to 
keep  my  premises.  They  were  my  own  freehold 
property,  and  I  had  had  them  for  20  years. 

12.927.  Did  you  make  a  tender  to  rent  them  ?-^I 
did.  I  have  some  copies  here  of  the  letters  sent 
them  ;  unfortunately  I  have  not  all  the  copies,  but 
there  are  some  of  them  here. 

12.928.  I  believe  on  July  1st,  1879,  you  offered 
to  pav  a  rental  of  6,000/.  a  year  and  go  out  at  three 
months'  notice,  and  the  committee  remsed  to  accept 
it,  bat  required  the  sum  of  1,000/.  a  month  ? — Yes,  I 
made  then  an  offer  of  7,000/. 
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12.929.  Then  after wards^  I  believe,  on  the  oth  July 
1879,  you  increased  your  offer  from  6,000/.  to  7,000/. 
a  year,  and  still  three  months'  notice  ? — ^Yes. 

12.930.  It  is  suggested,  I  understand,  on  behalf  of 
the  Board,  that  they  refused  your  offer  because  jrou 
would  not  secure  them  by  sureties  or  otherwise  against 
the  license  being  forfeited  owing  to  the  character  of 
the  entertainment  ? — ^Nothing  of  the  sort.  The  fact 
of  the  case  is  this,  which  at  the  time,  on  the  1  st  July 
1879,  when  I  wrote  this  letter,  I  ^va3  not  aware  of 
that  two  members  of  the  Board  and  that  man 
Groddard  had  been  promised  large  sums  of  money 
by  Mr.  Villiers.  Of  course  there  are  several  people 
dead  now  who  could  prove  it,  and  I  cannot  give 
names  because  the  time  has  been  so  long;  but  I 
am  positive  of  those  facts,  and  all  my  offers  have 
been  refused  simply  because  there  has  been  bribery 
going  on  behind  my  back. . 

12.931.  That  is  your  inference  ? — ^I  am  positive  of 
it.  Mr.  Villiers  had  not  a  shilling  in  the  world.  He 
owed  me  200/.  He  was  a  bankrupt,  and  actually  they 
accepted  his  offer  after  turning  me  out.  They  gave 
me  three  weeka'  notice  to  sell  all  my  stock  which  I 
had  accumulated  for  20  years.  I  built  the  Pavilion, 
and  it  was  arranged  by  Sir  Henry  James  with  my 
solicitors  beforehand  that  I  should  retain  the  Pavilion 
until  they  wanted  it  for  the  new  street.  Then,  when 
they  gave  me  notice,  I  wrote  to  them  telling  them 
that  they  had  not  any  business  to  speculate  with 
properties,  but  to  stick  to  their  own  business  and 
improve  the  town  and  make  new  streets;  but  they 
treated  me  so  shamefully  and  badly,  which  I  found 
out  afterwards  was  simply  through  bribery,  because 
Mr.  Villiers  I  found  out  had  promised  these  members 
of  the  Board  and  Goddard  such  large  sums,  and  that 
is  the  reason  my  offer  was  not  entertained.  I  was 
a  man  with  109,000/.  at  my  bank,  and  yet  they  took 
that  man  in  who  had  not  a  shilling.  It  was  nothing 
but  bribery.  Here  is  a  copy  of  &  letter  I  sent  them 
at  first.     I  was  most  shamefully  treated. 

12.932.  (Mr,  Bosanquet.)  Have  you  got  theii' 
letter  in  which  they  declined  your  offer  of  7,000/.  ? — 
Thev  have  never  written  to  me.  They  never  answered 
my  letters. 

12.933.  {Mr.  Winch,)  Upon  the  question  of  surety- 
ship let  me  read  this.  Your  offer  was  that  you  would 
not  even  take  your  109,000/.,  but  you  would  let  the 
whole  thing  stand  ? — ^Yes. 

12,<)34.  So  that  they  had  the  security  of  your 
109,000/.  in  their  hands  ? — Certainly,  I  did  not  want 
tliem  to  pay  the  money. 

12.935.  What  was  the  rent  that  Mr.  Villiers 
actually  paid  ? — 7,000/.  a  year. 

12.936.  He  paid  the  same  as  you  did  ?— What  I 
offered. 

12.937.  You  offered  7,000/.  a  year?— I  offered 
7,000/.  a  year. 

12.938.  And  you  never  had  any  answer  to  your 
letters  at  all  ? — ^I  never  had  any  answer  till  I  went  to 
see  the  solicitor,  and  the  solicitor  said,  "  If  you  do 
"  not  take  the  money  with  you  we  shall  pay  the 
**  money  into  Chancery." 

12.939.  {Mr.  Meadows  White,)  Who  were  your 
solicitors  ? — ^Mr.  Powell. 

We  caU  him  "Pawle"  of  the  firm  of  Pawle, 
Fearon,  &  Coldham. 

{Chairman,)  I  have  a  letter  here  signed  **  Thomas 
A.  G.  Powell." 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Messrs.  Pawle,  Fearon,  and 
Co.  appear  to  be  acting  as  Mr.  Loibl's  solicik)rs  in 
the  correspondence  which  I  have  before  me. 

{Chairman.)  Is  their  address  18,  Old  Burlington 
Street? 

{Mr.  MeadoiM  White.)  No. 

{Chairman.)  Then  there  seems  to  have  been 
another  gentleman  ? 

{Mr,  Meadows  White,)  I  have  not  a  single  letter 
from  that  gentleman  here. 

{Mr.  Winch.)  Messrs.  Pawle,  Fearon,  &  Coldham 
acted  in  the  compensation  case  only.  After  the  com- 
pensation Mr.  Powell  acted. 


{Chair mani)  There  was  a  correspondence  between 
yon  and  Mr.  Powell,  because  I  have  a  letter  here 
dated  from  18,  Old  Burlington  Street  on  the  4th 
March  1878,  which  begins :  "  I  have  just  received  a 
"  letter  from  the  Board  of  Works." 

12,940.  {Mr.  Meadows  White,)  On  the  13th 
September  1878,  the  award  was  made.  On  the  5th 
July  1879  is  the  letter  from  Mr.  Loibl  to  which  he 
refers: — "In  my  letter  to  your  Board  dated  the 
"  1st  instant,  I  omitted  to  say,  as  I  intended  to  do,  that 
"  if  the  Board  entertained  my  request  to  stay  on  I 
"  would  increase  my  offer  of  6,000/.  per  annum  to 
"  7,000/.,  subject  to  a  three  months'  notice.  This 
"  sum  must  be  understood  to  be  the  limit.  As  all 
"  arrangements  have  been  made  to  close  the  place  on 
"  the  14th  instant,  I  shall  be  glad  to  know  at  once 
"  your  Board's  determination."  [To  the  witness.] 
That  is  your  letter  ? — Yes,  but  I  never  had  an  answer 
to  that  letter. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  "  With  reference  to  Mr. 
"  Loibrs  letter  of  the  1st  instant,  I  do  not  at  all 
"  concur  that  he  has  any  reason  to  claim  as  a  matter 
"  of  right  that  he  should  be  allowed  to  rfimain  in 
"  possession. "  That  is  a  letter  from  the  solicitor 
of  the  Board.  Your  Lordship  has  the  Pavilion 
minutes,  and  you  will  see  what  was  done.  "  It  was 
•*  moved  by  Mr.  Runtz,  seconded  by  Mr.  Munro,  that 
"  the  offer  of  Mr.  Loibl  to  continue  in  occupation  of 
"  the  London  Pavilion  at  the  rent  of  7,000/.  per 
"  annum,  be  accepted  subject  to  stringent  conditions 
"  to  be  prepared  by  the  solicitor  and  approved  by  the 
"  Committee.'*  Then  **  an  amendment  was  moved 
**  by  Mr.  Roche  and  seconded  by  Mr.  Thompson, 
^'  that  Mr.  Loibl  be  allowed  to  continue  at  the  rate  of 
*^  7,500/.  per  annum,  and  on  condition  that  the 
'^  business  is  conducted  in  such  a  manner  as  not  to 
"  imperil  the  license,  and  that  the  license  be  handed 
^'  over  to  the  Board  at  the  expiration  of  the  term." 
Then  that  was  lost,  and  the  original  motion  was  put 
and  carried,  and  resolved  accordingly,  that  is  to  say, 
that  his  offer  be  accepted. 

{Chairman.)    With    stringent     conditions:     what 
happened  after  that  ? 

12,941.  {Mr.    Meadows    White.)  Then  I  have  a 
letter  from  Mr.  Pawle  addressed  to  Uie  solicitor  of  the 
Board    dated     the    9th    July    1879: — *•  Since    our 
"  interview  of  this  morning  1  have  conferred  with 
*'  Mr.  Loibl  as  to  the  position  in  which  he  is  now 
"  placed."    There    evidently    had    been  a  personal 
interview  between  the  solicitor  of  Mr.  Loibl  and  the 
solicitor  in  the  solicitor's  office,  '<  And  as  to  that  in 
'^  which  he  is  likely  to  be  placed  by  the  constant 
"  change  which  appears  to  occur  from  time  to  time  at 
"  the  meeting  of  the  Committee  to  whom  the  Board 
*'  have  delegated  the  arrangements    in    connection 
^'  with  this  matter.     At  the  present  time,  acting  upon 
<<  the  recent  decision  of  the  Board,  Mr.  Loibl   has 
''  publicly  announced  that  the  Pavilion  will  be  finally 
'^  closed  so  far  as  he  is  concerned  on  the  4th  instant, 
'^  and  he  has  advertised  for  public  sale  the  whole  of 
^'  his  stock  in  trade  for  the  16th,  and  in  addition  has 
*^  given  notice  to  the  whole  of  his  staff  that  their 
^'  services  will  not  be  required  after  the  14th  instant. 
^^  Mr.  Loibl  is  now  told  that  the  matter  is  likely  to 
'*  be  reconsidered  by  the  Committee  and  it  is  probable 
'^  that  on  certain  terms  he  m&y  be  allowed  to  remain, 
'^  but  that  substantial  guarantees  will  be  required 
'^  from  him  as  to  the  future  conduct  of  the  establish- 
'^  ment,    &c.    &c.     Mr.    Loibl    will    give    no  such 
"  guarantee,  and  if  he  is  to  remain  in  the  place  will 
'*  simply  carry  on  his  business  as  he  has  hitherto 
*'  carried  it  on  for  the  past  20  years,  during  which 
*^  period  no  complaint  has  ever  been  made  against  him. 
'*  The  amount  of  rent  he  has  hitherto  offered  to  the 
'^  Board  he  is  wiUing  to  pay,  and  to  become  their 
''  tenant  at  that  rental,  paying  it  monthly  in  advance 
*'  or  depositing  a  sum  to  cover  the  rent  for  the 
*^  entire  period  for  which  it  may  be  agreed  to  let  him 
^^  the    premises.      Beyond    this    Mr.    Loibl    is    not 
'*  prepared   to  make  any  further  offer,  and  unless 
**  these  terms  be  accepted,  and  he  is  so  advised  before 
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"12  o'clock  on  Friday,  he  will  consider  the  matter  at 
"  an  end,  will  close  the  premises  on  the  date 
"  mentioned,  and  will  call  upon  the  Board  to  complete 
"  this  purchase  and  to  take  possession  at  the  time 
"  already  appointed,  namely  12  o'clock  on  the  2 1st 
"  instant."  [To  the  witness.']  You  refused  to  give 
guarantees  tlirough  vour  solicitor  ? — I  never  was 
told. 

12.942.  You  say  you  had  no  nnswer ;  but  I  have 
read  you  the  letter.  Had  not  your  solicitor  a  personal 
interview  at  which  he  obtained  the  t-rms  ? — No. 

12.943.  You  say  not  ? — No,  I  was  there. 

12.944.  Here  is  the  letter  in  which  he  speaks  of  it  ? 
— We  were  never  told  what  guarantee  they  would 
want;  they  never  told  us  of  any  guarantee. 

12.945.  You  said  you  would  not  give  any  at  all  ? — 
On  the  Wednesday  I  called  at  the  office  ;  on  Monday  I 
had  to  give  up  possession.  That  is  four  days  they 
allowed  me. 

12.946.  However,  the  letter  is  before  the  Commis- 
sion, and  it  speaks  for  itself  ? — On  Wednesday  when  T 
called  at  the  office  they  never  gave  me  any  terms. 

12.947.  You  cannot  give  us  the  terms? — They 
never  wrote  to  me, 

12.948.  It  was  in  the  hands  of  your  solicitor. 
However,  I  have  read  the  letter,  and  it  will  be  on  the 
minutes? — What  guarantee  did  the  bankrupt  give; 
can  you  tell  me  that  ?  I  should  like  to  know  what  be 
gave.  I  had  109,000/.  at  my  bankers.  What  did 
the  bankrupt  give  ?  It  was  bribery  and  nothing  else. 
What  a  corruption  !  I  have  feelings  to  speak  because 
they  have  done  me  out  of  200,000/.  What  a 
corruption ! 

12.949.  You  say  that,  but  who  were  the  corrupt 
persons  ? — Not  me,  because  they  could  not  get  anything 
out  of  me,  and  that  is  the  reason  they  kicked  me  out 
of  my  own  place. 

12.950.  Can  you  name  the  persons  who  you  say 
were  corrupt? — I  could  have  done  it  10 years  ago, but 
some  people  are  dead  now. 

12.951.  You  cannot  now  ? — No.  Some  people  are 
dead,  and  I  cannot  prove  it ;  but  I  know  it  for  all 
that. 

12.952.  However,  you  do  not  give  the  names?— No, 
I  know  the  names,  but  I  am  not  going  to  tell  you. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White,)  Your  Lordship  has  the 
minutes  before  you,  and  I  need  not  go  through  them. 

(Chairman.)  I  think,  if  I  remember  rightly,  no 
sureties  were  required  from  Mr.  Villiers. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Oh,  yes. 

(Chairman.)  I  remember  now ;  Mr.  Munro  and 
somebody  else  were  sureties. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White,)  A  member  of  the  firm  of 
Ind,  Coope,  &  Co.,  and  Mr.  Dunch.  Your  Lordship 
will  see  a  full  report  from  the  solicitor  on  the  minutes. 

(Chairman,)  1  think  our  Pavilion  minutes  only 
commence  with  the  negotiations  for  the  taking  the 
Pavilion  by  Mr.  Villiers. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Perhaps  your  Lordship 
will  allow  me  to  hand  these  to  you.  I  cannot  ask 
Mr.  Loibl  about  them,  because  he  did  not  know  what 


was  going  on ;  but  you  will  see  Mr.  Loibl's  letter,  and 
his  solicitor's  letter. 

12.953.  (Mr,  Winch.)  I  have  listened  to  that  lettei-, 
and  I  w}iut  my  learned  friend  to  correct  me  if  I  am 
wrcng.  I'he  guarantees  that  are  I'equired  of  you  by 
that  letter  are  guai-antees  that  you  will  properly 
conduct  your  business;  no  other  guarantees  were 
required  ? — I  do  not  know ;  they  never  told  me. 

12.954.  Listening  to  that  letter,  I  did  not  follow 
that  there  were  ar.y  other  guarantees.  You  had,  in 
fact,  carried  on  your  business  for  20  years  without  a 
single  complaint  from  anybody? — Without  a  single 
complaint. 

12.955.  That  is  the  thing  the  Board  required  of 
you  after  20  years'  proper  conduct  of  your  business  ? 
— Yes;  I  was  the  original.  I  built  the  Pavilion; 
I  took  it  when  it  was  stables.  I  got  a  licence,  and 
carried  it  on  for  20  vears,  and  at  the  end  of  20 
years,  instead  of  allowing  me  to  remain  in  my  pro- 
perty, as  I  wanted  to,  and  as  they  agreed  with  Sir 
Henry  James  at  the  arbitration,  that  I  should  remain 
till  the  end,  they  turned  me  out.  That  was  a 
particular  point  v/hich  I  mentioned  to  Sir  Henry 
Hunt,  that  I  wanted  to  remain  in  the  place,  and  Sir 
Henrv  Hunt  took  that  into  consideration,  and  Sir 
Henry  James  gave  the  promise  that  I  should  remain, 
and  with  all  that,  they  kicked  me  out  and  gave  me 
three  weeks'  notice. 

(Chairman.)  The  resolution  does  not  mention  what 
the  nature  of  these  stringent  conditions  would  be.  It 
only  gays,  "  be  accepted  subject  to  stringent  conditions 
to  be  prepared  by  the  solicitor." 

(Mr.  Meadows  White,)  There  was  an  interview 
between  Mr.  Pawle,  which  he  speaks  of  in  the 
Solicitors  Department,  in  the  letter  addressed  to  Mr. 
Jackson.  He  evidently  had  had  a  pei*sonal  inter- 
view. 

(Mr,  Bosanquet.)  Do  you  remember  whether  there 
were  any  guarantees  when  Mr.  Villiers  first  became  a 
tenant  ? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Yes. 

(Mr.  Bosanquet.)  We  know  there  were  some  after- 
wards. 

(Mr,  Meadows  H  hite.)  That  was  the  first  tenan<nr ; 
that  is  what  the  Board  who  were  passing  into  tne 
position  of  landlords,  and  were  then  responsible  for 
their  tenant  wanted  to  have;  it  was  absolutely 
necessary. 

(Mr.  Bosanquet.)  I  am  not  sure  that  there 
were. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Yes,  certainly ;  and  you  will 
see  there  were  complaints  in  the  public  newspapers 
as  to  the  conduct  by  Mr.  Loibl  of  his  premises,  and  it 
was  all  fully  reported  to  the  Board.  Of  course,  Mr. 
Loibl  does  not  know  much  about  that.  Rightly  or 
wrongly,  the  Board  had  complaints  of  the  conduct  of 
Mr.  Loibl  in  his  business. 

(Mr.  Winch,)  Mr.  Powell,  the  solicitor  concerned 
in  this  matter,  is  here,  and  I  think  he  can  give  your 
Lordship  some  information  upon  it. 

(  Chairman,)  There  seem  to  have  been  two  solicitors 
employed. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Thomas  A.  G.  Powell  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr.T,A.G. 

Powell. 


12.956.  (Mr.  Winch,)  When  did  you  first  act  for 
Mr.  Loibl  in  connexion  with  this  matter  ?  —  In 
February  1878. 

12.957.  You  carried  the  proceedings  all  through 
for  the  purpose  of  the  award  ? — Up  to  the  submission 
to  arbitration.  The  first  letter  I  received  was  from 
the  solicitor  to  the  Board  of  Works,  and  it  is  dated 
the  26tU  of  February  1878.  It  was  addressed  to  Mr. 
Loibl,  but  miscarried,  and  came  back  through  the 
Dead  Letter  Office,  and  I  sot  it  on  the  5th  of  March.  I 
had  then  acquired  the  freehold  of  the  rink  for  Mr, 
Loibl,  and  I  had  got  the  conveyance.  He  then 
intended  to  throw  the  rink  into  the  Pavilion,  and  had 
instructed  his  architect  to  get  out  plans   for  new 


improvements.  The  Board  h^ard  of  that,  and  on  the 
26th  of  February  they  wrote  this  letter,  which,  as  I 
have  said,  miscarried,  and  they  afterwards  sent  it  to 
me.  '*  The  Board  having  been  infoi*med  that  it  is  in 
*^  contemplation  to  rebuild  or  extensively  alter  the 
^'  above  building  in  which,  I  believe,  you  are 
^  interes'ied,  I  am  instructed  to  inform  you  that  the 
**  proposed  street  from  Piccadilly  Circus  to  Oxford 
"  Street,  authorised  by  the  Metropolitan  Street 
"  Improvements  Act,  1877,  cannot  be  made  wi  out 
**  the  removal  of  the  Music  Hall,  and  therefore,  it  would 
"  be  very  inexpedient  that  any  amount  of  money 
^*  should,  under  existing  circumstances,  be  laid  out 
"  upon   the  site."      That  \^as  sent  to  me  by  the 


Digitized  by 


Google 


MINUTES   OF   KVlDKNci:. 


U1 


Board's  solicitor  on  the  2ncl  of  March,  nud  then  on 
the  7th  of  March  the  Boanl's  soliciior  wrote  me  thij 
letter : — "  Dear  Sir,  I  beg  to  acknowledge  the  receipt 
"  of  your  letter  of  the  4th  March,  nnd  a  letter  of  the 
"  fame  dat*'  from  your  client,  Mr.  Loibi,  in  which  he 
*'  states  that  it  is  his  intention  to  carry  out  his  intended 
*^  alterations  at  the  I^ondon  Pavilion.  T  am  much 
"  surprised  at  the  expresf>ion  of  such  an  intention 
"  after  the  formal  notice  given  to  Mr.  Tjoibl  that  the 
"  premises  will  have  to  bo  removc<l  to  carry  out  the 
"  improvements  sanctioned  by  the  Act  of  last  session. 
"  The  proposed  expenditure  of  money  upon  new 
"  buildings  will  therefore  be  entirely  thrown  away, 
"  and  I  wish  to  give  you  formal  notice  on  behalf  of 
*^  your  client  that  when  his  claim  to  compensation  i.M 
"  brought  under  the  consideration  of  a  jury,  this 
"  coiTespondence  will  be  read,  and  the  jury  will  hv 
**  asked  to  consider  whether  it  is  fair  or  reasonable 
*^  that  the  Board  should  be  charsred  with  the  useless 
"  expenditui^.  I  should  certainly  think  it  would  be 
**  most  unfair  to  the  ratepayers  that  they  should  be 
"  called  upon  to  pay  money  from  which  your  client 
"  cannot  possibly  oerive  any  pecuniary  advantage. 
"  As  it  is  important  your  client  should  have  formal 
**  notict»,  you  will  excuse  me  fur  sending  him  a  copy  of 
"  this  communication." 

12,958.  Let  us  get  on  ton  point  iliat  is  material. 
Get  down  to  the  award  ?—  I  had  nothing  to  do  with 
that.  On  the  25th  of  March,  in  consequence  of  those 
fetters,  Mr.  Ward  called  upon  me. 

12,i*59.  The  solicitor  to  the  Board  ?— Yes,  and 
here  is  my  attendance : — "  Attending  Mr.  Ward  from 
*'  the  Board  of  Work's|Office  in  long  discussion  on  the 
^'  action  of  the  Board  with  you.  Discussing  at  length 
^'  the  question  of  pulling  down  the  rink,  Ac,  when  he 
^'  gave  me  his  idea  of  what  the  Board  thought  should 
^^  be  done  under  the  circumstances,  namely,  that  an 
'^  arrangement  be  made  to  assess  the  compensation, 
^'  and  you  to  continue  to  carry  on  the  business,  and 
"  take  the  profits  holding  the  property  from  the 
**  Board,  subject  to  a  notice,  say  a  year  in  possession, 
**  and  I  was  to  ascertain  from  you  the  course  intended 
<<  by  you ;  the  compensation  money  to  be  paid  when 
'^  the  Board  take  possession.  Making  minutes  of 
"  heads  of  the  conversation,  copy  for  vou,  and  Mr. 
"  Ward."  Then  these  were  Mr.  Ward's  ideas.  "  Idea 
"  of  the  Board  of  Works  is  : — To  assess  compensation; 
''  Ix)ib\  to  continue  to  carry  on  business,  and  take 
"  profits  subject  to  notice  to  bo  agreed,  say  one  year. 
'^  Compensation  money  to  be  assessed  and  paid  when 
"  Board  take  possession.  No  further  expenditure  on 
^'  premises,  except  by  Boaitl's  written  consent,  to  let 
"  Mr.  Ward  know  by  Friday  next."  That  is  my 
minute. 

12.960.  What  was  done  upon  that?  Tliat  was 
for  Mr.  Loibl  to  continue  in  possession? — ^Then  in 
some  mysterious  way  it  went  out  of  my  hands  into 
Mr.  Pawle's  hands,  and  I  declined  to  have  anything  to 
do  with  it;  but  then  in  1879,  after  the  award,  Mr. 
Loibl  came  to  me  again.     He  had  had  notice  to  treat. 

12.961.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Notice  to  treat 
was  given,  and  Messrs.  Pawle,  Fearon,  &  Oo.,  of 
11,  New  Inn,  Strand,  signed  the  claim?  —  They 
conducted  the  claim. 

12.962.  {Mr.  Wiiick.)  When  Mras  the  time  you 
began  to  act  again  ?— July  1879. 

12.963.  Those  are  the  letters  you  have  that  passed 
between  you  with  reference  to  Mr.  Loibl  ?— Yes.  On 
the  Ist  of  July  Mr.  Loibl  called  on  me  and  said  he 
had  had  notice  to  go  out — ^three  weeks'  nodoe— and 
then  I  dictated  this  letter,  which  he  signed,  dated 
Joly  the  Ist :  '*  Gentlemen,  Allow  me  respectfuUy  to 
^  oidl  your  attention  to  certain  matters  consequent 
*^  on  your  reqneat  and  notice  to  give  up  and  close  my 
*^  establishment  within  the  short  space  of  21  days. 
**  To  prevent  my  intended  rebuilding,  and  thus  in- 
^'  creaabg  the  i^tte  of  my  property,  your  Board 
*^  elected  to  purchase  the  London  VaviUon  as  it  stood, 
<^  the    reservation    being    that    I  should  enjoy  the 
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'*  advantages  of  my  premises  until  they  were  actimllv 
*'  required  for  the  improvements  your  Botird  were 
"  empowered  to  make,  and  I  am  confirmed  in  this 
**  by  the  particular  statement  to  me  of  Sir  Henry 
"  James  (who  represented  your  Board),  that  I  should 
**•  not  be  disturbed  until  the  property  should  Im» 
"  required  for  the  new  sti'eet.  In  my  letter  to  your 
'*  Board,  of  the  .3rd  March  187S.  I  distini-tly  statcil 
*•  that  I  would  give  up  possession  so  soon  as  the 
"  proi)erty  was  rejilly  roquire<l  for  the  new  street, 
"  Mnd  in  the  meantime  I  would  not  ask  the  Hoard 
**  to  pay  the  buni  a  war  Jed  to  me.  A  short  time  back 
"  your  committee  intimated  to  my  solicitor" — that 
was  Mr.  Pawle — ''that  they  had  so  much  money  in 
**  hand  that  they  preferred  paying  me  the  compen- 
"  nation  awarded  at  once,  and  letting  the  property  at 
"  a  rental.  1  therefore  offered  to  \^y  a  rental  at  the 
"  mte  of  6,000/.  a  year,  at  three  mouths'  notice, 
**  which  your  eotnmittee  refused  to  accept,  but  re- 
"  quired  from  me  the  enormous  rental  of  1,000/.  per 
'*  month.  Of  course  I  couhl  not  comply  with  this, 
"  and  on  my  declining  1  have  received  21  day.«;' 
"  notice  to  quit.  This  short  notice  I  think  extra- 
**  ordinary,  as  I  am  convincetl  the  property  will  not 
**  be  really  re<|uircd  for  a  long  time,  and  in  complying 
"  with  it  very  heavy  losses  will  be  entailed  on  me, 
**  as  acting  under  the  impression  that  tlie arrangement 
"  offered  by  me  in  my  letter  of  the  3nl  March  1878, 
''  and  that  of  my  surveyor  of  the  5th  March  1878, 
**  would  be  scrupulously  adhcreil  to,  and  from  un- 
'^  official  communicatio.is  made  to  me  to  the  same 
"  effect,  I  made  all  my  engagements  in  advance,  and 
"  kept  my  stock  up  to  its  full  standing.  It  is  to  be 
*'  regretted  that  any  misunderstanding  should  have 
*^  arisen  respecting  the  rental  demanded  of  me.  My 
"  offer  was  made  with  a  view  that  the  rental  pro- 
"  posed  should  be  equivalent  to  the  interest  of  the 
^^  purchase  money,  and  its  refusal  has  this  result. 
"  The  ratepayers  lose  500/.  per  month;  the  rate- 
"  payers  of  St.  James'  parish  lose  about  600/.  a 
'*  year.  Anxious  to  avoid  antagonistic  opposition 
"  to  the  resolution  of  your  Board  at  great  loss  to 
**  myself,  and  painful  and  unnecessary  hardships  to 
*'  nearly  100  servants  and  employ^  (my  present 
**  wages  averaging  200/.  a  week).  I  have  made 
**  arrangements  to  leave  at  the  expiration  of  your 
"  notice.  I  would  yet  respectfully  call  your  attention 
^'  to  the  following  points:  1st.  That  no  additional 
'^  charges  be  thrust  on  your  Board  by  allowing  me 
''  to  remain  as  at  present ;  2nd.  That  this  arrange- 
"  ment  will  at  all  events  relieve  the  parish  of  a  loss 
"  of  600/.  per  annum  till  you  require  the  premises. 
**  1  respectfully  ask  that  your  Board  should  reconsider 
*'  the  matter,  and  that  I  should  be  permitted  to 
"  remain  as  at  present  until  the  premises  are  required 
"  for  the  metropolitan  improvements.  F  shall  feel 
'^  obliged  by  an  early  answer  to  this,  the  time  being 
*•  so  very  short.*'  That  was  the  Ist  of  July,  and 
there  was  no  answer  to  that.  Then  on  the  5th  July 
I  dictated  another  letter  :  *'  (Gentlemen,  in  my  letter 
**  to  your  Board,  dated  the  1st  instant,  I  omitted  to 
"  say,  as  I  iiitended  to  do,  that  if  the  Board  enter- 
"  tained  my  request  to  stay  on,  I  would  increase  my 
"  offer  of  6,000/.  per  annum  to  7,000/.,  subject  to 
"  a  three  months'  notice.  Tins  sum  must  he  under- 
'^  stood  to  be  the  limit.  As  all  arrangements  have 
'*  been  made  to  close  the  place  on  the  14th  instant, 
'*  I  shall  be  glad  to  know  at  once  your  Board's 
**  determination." 

{Mr.  Meadowx   IVhite.)  Those  are   written   by  Mr. 
Loibl. 

12.964.  {Mr.    Winch.)    There  was    no   answer  to 
that  ? — No  answer. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Will  you  read  Mr.  Pawle's 
letter  in  which  he  speaks  of  an  interviewer. 

12.965.  {Mr.  Winch.)  What  is  the  date   of  that 
last  letter?— The  5th  July  1879. 

{Mr.  Winch.)  What  was  the  date  of  the  letter  my 
friend  read  P 
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(Mr.  Meadows  White,)  The  9th  July  1879.  I 
understand  this  letter  was  written  under  Mr.  Loibl's 
own  name,  and  the  solicitor  of  the  Board  knew  of  it 


that  Mr.  Pawle  was  of  the  firm  of  Pawle,  Fearon, 
&  Coldliam.  I  do  not  know  whether  I  ought  not  to 
put  to  Mr.  Loibl  the  correspondence. 


Mr.  Emil  Loibl  recalled  and  farther  examined. 


Mr.  K.  Loibl 


12.966.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  You  belonged,  did 
you  not,  to  the  Music  Hall  Protection  Association  ? 
—I  did. 

12.967.  Do  you  remember  shortly  after  the  award 
made  to  you  that  the  conduct  of  your  business  drew 
a  remonstrance  from  Messrs.  Webster  and  Graham, 
solicitors  to  the  Protection  Association  ? — Certainly 
not. 

12.968.  Do  you  remember  that  there  was  a  corre- 
spondence in  the  "  Era  '*  about  it  ? — Certainly  not. 

12.969.  Was  there  ft  correspondence  in  the 
**Era"? — Not  with  me.  I  was*  treasurer  of  the 
society. 

12.970.  Was  not  the  conduct  of  your  Music  Hall 
the  subject  of  discussion  and  correspondence  in  the 
"  Era  "  newspaper  ? — Certainly  not. 

12.971.  Did  you  read  the  "Era"?—!  read  the 
"  Era  "  every  Sunday. 

12.972.  This  is  the  letter  I  i-eferred  to  in  the 
"Era"  of  the  15th  June  1879.  **  It  will  be  well 
"  if  Mr.  Loibrs  chairman  the  next  time  he  hears  a 
"  certain  comic  vocalist  sing  *  Ten  to  One  on  the 
"  Lodger '  will  he  explain  to  him  the  indecency  of  many 
"  of  the  allusions  relied  upon  to  secure  a  laugh.  A 
"  comic  singer  has  no  right  to  place  in  jeopardy  the 
"  license  of  the  proprietor  who  employs  him."  Do 
you  remember  at  the  time  there  was  some  corre- 
spondence and  some  communications  published  in  the 
"Era"  with  regard  to  the  conduct  of  your  Music 
Hall? — Certainly  not.  T  most  positively  deny  it. 
There  was  no  correspondence. 

12.973.  Do  you  say  that  what  1  have  reail  did  not 
appear  in  the  "Era"?— The  "Era"  might  have 
written  it  themselves,  because  the  *•  Era "  is  a 
theatrical  paper,  and  it  was  always  understood  if  a 
comic  singer  sang  anything  indecent  they  made  it 
their  business  to  always  give  a  notice  in  their  paper. 
There  was  never  any  correspondence  passed. 

12.974.  Did  that  appear  in  the  "  Era,"  whether  it 
was  correspondence  or  not  ? — I  do  not  remember  it, 
and  I  am  positive  I  never  heard  anything  of  the  sort. 

12,976.  Do  you  remember  the  song  with  this  title, 
"  Ten  lo  One  on  the  Lodger "  ? — No,  I  do  not 
remember  anything  of  t^e  sort. 

12.976.  You  do  not  remember  anything  about  it  ? 
— It  is  10  years  ago,  and  1  have  had  so  many  songs. 
Thia  is  another  charge  of  your  bribers;  that  is 
Goddard  put  that  in  who  was  bribed  and  made  me  so 
black  with  the  Board  of  Works. 

12.977.  {Mr.  Wttich.)  Did  the  Board  write  to  you 
to  complain  about  "  Ten  to  One  on  the  I«odger  "  ? — 
Certainly  not. 

12.978.  This  is  the  first  you  have  heard  of  it  ?— 
This  is  the  first  I  have  heard  anything  about  it. 

12.979.  I  must  ask  you  a  question  about  Mr. 
Yilliers.  Has  ever  any  adverse  comment  been  made 
on  songs  sung  in  Mr.  Villiers'  music  halls  ?— I  should 
say  so. 

12.980.  The  Board  might  have  beard  of  that?— 
Mr.  Villiers  bad  the  South  London  Music  Hall, 
whldi  was  the  lowest  place  of  that  kind  in  London. 

12^81,  Was  *'  Ten  to  One  on  the  Lodger  "  sung  at 
Mr.  Villiers'  music  hall  ? — Yes.  Mr.  Villiers  was 
such  an  angel,  and  Mr.  Goddard  was  such  a  good 
man.  He  could  not  get  >)ribed  by  me,  so  he  went 
there.     A  nice  lot ! 

{Chairman.)  I  think  you  had  better  read  the 
whole  of  that  correspondence. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  only  read  that  liecause 
it  was  in  the  public  newspaper.  The  other  was  in 
the  report  made  to  the  Board. 

{Chairman.)  I  think  it  is  right  it  should  be  read. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  If  your  Lordship  pleases. 

{Chairman.)  It  is  a  report  by  Mr.  GU>ddard. 


extract 
can  easily 


{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  It  is.  This  is  the 
from  the  "  Era "  newspaper,  which  we 
find  if  necessary.  It  goes  on  :  "  The  Committee  at 
'*  their  meeting  last  Monday  agreed  to  make  arrange- 
**  ments  with  Mr.  Loibl  for  a  continuance  of  his 
^'  tenancy,  but  certain  facts  have  been  reported  to 
**  me  which  I  have  thought  it  my  duty  to  bring  to 
**  your  notice.  It  appears  that  an  association  was 
^*  formed  to  protect  the  interests  of  music  halls  of 
^*  which  Mr.  Loibl  was  a  member,  and  up  to  the  date 
**  of  the  award  from  Sir  H.  A.  Hunt  the  London 
**  Pavilion  was  conducted  in  accordance  with  the 
^*  regulations  laid  down  to  ensure  decency  in  the 
'*  singing  and  general  good  conduct  in  the  Hall,  but 
'*  after  the  award  was  made  the  songs  became  such 
'^  as  drew  a  remonstrance  from  the  solicitors  to  the 
'^  Protection  Asspciation,  Messrs.  Webster  and  Gra- 
^'  ham.  A  correspondence  ensued  which  also  spoke 
'*  strongly  on  the  subject^  and  in  a  paragraph  of  the 
"  issue  of  the  15th  June  it  was  thus  referred  to.  It 
"  will  be  well  if  Mr.  Loibl's  chairman,"  and  so  on, 
giving  the  passage  I  have  read.  ^*  I  have  thought  it 
"  my  duty  to  ascertain  for  the  instruction  of  the 
"  Committee  by  trustworthy  witnesses  how  this 
"  Music  Hall  is  now  conducted,  and  the  nature  of 
"  the  songs  and  entertainment.  One  of  the  architect's 
"  staff  attended,  and  his  report  is  as  follows  " : — 

{Chairman.)  Do  you  know  who  that  was  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  am  informed  it  was 
Mr.  Lancaster.  "On  the  evening  of  9th  July  1879, 
"  the  following  songs  were  '  Ten  to  One  on  the 
"  Lodger.'  This  was  sung  by  Arthur  Lloyd,  and 
"  was  slightly  broad.  *  Tiardy  dardo  doo,'  sung  by 
"  the  same  man,  and  similar  to  the  previous  song. 
"  *  Right  you  are  says  Moses,'  sung  by  Macdermott, 
"  is  replete  with  innuendo  and  indecent  conclusions. 
"  *  Little  Miss  Muffef,'  sung  by  the  same  man,  and 
"  full  of  indecent  suggestions.  A  sketch  by  Messrs. 
"  De  \'oy,  Le  Clerq  Butler,  and  Lovell,  was  slightly 
"  broad  in  part,  but  nothing  particularly  objectionable. 
"  The  women  were  freely  and  openly  making  arrange- 
"  ments  with  men  to  accompany  them  home,  and  no 
"  one  interfered  with  them  in  any  way.  The  place 
"  was  quiet,  there  being  no  brawling  or  fighting  of 
"  any  kind.  The  men  appear  to  go  for  the  purpose 
"  of  amusement,  while  the  women  seem  oblivious 
"  to  the  entertainment,  and  specially  devote  them- 
"  selves  to  drinking  with  men  and  soliciting  their 
"  company  home.  No  restriction  is  observed  by  the 
"  management  in  this  respect.  I  may  add  that  I 
"  have  also  ascertained  that  if  those  things  continue 
"  the  license  is  virtually  at  an  end,  and  I  may  remind 
"  the  Committee  that  a  singing  and  dancing  with  a 
"  spirit  license  attached  to  this  area  will  confer  a 
"  very  great  additional  value  to  it,  and  every  care 
*^  should  be  taken  that  it  is  not  jeopardised  by 
"  improper  conduct.  If  I  may  presume  to  advise 
"  the  Committee,  I  should  recommend  that  the 
"  original  instructions  to  the  solicitor  be  carried  out, 
"  and  Mr.  Loibl  settled  with  on  the  2l8t.  l*here 
'^  >vill  be  no  difficulty  in  obtaining  a  responsible  and 
"  reliable  tenant  giving  the  same  rent  as  ofi^ered 
"  by  Mr.  Loibl." 

{The  Witness.)  That  is  Goddard's  report.  He 
and  VilHers  managed  it  between  them. 

12.982.  {Mr.  Meadows  Jfhite.)  That  is  before  Mr. 
Villiers  came  on  the  scene  ? — My  comic  songs  which  I 
have  had  sung  in  my  place  have  been  sung  all  over 
England,  and  there  was  never  any  complamt  of 
Arthur  Lloyd  or  Macdermott,  except  by  that  virtuous 
man  Goddard.  i 

12.983.  You  might  have  had  it  if  you  had  giren 
the  guarantees? — If  I  had  only  given  money  to 
Goddard,  I  should  have  had  it  and  to  •  others.     I  had 
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109,000/.  in  the  bank,  and  I  had  oondacted  the  place 
for  20  jears  without  ever  a  single  complaint  being 
made  against  me.  Neither  the  magistrates  nor  the 
police  nor  anybody,  except  this  Groddard,  your  great 
man,  that  virtuous  augel,  Goddard. 

12.984.  Did  you  instruct  your  solicitor  to  write 
this  letter.  "  Mr.  Loibl  will  give  no  guarantee"? — 
I  did  not.  I  am  quite  astonished  that  this  letter  has 
ever  been  written,  and  tnis  man,  who  is  dead  now,  1 
think  must  have  been  paid  by  ViUiers  too,  because 
I  went  with  Mr.  Pawle  to  the  Board  of  Works  Office 
on  a  Wednesday,  and  there  was  nothing  said  about 
a  letter  being  written,  and  I  am  quite  flabergasted  to 
see  that  letter,  and  that  accounts  for  Yilliers  being 
then  such  a  great  friend  to  Mr.  Pawle,  the  man  who 
is  dead. 

12.985.  "Dear  Sirs, — Since  our  intei-views  of  this 
"  morning  I  have  conferred  with  Mr.  Loibl  as  to  the 
**  position  in  which  he  is  now  placed  **  ? — We  never 
conferred.     We  were  both  together  in  the  office. 

12.986.  You  never  spoke  to  Mr.  Pawle? — I  was 
with  him.  We  went  to  the  Board  of  Work's  Office, 
because  we  were  together,  and  saw  the  solicitor,  and 
the  solicitor  said,  "  I  am  going  to  write  to  you,'*  and 
he  never  wrote  to  me. 

12.987.  Is  that  the  gentleman  you  saw  {pointing 
to  Mr.  Jackson)  ? — I  do  not  know. 

12.988.  You  cannot  remember  that?-*!  cannot 
remember  that.     Mr.  Pawle  Mid  myself  called  at  the  ^  Board  of  Works. 

The  witness  withdrew. 


solicitor's  office,  and  he  said  he  was  g)mng  to  write  to 
us,  and  1  never  heard  from  him  till  this  day. 

12.989.  <'Mr.  Loibl  is  now  told"— this  must  have 
been  told  you  ? — We  were  talking  together. 

12.990.  "  Mr.  Loibl  is  now  told  that  the  matter  is 
"  now  likely  to  be  reconsidered  by  the  Committee, 
'^  and  it  is  probable  that  on  certain  terms  he  may  be 
"  allowed  to  remain,  hut  that  substantial  guarantees 
^*  will  be  required  from  him  ns  to  the  future  conduct 
"  of  the  establishment,  etc.,  etc.  Mr.  Loibl  will  give  no 
"  such  guarantee  "  ? — I  did  not  know  what  guarantee 
was  required. 

12.991.  '*  And  if  he  is  to  remain  in  the  place. will 
'*  simply  carry  on  his  business  as  he  has  hitherto 
**  carried  it  on,"  and  so  forth. 

{Mr,  Winch,)  Now  you  have  heard  the  report  as  to 
these  songs.  Were  not  those  songs  sung  m  other 
music  halls  nightly  ? — They  were. 

12.992.  Tell  me  this  about  the  practice  of  your 
profession.  The  person  who  sings  at  one  music  hall 
takes  a  cab  and  goes  and  sings  at  another  the  same 
^ening  ? — Yes. 

12.993.  So  that  if  you  want  to  hear  *«  Ten  to  One  on 
the  Lodger,"  you  can  hear  it  anywhere  ? — ^Anywhere. 
That  was  simply  a  plan  of  the  Board  of  Works  to 
turn  me  out  and  get  the  bribed  man  in  it. 

12.994.  {Mr.  Meadows  White)  Did  you  say  the 
editor  of  the  "  Era"  was  bribed  ? — ^No,  I  did  not  say 
that :  Mr.  Ledger  is  a  gentleman.     This  was  your 
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Mr,  E,  Loibl. 


Mr.  Hugo  Wollhxim 

12.995.  {Chairman.)  You  are  a  chemist  ? — ^Not  a 
professional  chemist. 

12.996.  However,  yon  have  devised  some  plan  for 
the  purification  of  sewage  ?— I  am  representing  such 
a  plan. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Here  are  the  minutes 
relating  to  this  matter.     {JSanding  in  same.) 

12.997.  {Chairman.)  It  is  what  is  known  as  the 
"  Walter  process  "?— That  is  it. 

12.998.  You  entered  into  communication  with  the 
Board  of  Works  with  regard  to  the  investigation  of 
your  plan.     I  will  call  it  your  plan  ? — Yes. 

12.999.  You  have  certain  complaints  to  make,  I 
believe,  of  the  action  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works  with  regard  to  your  plan  and  the  experiments 
that  were  made  or  which  you  ought  to  haye  made  ? — 
I  have  made  those  complaints  to  the  Board. 

13.000.  Will  you  tell  us  what  the  nature  of  those 
complaints  is  ? — I  complain  of  obstruction  and  unfair 
treatment. 

13.001.  In  what  respect? — In  respect  of  delay  and 
interference  with  samples. 

13.002.  You  say  "  interference  with  samples "; 
please  give  the  Commission  a  little  more  in  detail  what 
you  mean — what  sort  of  interference  with  samples? — 
Certain  official -samples  which  were  to  be  submitted  to 
outside  analysts  were  interfered  with  inasmuch  as 
the  official  seals  on  them  were  tampered  with,  so  that 
the  whole  series  of  experiments  to  which  they  referred 
were  of  no  value  and  had  to  be  made  over  again. 

13.003.  Do  you  mean  the  official  seals  had  been 
removed? — They  were  opened  and  reseated  without 
authority. 

13.004.  Without  your  being  present  at  the  time? — 
Without  my  being  present. 

13.005.  What  further  complaint  have  you  to  make  ? 
— The  further  complaint  is,  that  communications  of 
mine  of  considerable  importance  were  with  held  from 
the  knowledge  of  members  as  I  conceive  unfairly. 

13.006.  Do  you  mean  members  of  the  Board  ? — 
Yes. 

13.007.  In  what  way  withheld  ?— Certain  letters 
and  documents  were  not  laid  before  the  Board. 

13.008.  That  you  had  sent  for  the  purpose  of 
having  laid  before  the  Board  ? — ^Exactly. 

13.009.  When  was  that  ?— The  first  ease  occurred 
at  the  end  of  October  1884.     I  had  submitted  this 


sworn  and  examined. 

scheme  or  process  as  you  may  call  it  on  May  21st, 
and  the  first  report  of  the  Works  Committee  to  whom 
the  matter  had  been  referred  at  the  time  was  rendered 
in  October.  It  was  about  to  come  before  the  Board 
in  a  day  or  two,  when  I  sent  in  a  letter  pointing  the 
attention  of  the  Board  to  the  fact  that  some  official 
tests  of  the  process  were  about  to  be  made  on  the 
continent,  in  Berlin,  and  asking  that  the  Conunittee 
or  the  Board  might  rel^ate  the  decision  on  my  pro- 
cess until  they  had  had  an  opportunity  of  seeing  those 
demonstrations.  I  offered  to  give  them  facilities, 
if  they  wished  to  be  present  there  to  witness  it,  for 
doing  so,  and  asked  them  to  postpone  the  consider- 
ation of  the  matter  when  it  came  up.  This  letter  it 
was  said  in  the  answer  which  I  received  from  the 
clerk,  was  laid  before  the  Board  simultaneously  with 
the  report  of  the  Committee.  The  Committee 
reported,  1  believe  on  the  31st  October,  adversely  to 
my  previous  applications,  but  this  letter,  in  which  I 
had  asked  them  to  postpone  their  decision  on  account 
of  this  official  demonstration  which  would  give  them 
an  opportunity  of  witnessing  the  effect,  did  not  come 
up  with  the  report,  though  the  clerk's  letter  states 
that  it  did.  I  was  present  at  the  proceedings  from 
first  to  last,  and  there  was  no  mention  made  of  that 
letter,  nor  did  the  report,  which  appeared  in  the 
papers  of  the  proceedings,  ever  mention  such  letter.  All 
that  appears,  and  all  that  took  place — I  ^as  present 
— was  that  Mr.  Fowler,  the  then  deputy -chairman 
or  chairman  of  the  Works  Committee  reported — and 
this  can  be  found  in  the  **  Metropolitan "  paper  on 
that  day — that  the  Committee  had  had  under  con- 
sideration several  processes — some  four  or  five  are 
mentioned — mentioning  mine  first  and  separately,  and 
stating  that  these  processes  had  been  verv  carefully 
examined,  but  that  the  Committee  had  found  that 
some  of  them,  or  most  of  them — ^I  do  not  recollect 
the  exact  expression— or  all  of  them  for  that  matter 
were  very  expensive  and  did  not  accon\plish  what  it 
was  intended  to  accomplish.  They  therefore  recom- 
mended that  the  several  parties  who  had  submitted 
their  processes  be  informed  that  the  Board  does  not 
think  it  could  entertain  the  matter.  I  was  one 
amongst  four  or  five  who  were  rejected  at  the  time, 
and  I  vainly  listened  to  hear  any  mention  made  of 
the  important  letter  which  I  had  put  in  shortly  before 
in  order  %o  delay  the  final  decision,  in  which  1  stated 
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that  ewtiiin  oHipial  deuoDBtrations  wei-e  about  to  take 
place,  and  asking  the  Board  to  delay  their  decision 
which  was  based  only  upon  u  one-gallon  experiment 
altogether,  until  they  had  had  an  opportunity  of 
seeing,  or  witnessing,  or  hearing  the  report  on  the 
demonstrations  which  were  about  to  take  pUice.  This 
letter  did  not  come  up,  and  the  case  went  against  me 
in  the  absence  of  that  lettei*.  That  is  the  first 
imitance. 

13.010.  (3/r.  Grenfell.)  Has  the  report  been 
made  from  Berlin  now  ? — No.  These  demonstrations 
did  not  take  place  afterwards  in  the  manner  intended, 
but  on  a  smaller  scale,  to  which  uo  strangers  were 
invited. 

13.011.  Was  any  conclusion  arrived  at  over  there  ? 
The  thing  is  not  in  operation  over  there,  bt)cause 
they  decided  for  irrigation  at  Berlin. 

13.012.  {Chairman.)  Is  there  any  other  matter  ? — 
Do  you  ask  me  with  regard  to  letters  ? 

13.013.  I  want  to  hear  in  order  to  know  what  is 
to  be  answered  ? — Do  you  wish  me  to  make  a  general 
statement  ? 

13.014.  Not  longer  than  need  be;  but  1  want  you 
to  state  specifically  any  complaint  tliat  you  have  of 
the  action  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  which 
you  deem  unfair  or  improper  ? — I  have  mentioned 
that  my  first  offer  was  made  in  May  1884,  and  that 
the  first  report  of  the  C'ommittee  was  sent  in  in 
October  of  the  same  year  rejecting  my  application. 
1  renewed  the  application  a  month  or  two  aiterwards 
having  seen  since  then  the  printed  report  of  the 
engineer  and  chemist  issued  in  November  1884,  and 
then  renewed  my  application  and  from  that  time  till 
July  1887  the  Works  Committee  to  whom  the  matter 
was  referred  with  power  to  act  has  never  reported 
to  the  Board  again.  During  that  time  various 
experiments  have  taken  place.  I  have  been  permitted 
Ic  address  the  Works*  Committee  twice  personally 
in  explanation,  once  in  January  1885,  and  the  second 
time  in  July  1880.  I  have  ^ent  a  great  many  letters 
to  the  Board  and  received  the  answers  to  them,  and 
this  correspondence  and  these  personal  explanations 
have  led  up,  as  also  the  10-gallou  experiment  I  made 
at  Spring  Ganlens,  to  a  large  demonstration  at 
Crossness  which  was  granted  me  in  1886,  after  having 
addressed  the  Works'  Committee  personally.  The 
occasion  was  this  :  1  had  made  a  demonstration  on 
10  gallons  of  sewage  at  the  Board's  offices  at  Spring 
Grardens.  The  understanding  had  been  that  a  sample 
from  those  experiments  should  l>e  submitted  to 
unbiassed  outside  authority.  1  had  proposed  the 
prin  cipal  of  the  Somerset  House  Laboratory,  and 
after  some  objections — perhaps  not  objections,  but 
some  hesitation — this  pro()osition  was  accepted.  The 
sample  was  sent  there  for  analysis,  not  immediately, 
but  after  the  lapse  of  four  or  five  weeks  of  delay, 
which  was  occasionecl  by  opposition  in  the  Works' 
Committee  to  allowing  them  to  be  sent — after  ^ve 
weeks  the  matter  was  finally  decided,  and  they  were 
sent.  The  report  of  Dr.  Bell,  principal  of  that 
Laboratory,  came  in  in  April,  and  it  was  then  that 
the  Board's  chemist  interpreted  that  report  un- 
favourably. Now,  most  of  the  members  not  being 
versed  in  the  matter  had  naturally  to  rely  on  what 
their  officers  told  them,  and  they  naturally  took  that 
same  unfavourable  view.  When  I  learnt  this  1  of 
course  asked  to  be  heard  personally,  and  I  conceived 
that  having  made  a  bargain  to  demonstrate  and  to 
have  the  samples  submitted  to  outside  authority — 
to  arbitration  as  it  were — I  was  entitled  to  be  heard 
in  some  way  on  my  side.  The  hearing  was  first 
denied,  but  afterwards  granted,  and  I  was  asked  to 
come  before  the  Works'  Committee — all  this  was 
before  the  Coumiittee  and  not  before  the  Board — ^to 
say  what  I  had  to  say.  I  argued  that  the  report  of 
Dr.  Bell  not  only  justified — they  had  stated  they 
were  not  justified  in  permitting  a  large  experiment — 
but  directly  called  for  the  large  experiments  for  which 
J  had  asked  authority,  inasmuch,  as  he  stated  in  his 
report,  after  specifying  the  character  of  the  effluent 
produced,  and  the  chemical   ix>iDts,  that   thei^  was 


one  points  the  main  point — namely,  whether  the 
effluent  which  he  found  and  which  he  passed 
favoorably  as  it  was,  would  remain  so  after  beitig 
discharged  into  the  Thames.  He  stated  in  his  report 
dit-tinctly  that  this  point  could  only  be  settled  by  a 
more  elaborate  series  of  experiments  at  the  oat&D. 
I  therefore  argued  if  the  repent  was  favourable  in 
itself  with  regard  to  the  present  state  of  the  effluent, 
that  to  decide  that  other  point  I  was  entitled  to  larger 
experiments.  Moreover,  when  I  got  to  the  lO-gallon 
experiments,  when  I  had  the  liberty  of  demonstrating 
not  only  the  quality  of  the  supernatant  liquid  but 
also  of  the  sediment — of  the  sludge— I  had  waived 
that  because,  as  I  stated  at  the  time,  it  would  be  no 
use  to  go  any  further  unless  I  coiild  prove  I  can 
make  an  effluent  that  will  be  satis&ctory. 

13.015.  Wliat  happened ;  did  they  grant  the  large 
experiment  ?  —  After  hearing  my  argimiient  they 
decided  to  admit  me  to  the  lai^r  experiments  to  take 
place  in  October  1886,  and  it  is  these  experiments 
which  were  vitiated  by  this  unfortunate  occurrence 
which  put  me  to  nearly  six  months'  delay  and  ex- 
pense and  so  forth.  The  occuri^ncc  I  am  inclined  to 
believe  was  a  very  unfortimate  one.  I  do  not  wish 
to  attribute  any  bad  motives  to  anyone ;  but  it  was 
certainly  very  unfortunate. 

13.016.  Is  that  where  the  seals  were  removed  ? — 
Yes,  an  assistant  at  the  pumping  station  did  it  for  some 
reason ;  he  said  be  wanted  to  take  some  part  oat  of  it. 
He  opened  the  seals  on  a  jar  containing  chemicals 
I  was  to  use,  and  there  were  also  a  number  of  Win- 
chester quarts  which  had  been  left  there  temporarily 
with  only  my  temporary  seal  on,  with  no  seal  of  the 
Board,  because  the  seal  of  the  Board  happened  not 
to  be  at  hand,  and  on  these  jars  the  seals  of  the 
Board  werepnt  in  my  ai>sence. 

13.017.  That  was  all  inquired  into  by  the  Board 
on  yotur  complaint  ? — Yes,  I  did  not  mean  to  go  into 
details  unless  I  had  been  asked  to  do  so.  I  corn- 
plained  to  the  Board  of  this  occurrence,  and  it  was 
referred  to  the  Works  Committee. 

18.018.  They  investigated  it,  and  they  cast  some 
blame  on  the  assistant  who  had  done  it  ? — Exactly. 
What  I  Mrish  to  mention  is  that  the  assistant  who 
had,  in  mr  presence  stated  that  he  did  all  that  by  the 
orders  of  his  chief,  did  not  nphold  that  when  he  was 
before  the  Committee,  and  the  chief  denied  that  it 
had  been  done  on  his  orders. 

13.019.  Is  there  anything  more  you  wish  to  bring 
before  us  ? — I  must  say  in  regard  to  the  samples  there 
was  another  occurrence  which  goes  to  show  this.  I 
do  not  wish  to  belie\e  that  there  most  have  been  some- 
body there  who  had  made  it  his  business  to  prevent  a 
fair  judging  of  the  results  of  my  experiments,  but  that 
is  the  conclusion  I  came  to. 

13.020.  Did  you  ask  to  have  that  investigated  by 
the  Board  ? — I  made  no  further  complaint  to  the 
Board.  The  new  experiments  which  were  granted 
in  consequence  of  the  last  occurrence  were  carried 
out,  and  the  samples  from  that  did  finally  go  to 
Somerset  Houec,  and  were  reported  upon.  What  I 
wish  to  complain*  of  is  that  during  all  the  three 
years^from  1884  to  1887>  the  whole  Of  the  matter 
was  only  acted  upon  in  committee.  A  report  was 
never  made  to  the  full  board,  the  members  were  in 
ignorance  of  the  real  facta  and  merits  of  the  case, 
and  requests  of  mine  which  had  an  important  bearing 
on  many  of  the  matters,  were  not  treated  as  such,  but 
were,  so  to  say,  withheld.  All  motions  to  print  the 
official  reports  of  Dr.  Bell  were  voted  down ;  ib^ 
were  not  allowed  to  be  printed  and  circulated 
amongst  the  members  ;  and  the  repmrts  contained 
intricate  details  of  chemical  points,  and  so  forth,  so 
that  the  members  were  obliged  to  judge  of  the  merit» 
of  the  case  simply  by  having  these  long  and  intricate 
reports  read  once,  or  at  the  most  twice  in  comtnittee. 

13,021  Then  in  October  of  last  year  you  appear  to 
have  been  informed  that  they  had  determined  on  a 
scheme  of  their  own  ? — ^That  was  not  the  first  intima- 
tion ;  it  was  while  the  report  of  Dr.  Bell  on  the  first 
10-gallon  experiment  was  still  out  that^the  Works' 
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Committee  hud  Ix  fore  it  one  hue  tlaj  a  printed  report 
of  the  engineer  and  chemist,  supported  by  36  sig- 
natares  of  members  of  the  JEkMrd,  recommending 
their  own  scheme,  and  not  mentioning  anything  of 
my  alternative  scheme  thongh  it  bad  been  admitted  to  a 
test,  and  a  sample  from  it  had  been  submitted  for 
report  to  Somerset  House,  which  report  had  not  /et 
come  in. 

13.022.  How  do  jou  mean  supported  hj  36  mem- 
bers ?  What  was  it^  a  resolution  ? — ^A  printed  report 
on  the  treatment  which  the  Board's  engineer  and 
chemist  proposed. 

13.023.  Was  that  before  that  scheme  had  come  fofr 
determination  to  the  Board  ? — Exactly. 

(Chairman.)  Have  yon  got  such  a  document  ? 
(The  witness.)  You  will  find  it  is  dateil  in  March 
(NT  April  1886. 

13.024.  {Mr,  Bosanquet,)  Do  you  mean  a  report  of 
the  Board  signed  by  36  members  who  sat  on  the 
Committee  ? — ^Yes. 

13.025.  A  report  to  the  Board,  signed  by  the 
members? — A  report  to  the  board  signed  by  the 
engineer  and  chemist,  and  then  at  the  same  time  the 
signatures  of  36  membern. 

13.026.  (Chairman.)  Were  those  36  raembei*8  who 
had  been  prosnnt  at  the  Works'  and  General  Purposes 
Committee  ? — No,  the  report  came  before  the  Works' 
Committee  in  a  printed  form  to  be  acted  on. 

13.027.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Is  it  a  report 
dated  8th  March  1886  ?— Yes,  that  is  it. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  have  two  reports  here, 
one  of  the  8th  March  1886.  and  the  other  of  the 
26th  March  1886. 

(Chairman^  Is  either  of  them  signed  by  36 
members? 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  No,  not  36.  There  are  a 
good  many  signatures  to  one  of  them,  but  1  do  not 
think  there  are  36.     (Handing  in  same.) 

13.028.  (Chairman.)  There  are  33  signatures  to 
this  one,  and  this  is  the  one  1  expect  the  witness 
refers  to  (handing  same  to  witness)  ? — Yes.  You 
will  observe  it  commences  '^  Your  Committee  on  the 
^'  8th  instant  made  a  report  on  the  subject  of  the 
*^  treatment  of  the  sewage  of  the  metropolis  with  a 
^  view  to  preventing  its  being  a  source  of  nuisance 
^^  or  cause  of  complaint  in  the  future.  They  now 
"  think  it  desirable  to  make  a  further  report  setting 
*'  out  the  various  modes  of  dealing  with  the  questions 
^*  which  have  been  submitted  for  their  consideration 
"  and  the  course  which  after  long  and  careful 
*'  examination  they  have  decided  to  recommend  the 
'^  Board  to  adopt."  I  only  wish  you  to  remember 
that  at  this  date,  the  22nd  March,  the  report  of  the 
principal  of  Somerset  House  Laboratory  on  my  last 
experiment  had  not  been  considered  yet,  and  that  no 
mention  is  made  in  this  report  of  any  such  scheme 
having  been  under  their  consideration.  It  is  de> 
tiberatdy  omitted  from  all  notice,  and  it  has  never 
been  mentioned  in  any  report  of  the  Engineer  and 
Chemist  or  the  Worics  Committee  to  the  Board,  but 
it  was  made  when  my  scheme  was  under  arbitration 
and  not  decided  upon.  When  I  remonstrated  with 
certain  members  of  the  Board  about  this,  I  was  told 
that  the  adoption  of  this  scheme  would  not  affect  me 
at  all,  because  my  plan  was  adaptable  to  the  pernuuient 
works  which  they  proposed  to  ersct  for  theirs,  and 
that  it  was  made  more  under  pressure  from  the  Home 
Secretary  because  they  had  to  decide  upon  some  plan 
and  coald  not  wait  until  the  other  decision  came  in, 
and  therefore  they  had  :id opted  this  scheme ;  but  they 
were  still  open,  if  a  better  plan  was  presented  at  any 
time  to  substitute  that  in  place  of  theirs.  I  todL  this 
hondjidey  and  hoped  that  when  that  report  came  in 
there  would  stiil  be  time ;  but  I  was  sorely  disappointed 
in  that. 

13,029.  (Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Twice  you  thought  your 
samples  were  interfered  with  ? — Yes. 

13,080.  But  only  once  yon  complained  to  the 
Board,  is  that  so?— Only  once  I  complained  directly 
to  the  Board,  but  on  the  other  occasion  a  member  of 
the  Board  brought  it  before  them. 


13,03  i .  On  the  other  occasion  you  did  uot  comphiin  ? 
— I  did  not  personally. 

^  13,032.  On  the  occasion  on  which  you  did  complain 
did  they  give  you  an  opportunity  of  being  heard  ? — I 
was  not  asked  to  come  to  the  Committee  meeting  at 
which  the  assistant  was  heard. 

13.033.  (Chairman.)  They  did  investigate  the 
matter,  and  censured  the  assistant  ? — So  I  learned  from 
a  member  of  the  Committee. 

13.034.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  And  thej  gave 
Mr.  Wollheim  an  opportunity  to  do  the  experiments 
over  again? — ^They  gave  me  no  opportunity  to  be 
heard.    , 

13,036.  (Mr.  Freeman.)  After  this  had  taken  plaoe 
about  the  samples,  you  did  do  all  those  experiments 
over  again  ? — I  did. 

13.036.  And  at  the  conclusion  of  those  experiments 
you  wrote  this  letter  to  the  Board.  **  I  beg  to  return 
**  thank<  to  your  Committee  for  the  efficient  arraoge- 
"  inents  made  by  their  orders  respecting  my  last 
"  experiments  at  Crossness."  So  that  these  ex- 
periments were  satisfactory  to  everybody,  including 
yourself? — Perfectly  fair. 

13.037.  And  as  a  matter  of  fact  this  sample  which 
Toii  have  said  has  been  unduly  tampered  with  was  a 
bottle  of  brine  ? — No,  there  were  others  besides  that. 

13.038.  One  bottle— a  bottle  of  brine,  from  which 
the  seal  had  been  removed  by  the  assistant  at  Crossness 
for  the  purpose  of  sampling  ? — And  13  Winchester 
quarts  which  had  been  senled  in  my  absence. 

1 3.039.  You  do  not  suggest  they  had  been  opened 
or  anything  taken  from  them  ? — I  do  not  suggest 
anything     I  leave  it  to  yon  to  say. 

13.040.  Another  thing  you  complained  of  was  that 
some  of  your  letters  were  withheld  from  the  Com- 
mittee. 

(Mr.  Bosanquet.)  From  the  Board. 

13.041.  (Mr.  Freetnan.)  That  they  were  brought 
before  the  Committee  and  uot  before  the  Board,  is 
that  it  ? — Withheld  from  the  Board  and  the  Committee 
both.  The  one  I  have  alluded  to  a  while  ago  was 
never  laid  before  the  Board  in  time. 

13.042.  That  was  in  October  1884,  I  think  you 
said  ? — Yes. 

13.043.  What  was  the  nature  of  that  letter?— -It 
was  abking  for  a  postponement  of  a  final  decision  on 
account  of  a  certain  demonstration  which  was  to  take 
place. 

13.044.  Then  the  decision  was  not  come  to  until 
after  you  had  made  your  experiments? — You  mis* 
understand  me. '  The  report  of  the  Works'  Committee 
on  my  plan  was  about  to  be  laid  before  the  Board. 
I  wrote  to  the  Board  asking  them  to  postpone  their 
decision  whatever  it  might  be.  When  the  <[k)mmittee 
reported,  I  asked  that  this  letter  should  be  laid  simul- 
taneously before  the  Board  pointing  the  Board  to  an 
official  demonstration  about  to  take  place  and  by  which 
they  could  get  a  very  good  idea  of  the  effects  of  the 
)irocess. 

13,04/».  Was  not  the  substance  of  that  letter  put 
upon  the  agenda  for  that  day  ? — No. 

13,046.  Was  there  any  other  occasion  upon  which 
any  letter  of  yours  was  not  put  before  the  Board.  Can 
you  give  me  any  specific  instance  ? — ^Yes,  there  is  one 
more.  I  addressed  a  letter  to  the  Chairman  of  the 
Board  in  July  1887.  At  that  time  two  or  three 
communications  of  mine  were  pending  before  the 
Works'  Committee. 

13,047  Was  that  the  letter  of  the  12th  July  1887  ? 
—Will  you  read  the  first  lines.  It  contains  a  citation 
from  a  letter  of  Dr.  Bell's. 

13,048.  It  begins  thus :  "  Sir,  My  negociations  with 
<*  your  Board  in  regard  to  the  Walter  process  of 
^  sewage  purification." — ^No,  that  is  not  the  letter,  it 
is  previous  to  that. 

J  3,049.  Is  this  it,  dated  the  25th  June  ?  "<  Sir,  I 
**  hasten  to  bring  to  your  notice,  and  through  you  to 
^  the  notice  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  the 
^  following  declaration  contained  in  a  letter  receivetl 
"  by  me,  signed  by  Doctor  B^U." — ^That  is  the  letter. 
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13,060.  Now  on  the  27th  June  1887  the  minute  is, 
"  The  clerk  presented  a  letter  dated  the  2oth  instant 
"  from  Mr.  Wollheim :— Resolved  that  the  farther 
"  considerarion  of  the  said  letter  be  adjourned  in 
**  connection  with  the  previous  letter."  Therefore 
on  the  27th  June,  the  clerk  presents  to  the  Committee 
the  letter  which  I  have  just  referred  to  ? — My  complaint 
is  that  the  letter  was  addressed  to  the  Chairman  of  the 
Board,  and  that  it  was  not  laid  before  the  Board. 

13.051.  But  it  was  laid  before  the  Works  and 
General  Purposes  Committee,  which  is  the  whole 
Board  ? — It  was  not  referred  to  the  Works'  Committee 
by  the  Board,  but  simply  handed. 

13.052.  Just  follow  tlus  for  one  moment,  '<  The  clerk 
**  presented  a  letter,  that  is  to  the  Works'  and  General 
"  Purposes  Committee — dated  the  25th  instant,  from 
Mr.  WoUheim."  Do  not  you  know  that  the  Works 
and  General  Purposes  Committee  is  a  Committed  of 
the  whole  Board  ? — I  am  perfectly  aware  of  that.  If 
jou  will  allow  me  to  detail  the  occurrence  of  which 
I  complain,  you  will  see  where  the  complaint  comes 
in.  There  were  several  letters  of  mine  pending  for 
consideration  in  the  Works'  Committee,  which  had 
been  postponed.  I  then  wrote  that  letter,  citing  that 
important  passage  from  Dr.  Bell's  letter  which 
reiterates  the  point  that  the  behaviour  of  the  effluent 
after  dilation  can  only  be  proved  by  actual  demonstra- 
tion.    This  letter  I  sent  to  the  Board. 

13053.  And  your  previous  letter  on  the  22nd  June  is 
referred  to  the  ^me  Committee,  and  is  considered 
with  this  letter  at  the  same  time :  *'  Resolved  Uiat  the 
<^  farther  consideration  of  the  said  letter,"  that  is  the 
letter  of  the  25th  June,  *^  be  adjourned  in  connection 


<^  witli  the  previoas  letter,'*  the  letter  of  the  22nd 
June.  What  do  you  mean  by  saying  it  was  not  sent 
to  the  Board  ?— Not  referred  by  the  Board.  This 
being  the  only  letter  of  which  I  never  received  the 
usual  printed  acknowledgment  by  the  clerk,  I  wefit  to 
the  Works  Office  and  inquired  whether  that  letter  bad 
been  read  and  what  had  been  done  with  it,  and  the 
clerk  replied  that  he  had  shown  it  to  the  chairman^ 
and  the  chairman  had  said^  ^*  That  most  go  to  the 
CooHnittee."     This  is  the  occurrence. 

13.054.  And  we  now  see  it  did  go  to  the  Com* 
mittee  ? — It  is  addressed  to  the  Board,  and  I  had  a 
perfect  reason  to  ad^eas  it  to  the  Board. 

18.055.  What  is  the  practical  difference  whether 
your  letter  goes  to  the  Board  sitting  as  a  Board,  or  to 
the  Board  sitting  .as  a  Committee,  if  it  is  the  same 
thing  ? — ^The  practical  difierence  is  when  the  Board  sits 
as  a  Board  the  attendance  might  be  40  members,  and 
amongst  those  might  be  23  friends  of  mine,  and  in  the 
Works  Committee  there  might  be  12  mombei's  of 
whom  10  might  be  opposition  member^  tbiH  is  the 
practical  difference. 

13.056.  Is  that  the  substance  of  your  complaint  as 
to  your  letters  ? — Moreover  there  is  another  practical 
difference.  The  Works  Committee  were  the  body  of 
whose  un&irness  I  have  been  complaining,  and  I 
wished  the  Chairman  of  the  Board  as  such  to  receive 
that  communication  and  have  it  read  before  the 
Board,  because  it  contained  that  important  statement, 
of  Dr.  Bell's. 

13.057.  Those  two  are  what  >x>n  mean  by  referring 
to  letters  being  kept  back  from  the  Board  ? — That 
is  it. 


The  witness  withdrew. 
Adjourned  for  a  short  time. 


Mr.  Edward  Ridbb  Cook  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr. 
E.  n.  Cook. 


13.058.  {Chairman,)  You  are  a  member  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ? — ^I  am,  my  Lord. 

13.059.  How  long  have  you  been  a  member? — 
23  years  last  June. 

13.060.  What  district  do  you  represent?  —  The 
Poplar  District. 

13.061.  You  are  at  present,  I  believe,  the  deputy 
Chairman  of  the  Board  ? — I  was  elected  to  that  office 
in  June  last. 

13.062.  Have  you  been  upon  the  Building  Acts 
Committee  ? — No,  I  never  was  a  member  of  the 
Building  Acts  Committee. 

13.063.  Nor  of  the  Theatres  Sub-Committee  ?— No. 

13.064.  What  department  did  you  chiefly  concern 
yourself  with  ? — ^For  a  long  while  I  took  a  con- 
siderable interest  in  the  Special  Purposes  Committee, 
which  has  to  do  with  scientific  questions,  and  I  have 
been  a  regular  attendant  at  the  Works  and  General 
Purposes  Committee.  I  at  one  time  gave  considerable 
time  to  the  Finance  Committee. 

13.065.  Have  you  any  chemical  knowledge  ? — Yes, 
I  was  educated  as  a  chemist. 

13.066.  Have  you  been  a  member  of  the  Committee 
that  has  specially  dealt  with  sewage? — ^Not  of  the 
sub-committee,  I  am  not  quite  sure  whether  I  ever 
was  appointed  on  it,  but  it  met  on  a  day  that  was 
inconvenient  for  ine  to  attend^  and  I  watched  the 
question,  therefore,  from  the  Works  and  General 
Purposes  Committee.  I  did  not  attend  the  sub- 
committee meetings,  but  I  almost  think  that  I  was 
on  the  sulMX>mmittee. 

13.067.  I  want  to  call  your  attention  to  certain 
allegations  that  have  been  made  with  reference  to 
the  action  of  the  Board  in  relation  to  the  treatment  of 
sewage,  and  to  ask  you  what  you  have  to  say  widi 
i*egard  to  them.  It  has  been  stated  that,  'Mn  the 
''  publication  6f  reports,  setting  up,  as  sufficient 
"  guarantee  to  justify  a  krge  expenditure,  a  very 
<'  qualified  and  guarded  statement  obtained  from  four 
<*  eminent  chemists  in  return  for  a  fee  of  500/.  for 
<<  witnessing  certain  limited  experiments  instituted  by 


'^  the  chemists  of  th^  Board,  and  thus  conveying 
''  to  the  metropolitan  ratepayers  false  impressions 
'^  bearing  upon  the  most  important  matter  committed 
"  to  the  Board,  ».e.,  the  purification  of  Uie  river 
'<  Thames,"  the  Board  had  been  guilty  of  failure  of 
duty.  That  I  understand  to  be  the  allegation? — ^I 
should  say  that  the  Board  availed  itself  of  every 
possible  means  to  ascertain  how  they  could  best  treat 
the  London  sewage;  that  loog  before  these  four 
eminent  chemists  were  called  in  our  own  cheoaical 
department^  with  the  assistance  of  Dr,  Dupr^,  who 
it  an  eminent  chemist,  experimented  in  very  many 
different  ways  to  ascertain  what  was  the  best  system 
of  treating  sewage. 

13.068.  Who  is  at  the  head  of  your  chemical 
department  ? — Mr.  Dibden.  It  was  only  after  a  long 
series  of  experiments  that,  when  our  own  advisers  had 
ascertained  the  process  which  they  thought  to  be  t^ 
best,  as  a  sort  of  confirmatory  evidence,  the  four 
eminent  chemists  were  called  in  to  confirm  the  opinion 
that  the  Board  had  already  come  to. 

13.069.  That  is  to  say,  they  were  not  asked  .to 
weigh  that  process  against  any  other  procQes  ? — No, 
as  far  as  I  remember  they  were  not.  The  matter  had 
been  investigated  by  the  Committee,  and  by  our  own 
officers,  largely  with  the  assistance  of  Dr.  Dupre. 

13.070.  I  am  not  quite  sure  that  I  understand  whi^t 
their  function  was  then.  It  was  not  to  say  this  ^ 
better  than  others,  or  as  good  as  others,  but  simply  to 
say  whether  ^'  this  in  itself  is  good  " — was  that  it?— ^ 
That  was  what  I  understood  their  report  to  be ;  that, 
having  looked  at  it  thoroughly  and  completely,  they  con- 
sidered that  this  was  an  efficient  way  of  d^ding  n^ith 
the  Loodon  sewage. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Will  your  Lordship  ^k 
at  that  Those  are  their  instructions  {hqmimff,  in 
same).  They  were  asked  their  opinion  wheth^ 
dealing  in  a  certain  way  with  the  sewage  was  the 
best 

13,71.  {Chairman.)  "That  the  ch3mist  be  in- 
"  structed    to  put    himself  in  communication  with 
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.**  Dr.  Odling,  Professor  Abel,  Professor  Willianisony 
**  and  Dr.  Dupr^,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaiDing 
*'  their  opiDion  as  to  the  effluent  produced  by  a 
'*  jirecipitation  of  the  sewage  in  a  proportion  of 
^3*7  grains  of  lime,  and  one  grain  of  sulphate  of 
"  iron  to  each  gallon  of  sewage ;  and  whether  it  is 
^  such  an  effluent  as  they  can  reconunend  to  be  sent 
"  into  the  river  at  all  times  of  the  tide."  Then  it  is 
upon  that  that  they  make  their  report  ? — Of  course 
the  effluent  that  flows  into  the  Thames  was  the  most 
important  part  of  the  whole  question ;  and  when  the 
Iknird  decided  upon  a  process  producing  a  certain 
effluent,  they  wished  to  get  the  highest  scientific 
opinion,  inohiding,  as  your  Lordship  wiU  see,  a  mem- 
ber of  Lord  Bramwell's  Commiision  in  the  person  of 
Dr.  WilHaason,  as  to  whether  they  might  sidely  turn 
this  effluent  into  the  river  Thames. 

13,072.  What  was  the  effect  of  the  report  of  these 
four  chemists  ? — In  a  seoond  report  dated  the  27th  of 
October— — . 

ld,07d.  (Mr.  Bosanque^.)  I  think  that  is  the  first 
report,  is  not  it  ? — ^Yes,  that  is  the  first  report.  I  do 
not  see  the  date  fA  the  seoond  report ;  but  they  say : 
''  In  our  repOTt  of  the  27th  of  October  we  express 
the  following  opinions,*'  and  then  they  recapitukte 
the  opinions  in  the  first  r^xxrt,  and  they  conclude 
with  the  following  recommendations — ^*  We  therefore 
^^  recommend  :— ^1.)  That  the  sewage  be  treated 
^  throughout  the  year  v^th  Hme  and  sulphate  of  iron 
^  in.  the  proportion  of  8*7  grains  of  lime  to  one  grain 
**  df  anlpliate  of  hxMi  (green  vitriol)  to  each  gallon 
"  of  sewage.  (2.)  That  whenever  it  should  be  found 
*<  that  the  fiiirly  clear  effluent  obtained  by  that 
*'  treatment  is  to  any  appreciable  extent  offensive, 
'^  raanganate  of  soda  be  added  the  effluent  in  such 
«  proportions  as  are  found  to  be  necessary  to  deprive 
^  it  of  its  offensive  smell,  thoee  proportions  to  range 
^'  between  0*5  grain  and  I  '5  grains  (inclusive  of  the 
'^  crude  commercial  manganate),  with  sulphuric  acid 
^  (commercial  oil  of  vitriol)  in  quantity  equal  to 
*'  about  one-third  of  the  crude  manganate  added.*' 
That  was  signed  by  Sir  Frederick  Abel,  Dr.  William- 
son, Dr.  Odling,  and  Dr.  Dupr6. 

{Mr.  Freeman.)  That  is  dated  the  19th  of 
Deoember. 

13.074.  {Chairman.)  The  report  of  the  27th 
October  precedes  it  immediately  in  the  copy  which 
I  have.  I  understand  that  one  of  these  chemists. 
Dr.  Dupr6,  had  been  making  independent  experi- 
ments prior  to  the  matter  being  submitted  to  himself 
in  conjunction  with  the  other  three  chemists  ?^-Yes. 
Dr.  Dupr6  had  given  evidence  on  behalf  of  the  Board 
before  the  Royal  Commission  on  Metropolitan  Sewage, 
and,  as  a  witness,  he  was  necessarily  obliged  to  fort^y 
himself  with  a  large  number  of  experiments.  He 
made  those  experiments  in  conjunction  with  the  chemist 
of  the  Board,  and  afterwards  continued  to  advise  the 
chemist  and  the  engineer  of  the  Board. 

13.075.  Then  I  observe  the  second  allegation  is 
that  the  Board  "  withheld  from  the  ratepayers,  and 
«  from  the  public  j^nerally,  the  opinion  of  one  of 
**  the  members  of  the  board  specially  possessed  of 
**  chemical  knowledge  " — that  appears  to  be  yourself 
-^^<  applied  to  him  by  a  branch  of  this  subject  and 
^  iuferentially  condemning  (in  December  1886)  the 
''  course  pursued  by  the  Board  in  the  expensive 
*'  experiments  adopted  by  them  at  the  oot&Us  ? " — 
I  should  Hke  to  ask  your  Lordship  and  the  Commis- 
sion to  revise  that  there  are  three  chemical  questions. 
The  public  are  continually  mixing  these  three  up,  and 
in  that  charge  they  are  mixed  up.  There  is,  first  of 
all,  the  question  of  dealing  with  the  metropolitan 
sewage  by  a  permanent  system.  It  is  upon  that 
that  this  report  is  written,  and  upon  that  the  chemists 
advised  us,  and  it  is  with  a  view  of  carrying  that 
permanent  system  out  that  we  are  now  construct- 
ing works  at  Barking  and  at  Crossness.  In  the 
meantime*  before  those  works  and  that  system  could 
be  got  into  operation,  something  had  to  be  done  with 
the  sewage  which  is  now  poured  into  the  Thames  at 
the  out&lls.    That  involves  the  atcond  question,  which 


has  been  dealt  with  by  the  Board  latterly  under  the 
advice  of  Sir  Henry  Boscoe.  But  apart  from  those 
questions  there  arises  a  third  question,  on  which  I  had 
somewhat  of  a  controversy  with  the  chemist  of  the 
Board.  I  mean  the  attempt  to  deodorise  the  sewage, 
not  at  the  outfalls  or  in  the  Thames,  but  in  the  sewers 
of  London.  It  is  quite  true  that  that  part  of  the 
question,  being  as  I  considered  an  essentially  domestic 
matter  for  the  Board  to  settle  amongst  themsolves,  as 
there  was  a  difference  of  opinion  between  the  officers 
of  the  Board  and  one  of  the  membeits,  was  at  my 
express  wish  kept  a  private  matter.  The  papers  have 
latterly  been  published.  I  have  no  objection  to  the 
ultimate  publication,  but  I  do  think  that  when  y(»u  have 
in  a  board  an  essential  difference  of  opinion  between 
nn  officer  and  a  member,  it  does  not  conduce  to  the 
public  interests  that,  until  it  has  been  settled  in 
some  way,  that  quarrel  should  be  published  to  the 
world.  It  is  that  which  is  alluded  to  in  the  extract 
which  your  Lordship  has  just  read  to  me,  that  a  cer- 
tain matter  which  I  had  brought  against  the  chemists 
of  the  Board  was  kept  private. 

13.076.  Did  your  view  affect  the  course  pursued  in 
the  expensive  experiments  adopted  at  the  outfall  ? — 
Not  in  the  least.  It  merely  had  to  do  with  the 
deodorisation  of  the  sewage  in  the  sewers  of  the 
metropolis.  I  am  thoroughly  and  heartily  with  the 
Board  in  the  scheme  for  the  ultimate  dealing  with 
the  sewage. 

13.077.  Then  the  third  matter  alleged  is  a  charge 
against  the  Board  for  ^  in  like  manner  withholding 
^*  from  the  ratepayers,  up  to  the  present  date,  the 
"  unfavorable  reports  of  Sir  Henry  Roscoe,  F  R.S., 
'*  M.P.,  made  after  he  had  been  appointed  in  May, 
'*  1887,  the  independent  referee,  and  subsequently, 
"  consulting  chemist  of  the  Board  ?  " — That  needs 
also  a  little  explanation.  After  I  had  written  a  letter 
to  the  Board  and  the  chemist  had  replied  to  me  and 
I  had  replied  to  him  and  he  had  again  replied  to  me, 
the  members  of  the  Board  who  were  not  scientific  men 
felt  that  they  were  unable  to  judge  between  the 
chemist  and  myself.  They  therefore  determined  to 
refer  the  correspondence  to  Sir  Henry  Roscoe.  He 
had  the  printed  papers  sent  to  him,  and  he  examined 
them,  and  he  reported  upon  them.  When  he  reported 
upon  them  the  Board  thought  that,  having  reported 
perhaps,  as  I  may  venture  to  say,  somewhat  in  my 
favour,  it  would  be  as  well  that  he  should  investigate 
what  was  to  be  done  towards  the  purification  of  the 
river  and  the  deodorisation  of  the  sewage  at  the  out- 
falls ;  but  Sir  Henry  has  never  been  yet  consulted 
by  the  Board  as  to  the  echeme  upon  which  the  Board 
has  decided  as  that  which  they  will  definitely  and 
permauently  use  for  dealing  with  the  sewage  of  the 
metropolis. 

13.078.  But  the  report  of  Sir  Henry  Roscoe  was 
not  made  public? — ^No;  the  reason  why  the  report 
was  not  made  public  was  this,  that  in  the  report 
Sir  Henry  Roscoe  seemed  to  the  members  of  the 
Board  to  have  travelled  a  little  out  of  the  reference 
which  was  made  to  him.  He  was  asked  to  consider 
the  deodorisation  of  the  sewage  at  the  outfalls  and 
the  purification  of  the  Thames,  and  there  was  one 
sentence  which  some  of  the  members  of  the  Board 
read  in  his  report,  as  it  were,  condemnatory  of  the 
scheme  which  the  Board  had  adopted  with  reference 
to  the  permanent  dealing  with  the  sewage,  and  some 
of  them  thought  that  oir  Henry,  having  in  thejr 
opinion  gone  outside  his  refereuce,  it  would  not  be  a 
prudent  thing  for  the  Board  to  publish  his  report. 
The  sentence  in  question  is  this, ''  Looking,  however, 
'^  at  the  broad  question  of  the  permanent  disposal  of 
<'  the  metropditan  sewage,  and  believing  that  the  use 
^  of  deodorants  ought  to  be  regarded  only  as  a  tem- 
''  porary  expedient,  I  feel  convinced  that  sooner  or 
'*  later  the  recommendation  of  Lord  Bram well's  Com- 
«<  mission  will  have  to  be  adopted,  and  that  the 
"  sewage,  whether  previoudy  clarified  or  not,  must 
<<  either  be  filtered  through  land  or  discharged  into 
*^  the  estuary  at  a  point  not  higher  than  the  sea 
^<  reach/'     It  was  because  of  that  sentence  which  I 
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h«ve  just  read  that  many  of  the  members  of  the 
Board  thought  that  it  woald  be  imprudent  of  the 
Board  to  publish  that  which  was  looked  upon  as 
coudemnatory  of  their  own  scheme,  especiallj  as 
Sir  Henry  had  gratuitously  put  it  in.  I  did  not 
myself  consider  that  Sir  Henry  had  gone  beyond  the 
reference,  and  I  used  the  very  best  endeavours  I  was 
able  to  put  forth,  both  in  the  committee  and  at  the 
Board,  to  get  this  report  printed  in  order  that  we 
might  consider  it.  For  it  is  manifest  as  r^ards  a 
report  of  this  kind  with  tables  and  diagrams  nobody 
could  consider  it  unless  they  could  take  it  home  and 
look  at  it  quietly,  and  I  eventually  succeeded  in  over- 
coming the  objection  of  my  colleagues  and  in  getting 
it  printed.  I  had  a  little  bit  to  trim  in  the  matter  ; 
and  as  I  could  not  get  it  printed  for  publication  I 
succeeded  by  a  resolution  in  getting  it  printed  for  the 
use  of  members  only,  which  was  r^Uy  what  I  wished, 
because  it  enabled  me  and  my  colleagues  to  master 
the  contents  of  the  report  and  so  to  guide  ourselves 
in  fhture  action. 

13.079.  But  has  Sir  Henry  Roscoe  not  been  con- 
sulted at  all  about  the  ultimate  scheme,  about  your 
present  plan  for  permanently  dealing  with  the  sewage  ? 
— NTo,  my  Lord,  not  at  all. 

13.080.  (Mr.  GrenfelL)  Who  has  ?— Dr.  William- 
son, Professor  Abel,  Dr.  I>upr6,  and  Dr.  Odling. 

13.081.  (Mn  Bosanquet,)  They  were  only  asked 
about  one  scheme,  put  forward  by  your  own  chemist  ? 
— Put  forward  by  our  own  chemist,  with  the  assist- 
ance of  the  committee,  and  after  having  taken  the 
advice  of  Dr.  Dupr6. 

13.082.  (Chairman.)  But  is  what  Sir  Henry 
Roscoe  refers  to,  **  carrying  out  one  or  other  of  the 
plans  suggested  by  Lord  BramweU's  Commission,'' 
something  different  from  what  you  are  doinji:  ? — Well, 
I  should  hardly  say  it  was  difierent,  my  Lord.  What 
we  are  doing  is  quite  in  conformity*with  the  recom- 
mendation of  Lord  BramwelPs  Commission,  but  we 
are  not  doing  the  whole  at  once.  I  do  not  know 
whether  I  should  be  taking  up  too  much  time  if  I 
just  referred  to  the  recommendations  of  Lord  Bram- 
well's  Commission.  I  could  then  tell  your  Lordship 
what  we  are  doing.  The  second  recommendation  is, 
"  We  are  of  opinion  that  it  is  neither  necessary  nor 
**  justifiable  to  discharge  the  sewage  of  the  Metropolis 
'*  ill  its  crude  state  into  any  part  of  the  Thames." 
We  are  erecting  works  now  at  Barking  on  the  north 
side  of  the  Thames,  and  at  Crossness  on  the  south 
side,  with  a  view  to  prevent  any  crude  sewage  of  any 
kind  going  into  the  Thames.  So  far  we  are  following 
Lord  Bramwell's  Commission.  "Thirdly,"  they  say, 
'*  we  are  of  opinion  that  some  process  of  deposition 
"  or  precipitation  should  be  used  to  separate  the  solid 
"  from  the  liquid  portions  of  the  sewage.*'  We  are 
erecting  large  precipitating  tanks  at  both  outfalls, 
with  a  view  to  separate  the  solid  from  the  liquid. 
"Fourthly,"  they  say,  "such  process  may  be  con- 
^*  veniently  and  speedily  applied  at  the  two  present 
"  main  outfalls."  That  is  where  we  are  about  to 
apply  it.  Next  they  pay,  "  The  solid  matter  deposited 
"  an  sludgp  can  be  applied  to  the  raising  of  low-lying 
"  lands  or  districts,  or  burnt,  or  dug  into  land,  or 
"  carried  out  to  sea."  We  have  at  present  one 
steamer  constructed,  and  we  are  on  the  point  of 
having  a  second  steamer  constructed,  for  carrying  the 
sludge  out  to  sea.  So  far,  your  Lordship  will  see,  we 
are  carrying  out  the  recommendation  of  Lord  Bram- 
well's  Commission  to  the  letter.  "  Seventhly,"  they 
say,  "  the  liquid  portion  of  the  sewage  remaining  after 
*'  the  precipitation  of  the  solids  may,  as  a  preliminary 
"  and  temporal^  measure,  be  suffered  to  esci^pe  into 
"  the  river."  That  is  exactly  what  we  propose  to  do 
with  it,  to  allow  it  to  escape  into  the  river  in  winter 
time  without  further  process,  but  in  summer  time,  or 
in  very  hot  weather,  or  -when  the  river  is  deficient  in 
oxygen,  by  adding  chemicals  to  it,  to  deodorise  it  and 
prevent  it  being  a  nuisance  in  the  river.  The  only 
point  at  present  in  which  we  are  not  carrying  out 
the  recommendation  of  the  Commission  is  this,  that 
we  are  not  making  any  arrangements  for  carrying 


this  effluent  lower  down  the  river  tlian  the  out&dls. 
At  the  time  of  Lord  Bramwell's  Commission  the 
experiments  with  nuingantfte  had  not  beea  made,  and 
I  feel  convinced  that  the  treatment  of  the  effluent 
with  manganate  and  aulphuric  acid  afW  the  sewage 
has  been  deprived  of  its  solid  matter  will  produce  an 
effluent  which  may  safely,  for  some  years  at  any  race, 
go  into  the  river  Thames.  The  alternative  to  testing 
this  and  trying  it  would  be  to  construct  works  of 
enormous  magniiude  to  carry  the  sewage  or  the 
effluent  down  some  distance  to  the  sea,  and  thoee 
works  would  inv<^ve  an  expenditure  of  8|  to  four  mfl- 
lions  of  money,  and  we  did  not  feel  justified,  in  view 
of  the  report  that  we  had  received  from  such  high 
scientific  men  as  the  gentlemen  whose  names  I  hare 
given  you^  in  undertaking  the  expenditure  of  such  an 
enormous  sum  for  works  until  we  had  tested  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Com- 
mission, the  turning  of  the  effluent  into  the  river  as  a 
preliminary  and  temporary  measure.  I  contend 
therefore,  my  Lord,  that  so  ^  we  have  not  only  not 
done  anything  contrary  to  the  recommendation  of 
Lord  BramwelFs  Commission,  but  we  have  carried 
out  nearly  every  recommendation  made  bj  tiiat 
Commission. 

18.083.  The  next  matter  complained  of  by  these 
gentlemen.  Colonel  Jones  and  Mr.  Bailey  Dentcm,  is 
your  refusal  "to  entertain  or  discuss  two  different 
tenders  "  from  them, "  whose  evidence  before  the  Royal 
"  Commission  on  Metropolitan  Sewage  Discharge 
"  had  been  pointedly  commended  to  the  Metropolitan 
"  Board  of  Works  by  that  high  authority,  as  indi- 
"  eating  a  permanent  remedy  for  the  pollnted  con- 
"  dition  of  the  river,  and  the  docks,  wharves,  and 
"  other  river-side  premises,  without  even  ascertaining 
"  the  probable  cost  of  such  permanent  remedy"?— 
I  think  I  may  say  that  that  is  not  the  case.  The 
engineer.  Sir  Joseph  Bazalgette,  reported  to  us  that 
lo  carry  the  sewage  to  Cauvey  Island  would  involve  a 
preliminary  outlay  of  from  3}  to  four  millions  of  capital, 
and  that  the  cost  of  getting  sewi^e  from  our  present 
outfalls  to  Canvey  Island  would  be  an  annual  sum  of 
215,000/.,  whereas  the  scheme  which  we  have  adopted 
involves  a  present  outlay  of  onlv  three-quarters  of  a 
million  of  capital  and  an  annual  outlay  of  118,000/. 
In  face  of  this  report,  we  did  not  think  it  was  right 
to  adopt  the  much  more  expensive  i^cheme,  especially 
as  the  Board's  scheme  is  mainly  founded  on  the 
recommendation  of  Lord  Bramwell's  Commisaon ;  but 
the  matter  was  fully  considered. 

18.084.  The  last  allegation  is  this,  "That  the 
"  determination  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works 
"  to  carry  into  effect  their  scheme  for  the  removal  of 
"  the  sludge  from  the  outfidls,  and  for  transporting  it 
"  in  specially  constructed  steam-vessels  to  Uie  sea  in 
"  the  neighbourhood  of  the  Nore  (from  whence  it 
"  may  reach  Margate  and  other  seaside  resorts,  to 
"  their  great  detriment)  is  opposed  to  the  general 
"  opinion  of  all  sanitary  authorities,  whilst  the 
"  expenditure  of  large  sums  of  money  chargeable  to 
"  the  ratepayers  for  this  purpose  is  contrary  to 
"  reason,  and  constitutes  an  irregularity  which  ought 
"  to  be  restrained."  What  have  you  to  say  to  that? 
— I  would  simply  refer  your  Lordship  to  the  Beport 
of  Lord  Bramwell's  Commission,  in  which  they  re* 
commend  as  one  of  their  recommendations  that  this 
sludge  should  be  carried  out  to  sea. 

13.085.  That  Is  one  of  the  alternatives  ?— That  is 
one  of  the  alternatives.  It  can  hardly  be  contrary  to 
reason  when  it  is  the  recommendation  of  such  eminent 
authorities  as  the  members  of  Lord  BramweU's 
Commission. 

13.086.  But  it  may  be  that  here  they  are  referring 
to  the  particular  neighbourhood  where  it  is  taken  to. 
"  in  the  neighbourhood  of  the  Nore,  from  whence  it 
may  reach  Margate  and  other  seaside  resorts  "  ? — ^There 
have  been  very  careful  experiments  made  with  sludge 
barges  originally,  and  those  experiments  have  been 
confirmed  by  taking  loads  of  sludge  in  the  new 
steamer  which  we  have;  and  the  reports  firom  Sir 
Joseph  Basalgette  upon  the  way  in  which  the  sludge 
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cinks  into  the  water  are  perfectly  satisfactory.  We 
have  DO  evidence  whatever  that  there  is  any  risk  to 
Margate  or  to  any  of  the  outlying  places.  Sapposing 
anything  of  that  kind  should  unfortunately  happen, 
it  would  simply  mean  chat  the  steamers  must  go 
further  away. 

13.087.  {Mr.  Bo^anguet.)  It  was  on  the  14th 
October  1885  that  you  referred  this  one  question  to 
the  four  chemists  ? — I  think  that  was  so. 

13.088.  That  we  know  was  only  a  question  as  to  a 
scheme  of  your  own  chemist.  Were  you  not  nfter 
that  receiving  and  entertaiuiug  proposids  and  schemes 
from  other  people  ? — I  do  not  think  we  can  be  said 
to  have  entertained  any  proposals  or  schemes  which 
were  at  all  at  variance  or  at  issue  with  our  scheme. 
It  is  quite  true  that  we  investigated  schemes  for  other 
iiieaufl  of  precipitation  and  deodorisadon,  but  they 
would  not  aifect  the  permanent  works  that  we  were 
constructiog. 

13.089.  That  is  what  I  am  asking.  There  were 
other  people  from  whom  you  received,  or  purpNorted 
to  receive,  other  schemes  for  dealing  with  the  sewage  ? 
— Oh,  innumerable  schemes. 

13.090.  You  did  not  submit  to  the  four  chemists  a 
choice  of  any  schemes  at  all  ? — No. 

13.091.  All  those  schemes,  of  which  Mr.  Wollheim's 
was  one,  which  came  from  other  people  you  kept 
to  your<»elves,  and  did  not  submit  to  the  four  chemists 
whom  you  were  paying  ? — Well,  we  usod  our  judg- 
ment upon  the  schemes.     There  were  many  schemes. 

13.092.  The  answer,  I  suppose,  is  "No"?— No, 
not  exactly.  There  were  many  schemes  which  were 
absurd  and  ridiculous  on  the  face  of  them,  which  no 
business  man  would  have  entertained  at  all.  There 
were  some,  like  Mr.  WoUheim's  scheme,  which  might 
possibly  have  had  something  in  them.  We  used  our 
judgment  as  business  meu,  and  in  the  case  of  Mr. 
WoUbeim  we  had  the  matter  investigated,  because, 
supposing  Mr.  WoUheim's  scheme  had  proved  to  be 
a  good  one,  it  would  have  been  able  to  be  worked 
with  the  precipitation  tanks  and  the  works  which 
we  were  erecting  just  as  well  as  our  own  scheme. 
It  was  merely  a  choice  of  chemicals  as  against  our 
own  chemicals,  but  not  involving  any  alteration  or 
variation  in  the  main  features  of  the  works. 

13,098.  As  a  fact  you  did  not  submit  that  scheme 
ns  well  as  your  own  chemist's  scheme  to  the  four 
chemists?— Although  it  might  have  suited  the  same 
permanent  works,  Mr.  WoUheim's  scheme  was  so 
evidently  inferior  to  our  own  scheme  that  there  was 
no  need  whatever  to  submit  it  to  the  chemists. 

13.094.  Yon  submitted  no  other? — No,  we  sub- 
mitted no  other. 

13.095.  Although  these  people  were  dealing  with 
you  for  two  years  after  that  ? — Which  people  ? 

13.096.  The  other  people  whose  schemes  were 
before  you  were  corresponding  with  you  up  to  the 
year  1887  ? — There  were  certain  inventors,  especially 
Mr.  Wollheim,  who  kept  in  correspondence  with  us. 

13.097.  Did  you  inform  them  that  you  were  only 
submitting  to  the  four  chemists  the  one  scheme  of 
your  own  officer  ? — No.  If  we  had  found  auything 
better  subsequently,  we  should  have  {ibandoned  our 
own  scheme  and  taken  theirs. 

1 3.098.  The  lour  outside  chemists  had  no  opportunity 
of  judging  between  the  outside  inventors'  plans  and 
the  plan  of  your  own  chemiat? — No:  not  those  who 
applied  subsequently. 

13.099.  Nobody?  You  submitted  no  outside  in- 
vention to  the  four  chemists,  but  only  that  of  your 
own  officer  ? — ^Dr.  Dnpre  was  aware  of  the  schemes 
Avhich  had  been  submitted  to  us  prior  to  the  matter 
being  referred  to  the  four  chemists ;  but  afterwards, 
of  course,  the  inventors  who  came  to  us  did  not  have 
their  schemes  submitted. 

13.100.  Yon  only  submitted  one.  Now  Lord 
BramweU's  Commission  cross-examined  a  great  many 
engineers  and  a  great  nciany  chemists? — Yes. 

13.101.  Of  the  highest  authority,  I  suppose? — 
Yes. 
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13.102.  And  I  suppose  those  who  sat  on  the  com- 
mission were  people  of  authority  too  ? — ^Yes. 

13.103.  Did   not  they  report   In  effect  that  your 

precipation  works  at  the  present   outfalb  could  only  

be  a  temporary  measure  ;  that  you  must  ultimately           3/,., 
take  your  sewage  much  lower  down  towards  the  sea  ?     £.  B,  Cook, 
— I  thought  I  read  the  pa&sage.  

13.104.  Without  going  through  all  the  words  of  it, 
is  not  that  all  they  say — it  can  only  be  a  temporary 
mcasui*e  to  have  the  precipitation  works  at  the  present 
ontlalls  ? — That  was  undoubtedly  the  eiFect  of  their 
recommendation. 

13.105.  You  had  published  a  report  in  1887  in 
which  you  throw  over  the  recommendation  of  Lord 
BramweU's  Commission,  had  you  not? — 1  do  not 
think  so. 

13.106.  I  think  you  say  that  <*the  Board  gave  the 
"  most  carefnl  attention  to  the  Commissioners'  Report 
"  and  to  the  evidence  upon  which  their  conclusions 
"  were  arrived  at.  Notwithstanding;,  however,  the 
"  great  weight  to  be  attached  to  the  opinions  and 
**  recommendations  of  the  Commissioners,  the  Board 
"  felt  that  it  could  not  divest  itself  of  the  statutory 
''  responsibility  which  devolved  upon  it,  of  advising 
"  a  scheme  of  dealing  with  the  sewnge  which  should 
"  be  at  the  same  time  thoroughly  effective  and  yet 
"  not  unnecessarily  burdensome  to  the  ratepayers,  upon 
"  whom  the  expense  would  fall.  Some  of  the  Com- 
**  missioners'  conclusions  received  the  ready  assent 
"  of  the  Board  "  ?— Yes. 

13.107.  That  rather  implies  that  you  did  not  accept 
the  other  conclusions.  What  you  say  afterwards  is 
"That  the  Board  conceived  it  to  be  its  duty  to 
"  endeavour,  under  competent  advice,  to  iinfl  some 
"  other  method  sufficiently  effective  to  obviate  the 
"  nec^sity  of  eaith  filtration,**  that  is,  some  other 
method  tlian  this  i^ecom mended  by  Lord  BramweU's 
Commission.  Now,  you  did  employ  Sir  Henry 
Boscoe  ? — Not  in  connexion  with  this  matter. 

13.108.  Just  let  us  ^ee  what  you  have  done.  You 
have  entered  into  contracts,  not  for  the  temporary 
treatment  of  the  sewage  at  the  present  outfalls,  but 
for  permanent  works  for  permanently  treating  the 
sewage  at  those  same  outfalls  ? — Yes. 

13.109.  I  think  you  have  put  the  cost  a  little  too 
low,  have  not  you  ?  What  are  the  contracts  you 
have  entered  into  ?  First  there  is  one  with  Messrs. 
Mowleoiy  I  think  ? — ^The  figures  can  be  handed  in. 
I  cannot  give  them  from  memory. 

13.110.  That  is  something  like  a  million,  is  not  it  ? 
Have  not  you  entered  into  contracts  first  with  Messrs. 
Mowlem,  and  afterwards  with  Mr.  Webster  for  per- 
manent precipitation  works  at  the  present  outfall  ? — 
Yes. 

13.111.  And  is  not  the  amount  of  those  contracts 
with  the  other  works  which  have  got  to  be  made  a 
million  of  money  ? — Well,  I  should  not  like  to  say. 
Mr.  White  will  hand  it  in,  whatever  it  is. 

(Mr.  Meadows  fVhlte.)  I  think  you  have  the 
figures. 

(^Chairituin.)  I  have  them  somewhere,  but  they  do 
not  give  them  all. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  Sir  Joseph  Bazalgette  gave 
them,  I  think. 

13.112.  {Mr,  Bosanquet.)  You  did  (»mploy  Sir 
Henry  Roscoe,  as  we  know  ? — Yes. 

13.113.  And  I  think  he  reported  to  you  at  the  end 
of  last  year,  on  the  9th  December  1887? — He  has 
reported  several  times. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  That  is  the  date  uf  the 
report. 

13.114.  {Mr.  Bosanquet.)  There  is  a  preliminary 
report  on  the  7th  August  and  then  his  final  report 
as  far  as  I  know  is  on  the  9th  December  of  last  year  ? 
— ^Yes ;  although  the  final  report  states  that  there  is 
still  another  report  to  come. 

13.115.  That  is  the  last  report  that  he  has  made. 
At  the  commeucement  of  this  year  a  number  of  people 
were  asking  to  see  what  Sir  Henry  Roscoe  reported 
upon  this  matter  ?  —Yes. 
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13.116.  At  first,  I  think  Mr.  Bailey  Denton  and 
others  asked,  and  then  a  number  of  vestnes  and 
di.Hrict  boards  wanted  to  know  ?— Yes. 

13.117.  Did  the  requests  from  the  vestries  and 
district  boards  for  information  go  on  from  April  up 
till  June  ?— Yes,  I  think  they  went  on  qmte  as  long 
as  that. 

13.118.  Ami  did  you  answer  them  all  that  the 
report  of  Sir  Uenvj  Roscoe  was  a  confidential  com- 
munication which  the  Board  could  not  publish,  or 
something  to  that  effect?— I  have  no  doubt  that  was 
the  answer  that  was  sent  to  them. 

13  119  In  the  meantime  you  were  making  a  con- 
tract\vith  Mr.  Webster  for  about  half  a  million  of 
money,  were  not  you  ?— Yes,  a  large  contract. 

13.120.  For  permanent  works  at  the  Crossness 
outfall  ?— Yes. 

13.121.  And  Sir  Henry  Roscoe's  report  was  in 
effect  that  whatever  might  be  done  temporarily  m  the 
end  you  would  have  to  do  what  Lord  Bramwell  s 
Commission  had  told  you  to  do?— Yes. 

13.122.  That  was  the  thing  which  you  kept  back, 
not  only  from  the  inventors,  but  from  the  vestries  and 
district  boards  who  had  sent  you  to  the  Metropolitan 
Board  ?— Yes ;  but  will  you  aUo^  me  to  point  out 
that  there  is  nothing  inconsistent  between  the  two, 
because  the  permanent  works  that  we  have  erected  at 
Barking  and  at  Crossness  will  still  be  required  if  we 
carry  out  the  recommendations  of  the  Royal  Com- 
mission  and  take  the  effluent  lower  down. 

13.123.  Do  you  understand  Sir  Henry  Roscoe's 
report  not  to  be  against  the  system  which  you  were 
carrying  out  at  this  expense  of  a  million  of  money  ?— 
Not  in  the  slightest. 

13.124.  Will  you  tell  me  why  it  was  that  you  did 
not  publish  it?— I  cannot  tell  you  exactly.  I  tried 
all  I  could  to  get  it  published,  but  the  members  of  the 
Board  seemed  to  think  it  was  c^poeed  to  our  scheme. 
I  wished  it  to  be  published. 

13.125.  The  members  of  the  Board  generally  did 
not  publish  it,  because  they  thought  it  was  against 
the  scheme  which  they  were  carrying  out  ?— Some  of 
them  undoubtedly,  and  the  majority  of  the  members 
erroneously  thought  so.  i        .      ^ 

13.126.  That  8eem«  to  have  been  their  objecUon  ? — 

Yes. 

13.127.  And  they  kept  it  back  from  the  vestries 
and  disUict  boards  who  had  sent  them  to  the  Metro- 
politan Board  until  the  substance  of  Sir  Henry 
Roscoe's  report  appeared  in  a  newspaper  ? — ^I  do  not 
think  that  was  the  reason  why.  They  had  previously 
made  up  their  minds  that  the  whole  matter  should  be 
published  before  the  substance  appeared  in  a  news- 
paper. 

13,12i:{.  I  have  got  the  minutes  before  me.  You 
declined  to  communicate  it  to  any  member  of  the 
public  up  to  the  beginning  of  June,  and  1  see  on  the 
Ist  June  of  this  year :  ''The  clerk  presented  a  letter 
«  from  Mr.  Harding,  clerk  to  the  vestry  of  Ken- 
«  singron,  ^taiins:  that  the  vestry  understood  that  the 
"  Report  of  Sir  Henry  Roscoe's  on  the  Deodorisation 
*'  of  Sewage  had  appeared  in  public  prints,  and  again 
*'  asking  the  Board  to  furnish  the  vestry  with  a 
"  copy."  That  was  after  you  had  once  declined,  was 
not  it?— I  have  no  doubt  that  everybody  else  had 
been  refused  previously. 

13.129.  Including    the   vestry  of   Kensmgton? — 

Yes. 

13.130.  Three  days  afterwards  I  see  Sir  Henry 
Roscoe  attended  the  committee,  and  stated  "that  a 
**  great  portion  of  his  report  on  sewage  deodorisation 
"  had  appeared  in  a  provincial  newspaper,  and  he 
-  advised*  that,  as  considerable  discussion  had  taken 
«  place  on  the  subject,  the  whole  report  should  be 
«  made  public  by  the  Board."  Then  it  was  moved 
by  Mr.  Selwav,  and  seconded  by  Mr.  Hill,  "that  the 
"  Board  be  recommended  to  withdraw  the  privacy  of 
"  Sir  Henry  Roscoe's  general  report,  and  send  a  copy 
*•  to  any  vestry  or  district  board,"  and  that  was 
carried  ? — And  that  was  carried. 


13.131.  Then  it  was  not  until  it  had  leaked  out  in 
the  public  press  that  you  communicated  it.  On  the 
8th  June  you  seem  to  have  allowed  it  to  be  sent  to 
some  of  the  district  boards  and  vestries.  At  the  end 
of  the  month  of  May  I  think  you  had  acoepted 
Mr.  Webster's  tender,  had  not  you  ? — Somewhere 
about  that  time. 

13.132.  So  that  in  effect  you  were  running  through 
Mr.  Webster's  tender  at  the  time  that  the  vestries 
and  district  boards  were  wanting  to  know  what  it  was 
Sir  Henry  Roscoe  said  about  this  matter  ? — No.  1 
must  again  explain  that  Sir  Henr}'  Roscoe's  report 
was  on  a  different  matter.  Sir  Henry  Roscoe's  report 
is  mainly  upon  the  state  of  the  River  Thames. 

13.133.  I  am  speaking  of  what  he  reports  upon 
this  matter.  "  Looking,  however,  at  the  broad 
"  question  of  the  permanent  disposal  of  the  metro- 
"  politan  sewage,  and  believing  that  the  use  of 
"  deodorants  ought  to  be  regarded  only  as  a  tem- 
"  porary  expedient,  I  feel  convinced  that  sooner  or 
"  later  the  recommendation  of  Lord  Bramwell's  * 
"  Commission  will  have  to  be  adopted,  and  that  the 
"  sewage,  whether  previously  clarified  or  not.  must 
"  either  be  filtered  through  land  or  discharged  into 
"  the  estuary  at  a  point  not  higher  than  the  sea 
"  reach."  That  is  what  he  repcurted  upon  this  very 
question? — I  wish  to  draw  attention  to  the  words 
"whether  clarified  or  not."  The  object  of  these 
works  at  Barking  and  at  Crossness  is  to  clarify  the 
effluent,  and  when  we  have  clarified  it,  there  is  nothing 
in  the  world  to  prevent  us  from  carrying  out  the 
whole  of  the  Report  of  the  Royal  Commission,  and 
carrying  the  clarified  effluent  down,  as  Sir  Henry 
Roscoe  says.  It  seemed  to  me  to  be  a  great  mistake 
on  the  part  of  the  members  of  the  Board  to  regard 
that  sentence  as  in  any  way  in  conflict  with  the 
scheme  of  the  Board,  and  I  wish  the  report  had  been 
published  the  day  it  had  been  received. 

13.134.  Your  view  is  that  they  might  have  pub- 
lished Sir  Hem*y  Roscoe's  report,  and  gone  on  doing 
just  what  they  did? — £xactly  so. 

13.135.  As  a  fact,  they  kept  their  constituents  in 
ignorance  while  they  were  making  the  contraet.  You 
think  it  was  a  mistake  to  keep  them  in  ignorance  ? — 
Certainly. 

13.136.  (Mr.  GrenfelL)  I  think  I  understood  you 
to  say  that  you  considered  that  the  opinion  in  the 
latter  part  of  Sir  Henry  Roscoe's  report  was  rather 
beyond  the  refei'ence  which  was  made  to  him  ?— Yes, 
he  was  not  asked  to  advise  the  Board  upon  the  per- 
manent question.  It  was  simply  with  reference  to 
the  state  of  the  Thames,  and  what  we  were  doing — 
not  with  reference  to  the  permanent  process,  but  \vith 
the  sewage  in  its  crude  state  as  it  now  runs  into  Ihe 
Thames. 

13.137.  {Mr,  Bosanquet.)  As  I  understand,  nobody 
has  ever  been  asked  about  any  scheme,  except  that  of 
your  own  chemist ;  neither  the  four  chemists  you  have 
employed  nor  Sir  Henry  Roscoe  ? — Except  Dr. 
Dupre. 

13.138.  He  was  the  chembt  called  on  behalf  of  the 
Board  before  Lord  Bramwell's  Commission  ? — Yes ; 
and  he  attended  subsequently,  as  the  letters  which  1 
have  here  will  show,  to  advise  with  the  chemists  and 
the  engineers  upon  the  sewage  question  generally. 

13.139.  Lord  Bramwell's  Commission  did  not  agree 
with  the  evidence  of  Dr.  Dupr6  ? — I  do  not  think  they 
did. 

13.140.  You  went  on  employing  as  your  chemist 
one  of  the  chemists  whom  Lord  Bramwell's  Commis- 
sion had  before  them^  and  against  whom  they  had 
reported  ? — ^Yes,  I  think  that  may  be  said  to  be  so. 

13.141.  Not  may  be,  but  it  was  a  fact,  was  not  it  ? 
— I  think  that  the  evidence  that  the  B<Mrd  adduced 
before  Lord  Bramwell's  Commission  was  given  at  a 
time  when  the  Thames  was  in  a  very  different  con- 
dition to  that  in  which  it  became  afterwards,  and  that 
what  applied  daring  wet  seasons  and  when  the 
Thames  was  in  the  state  that  it  was  when  Lord 
Bramwell's  Commission  was  sitting,  did  not  apply  a 
few  years  later  ^  when  we  had  much  hotter  weather, 
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inaeh  less  water  coming  from  Teddington  Lock,  and 
the  river  very  deficient  in  oxygen  and  unable  to 
oxydbe  the  sewage  which  came  in.  It  is  qoite  trae 
that  a  good  many  of  those  chemists  who  gave  evidence 
be6Dre  Lord  Bramwell's  Commission  have  now  changed 
their  views.  Dr.  Dupre  has  changed  his  view,  for 
instance,  and  our  own  chemist^  Mr.  Dibden,  has 
changed  his  view  about  the  possibility  of  the  river 
dealing  with  crude  sewage.  It  was  beeftuse  the  Com- 
missioners came  to  the  conclusion  that  the  river  could 
not  deal  with  sewage  without  first  of  all  precipi- 
tating the  solid  matter  out  of  it,  that  their  report 
was  opposed  to  the  evidence  given  by  Dr.  Dupre. 
Dr.  Dnpr6, 1  think,  feels  the  same  now. 

13,1^.  You  have  ordered,  and  had  constructed, 
I  understand,  a  vessel  for  taking  the  sludge  out  to 
sea  ? — ^Yes. 

13.143.  Has  <ihat  been  used  yet  ? — ^Yes. 

13.144.  That  has  been  tried  ;  has  it  ?— Yes. 

13.145.  It  is  now  taking  sludge  out  to  sea  ? — ^Not 
regularly.  We  aie  treating  at  Crossness  something 
like  nine  millions  of  gallons  a  day,  or  we  did  for  a 
long  time,  of  sewage,  in  order  to  dioroughly  get  into 
the  working  of  the  pei*manent  process  which  was  to 
be  adopted,  and  this  nine  million  gallons  oi  sewage 
per  day  naturally  gave  us  a  large  quantity  of  sludge ; 
and  we  have  been  testing  the  ^'  Bazalgette,"  which  is 
the  steamer  you  refer  to,  with  the  sludge  which  is 
obtained  in  this  very  large  experimental  way, 

13.146.  You  have  used  it  and  found  it  succeed  ? — 
Yes. 

13.147.  You  find  that  it  will  carry  the  sludge  ? — 
Yes. 

13.148.  That  process  is  being  adopted.  Of  course 
your  estimate,  whatever  it  is, — I  put  it  at  above  a  million 
of  money,  as  to  the  cost  of  this  work, — is  exclusive  of 
the  cost  of  these  steamers  ? — Yes. 

13.149.  {Mr,  Winch.)  As  I  understand  the  diffe- 
rence in  the  cost,  it  is  this :  you  precipitate  at  Cross- 
ness now  ;  the  consequence  is  you  have  the  effluent 
at  Crossness,  and  the  sludge  to  take  from  Crossness  to 
the  sea  ? — Yes. 

13.150.  If  you  did  not  precipitate  at  Crossness  but 
at  Sea  Reach,  then  the  same  sewer  which  may  after- 
wards be  constructed  for  carrying  effluent,  would  carry 
the  whole  of  it,  thick  matter  as  well  as  thin,  if  I  may 
so  put  it,  right  away  down  to  Sea  Reach  ? — But  the 
permanent  expense  of  the  sewer  for  carrying  the 
sewage  would  be  very  much  lai^ger  than  the  current 
expense  of  the  sewer  for  carrying  the  effluent. 

13.151.  It  is  a  mere  question  of  economy.  Sup- 
posing you  had  got  the  scheme  to  consider  with  all 
the  light  before  you,  would  you  precipitate  at 
Crossness  and  build  works  there  or  build  tbem  at 
Sea  Reach  ? — ^I  should  precipitate  at  Crossness  and 
Barking,  and  I  should  build  works  there.  1  think 
that  would  be  cheaper. 

13.152.  But  you  have  got  the  sludge  further  to 
carry  ? — Yes. 

13.153.  Why  do  you  say  it  would  be  cheaper? — 
First  of  all  because  we  save  the  capital  outlay  of  the 
sewer  from  Crossness  down  to  Sea  Reach. 

13.154.  At  present  ? — ^Yes,  at  present 

13.155.  Therefore,  if  the  effluent  will  flow  in  at 
Crossness  to  the  river  and  do  no  harm  you  will 
permanently  save  it  ? — ^We  should  permanently  save  it. 

13.156.  If,  however,  it  turns  out  that  the  expedient 
does  not  answer,  then  you  will  be  no  worse  off  than 
you  would  have  been,  because  you  will  then  build  your 
sewer  ? — Precisely  so.     That  is  my  view  of  it. 

13.157.  (3fr.  Meadows  White,)  I  have  now  the 
figures  before  me,  and  the  Northern  Outfall  Sewage 
Precipitation  Works  are  contracted  for  at  406,000/., 
the  Crossness  Outfall  Precipitation  Works  are  con- 
tracted for  at  259,000/.,  that  makes  665,000/.  ?— I 
.said  three-quarters  of  a  million ;  that  was  the  figure  I 
had  in  my  head. 

13.158.  That  would  allow  for  the  expense  of  the 
steamers  ? — Yes. 

13.159.  I  wish  this  to  be  quite  understood. — I 
think  I  have  followed  you  in  the  matter,  that  these 


precipitation  works  are  permanent  works  carrying 
out  pro  tanto  the  recommendation  of  the  Royal 
Commission  presided  over  by  Lonl  Bramwell  ? — 
Exactly  so. 

13,160«  It  is  not  the  "  temporary  palliative  "  upon 
which  the  four  chemists  report? — The  four  chemists 
did  not  report  upon  the  "temporary  palUative." 
They  reported  upon  the  permanent  question. 

13.161.  They  reported  upon  the  effluent  ? — Yes. 

13.162.  Not  upon  the  nature  of  the  works? — ^Not 
upon  the  works  at  all. 

13.163.  That  was  a  matter  for  your  engineer  ?^^ 
Yes. 

13.164.  Have  you  any  reason  to  believe  that  these 
works  are  not  properly  designed  and  properly  adequate 
for  their  purpose  ? — From  personal  inspection,  as  far 
as  I  am  able  to  judge  as  a  manufacturer  and  a  man 
used  to  machinery,  the  buildings  ami  plant  there  I 
consider  the  most  magnificent  sewage  works  probably 
in  the  world. 

13.165.  As  I  understand  it,  since  this  report  of  the 
Commission  there  have  been  chemical  expedients 
either  invented  or  brought  into  prominent  notice, 
which  may  ultimately  save  the  carriage  of  the  effluent 
to  the  sea? — That  is  so.  There  was  nothing  said 
about  the  manganate  process  before  Lord  Bramwdl's 
Conmiission,  and  if  that  should  prevent  the  carrying 
of  the  sewage  all  the  way  down,  the  ratepayers  will 
be  very  considerable  gainers.  If,  on  the  other  hand, 
it  should  be  found  in  practice  that  it  will  not  prevent 
the  effluent  from  going  into  the  Thames,  then  the 
ratepayers  will  be  no  worse  off  in  the  end  than  they 
woul<i  have  be^n  if  we  had  gone  straight  to  carry  out 
all  the  recommendations. 

13.166.  Before  I  pass  from  the  question  of  the 
sewage,  and  the  matters  with  which  you  have  been 
dealing,  I  will  ask  you  one  question  with  reference  to 
Mr.  WoUheim.  What  was  the  reason  why  Mr.  WoU- 
heim's  process  was  rejected? — ^It  was  the  report 
that  we  received  from  Somerset  House,  from  the 
tribunal  that  Mr.  Wollheim  had  elected  to  judge  on 
the  question.  That  report  was  as  definite  as  ever  it 
could  be,  and  after  receiving  that  we  were  obliged  to 
abandon  all  ideas  of  using  Mr.  Wollheim's  process. 

13.167.  Can  you  give  me  shortly  what  the  report 
was  ? — Yes ;  it  is  rather  a  long  report.  Of  course, 
the  crux  of  the  whole  matter  is  what  kind  of  effluent 
it  left. 

13.168.  {Chairman.)  The  date  of  it  is  the  18th 
of  May  1887 ?— The  18th  of  May  1887.  They  say: 
"  The  effluents,  which  were  strongly  alkaline,  were 
**  very  clear  and  bright,  and  showed  no  tendency  to 
"  decomposition.  Preservative  or  antiseptic  action, 
"  which  seems  to  be  very  effective  so  long  as  the 
^^  effluents  remain  alkaline,  is  not  maintained  when 
"  the  excess  of  caustic  lime  is  neutralized  by  a 
**  mineral  acid — carbonic  acid  gas,  or  a  large  quantity 
*•  of  tap  water.**  Then  on  the  following  page: 
"  Then  a  development  of  the  fungoid  matters,  and 
"  the  microscopic  organisms  soon  takes  place,  this 
^^  being  at  least  as  rapid  and  extensive  as  in  the 
"  sewage  which  had  been  merely  filtered."  Then 
the  next  paragraph  is :  '^  Also  when  the  effluents 
were  mixed  with  a  large  excess  of  water**  (which 
is  exactly  what  these  would  be  when  they  got  into 
the  Thames)  **  from  the  Thames,  which  had  the 
<^  effect  of  neutralizing  the  lime,  a  similar  stimulation 
'*  of  vibrionic  and  bacterial  life  occurred."  Then  if 
your  Lordship  will  look'  at  page  74,  speaking  not  of 
the  sludge,  but  of  the  precipitating  agent  used  by 
Mr.  Wollheim,  they  say  :—  **  We  have  also  tested  the 
^  antiseptic  properties  in  the  precipitants  used  against 
**  a  similar  quantity  of  milk  of  lime  with  the  result 
**  that  the  former  was  no  more  effective  in  retarding 
•*  putrefactive  changes  in  certain  organic  mixtures 
"  than  the  latter."  Then  towards  the  bottom  of  the 
same  page  :  **  We  are  therefore  led  to  the  conclusion 
that  it  would  not  be  safe  **  (the  words  are  strong,  yon 
will  see)  "  to  allow  the  effluents,  more  particularly 
**  those  obtained  from  a  second  or  third  treatment,  to 
**  be  discharged  into  the  Thames.'* 
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13.169.  The  next  paragraph  is  important  too»  I 
think? — ^**Our  experiments  were  carried  on  during 
'^  cold  weather,  and,  from  the  results  obtained,  we 
^*  have  no  doubt  it  would  be  still  more  objectionable 
^'  to  discharge  the  effluents  into  the  river  during  the 
♦*  hot  weather."  Then  on  page  76,  your  Lordship 
will  see  that  having  examined  the  cakes  which  were 
pressed  from  Mr.  WoUheim'n  sludge,  the  reporters 
say  : — *^  These  results  do  not  lead  to  the  conclusion 
**  that  even  the  pressed  cake  would  have  any  import- 
<<  ant  value  as  a  manure."  This  ]:!eport  is  signed  by 
Dr.  Bell,  Fellow  of  the  Hoyal  Society,  Mr.  Bannister, 
Mr.  Lewin,  and  Mr.  Proctor,  all  of  whom  were  the 
referees  that  Mr.  Wollheim  had  himself  chosen  to 
settle  whether  the  thing  was  of  value  or  not.  Then 
I  ought  to  add,  as  an  addition  to  that,  that  while  the 
process  did  not  seem  to  be  effective,  it  was  at  least 
ten  times  as  costly  as  the  process  that  the  Board  had 
adopted ;  for  it  practically  comes  to  be  a  lime  process, 
and  the  average  quantity  of  lime  used  by  Mr.  Wollheim 
in  his  three  separate  processes,  the  first  precipitation, 
the  second  precipitation,  and  the  third  precipitation, 
comes  to  something  like  35  or  from  that  to  40  grains 
to  a  gallon,  whereas  the  quantity  of  lime  which  the 
Board  found  to  be  effective  in  their  large  experiments 
at  Crossness  is  3*7  grains  per  gallon.  If  you  were  to 
take  Mr.  Wollheim's  as  37  grains,  and  theirs  as 
3*7  grains,  you  will  see  that  Mr.  Wollheim  uses  ten 
times  the  amount  of  lime  which  we  use  at  Crossness. 
Therefore,  having  regard  to  the  report  we  received 
from  Mr.  Wollheim's  own  referees,  and  the  fact  that 
it  was  so  much  more  costly,  we  were  driven  to  the 
conclusion  that  there  was  nothing  in  that  process 
that  would  be  of  any  advantage  whatever  to  us,  and 
we  had  to  discard  it. 

13.170.  {^Mr.  Meadows  IVTiite.)  Then  you  gave  the 
fuUest  scope  to  the  experiments  which  had  been  made, 
and  considered  them  ? — In  my  memory  I  do  not 
remember  that  any  other  inventor  has  been  so 
favourably  treated  as  Mr.  Wollheim.  He  first  of  all 
made  a  iO-gallons  experiment.  He  then  made  a 
laiger  experiment  with  1,000  gallons,  and  then  he 
made  an  experiment  with  one-sixth  of  1,000,000  gal- 
Ions,  and  those  were  all  done  with  great  care.  Of  course 
we  all  regretted  the  fact  that  the  seal  was  broken  by 
an  injudicious  servant.  This  servant  was  censured. 
Our  expression  of  regret  was  sent  to  Mr.  Wollheim, 
and  the  Board  arranged  that  a  whole  series  of  the 
experiments  should  be  gone  through  under  most 
careful  conditions  as  an  amende  for  the  fact  that  this 
accident  had  occurred.  ITie  oflicer  was  severely 
censured,  and  I  do  not  know  that  the  Board  could 
have  done  more  than  they  did  in  that  matter. 

13.171.  I  believe  this  scheme  did  not  commend 
itself  after  experiments,  because  if  it  had  succeeded 
you  would  have  been  able  to  work  it  with  the  pre- 
cipitation at  the  outfalls  ? — Tlie  same  works  which 
we  are  erecting  for  the  process  that  we  have  adopted 
would  have  been  applicable  then  to  Mr.  Wollheim's 
process,  had  it  succeeded  in  its  chemical  fe.nture6. 

13.172.  Now  prising  from  this  subject,  with  the 
permission  of  the  Commissioners,  I  will  ask  you  one  or 
two  general  questions  about  the  working  of  the  Board. 
You  have  a  very  large  business  experience  I  believe  ? 
— Yes,  I  am  a  senior  partner  in  a  very  large  manu- 
facturing firm  of  soap  makers  and  chemical  manure 
manufacturers.  Of  course  I  was  instructed  in 
chemistry  in  order  to  apply  it  to  my  own  business; 
and  I  understand  applied  chemistry  perhaps  rather 
better  than  theoretical  chemistry. 

13.173.  I  think  you  have  been  a  member  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  since  June  1865? — 
Yes. 

13.174.  And  as  you  have  told  Lord  Herschell  you 
are  the  deputy  chairman  of  the  Board  ? — Yes. 

13.175.  I  believe  you  have  attended  with  regularity 
the  meetings  of  the  Board,  and  the  Works  and 
General  Purposes  Committee,  since  your  first  appoint- 
ment } — Yes,  more  or  less,  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that 
I  was  a  very  good  attendant  at  one  time,  but  still  I 
have  been  a  regular  attendant,  taking  it  all  round. 


13.176.  I  think  that  you  have  had  prepared  for  yoii 
to  present  to  the  Commission  a  libt  of  the  committees 
and  sub-committees  as  at  present  constituted  ? — Yes. 
I  felt  that  the  attention  of  the  Commission  had  been 
so  much  directed  to  one  particular  small  department  of 
the  Board  tliat  it  was  very  important  that  the  Com- 
mission should  have  before  them  the  enormous  amouiit 
of  work  in  different  departments  that  takes  up  the 
attention  of  the  members.  I  have  h^  the  agenda  papers 
for  three  months  bound  up  to  present  to  the  Commis- 
sion. [  The  same  were  handed  tn.]  I  find,  my  Lord, 
that  in  that  three  months  there  were  no  less  than  117 
meetings  of  the  different  committees  and  sab-com- 
mittees of  the  Board,  and  that  the  nnmber  of  items 
disposed  of  during  that  time  by  the  several  committees 
was  4,497.  Perhaps  I  might  be  allowed  to  state  what 
are  some  of  these  committees. 

13.177.  I  wish  you  would  give  them,  so  as  to 
get  it  upon  the  notes.  Perhaps  you  will  just  kindly 
read  the  memorandum  ? — ^The  Works  and  General 
Pnrposes  Committee  is  the  principal  committee  of 
the  Board,  and  consists  of  all  the  members.  Before 
12  o'clock  it  deals  with  compensation  claims  under  the 
Artisans'  Dwellings  and  Street  Improvements  Aces, 
and  after  12  with  the  sale  and  letting  of  land.  It 
draws  cheques  and  seals  documents,  and  all  general 
questions  are  considered  and  conclusions  reported  to 
the  Board.  Next  to  that  we  have  a  very  important 
committee  of  the  whole  Board,  called  the  Appeal 
Committee.  It  deals  with  matters  arising  ubder 
the  Metropolis  Local  Management  Act,  where  the 
appeals  are  from  the  local  authorities  to  the  Metro- 
politan Board.  The  Board  there  is  sitting  as  a  judicial 
authority. 

13.178.  That  is  under  the  2llth  and  212th  sections 
of  ihe  Metropolis  Management  Act  of  1855,  and  the 
29th  section  of  the  Metropolis  Management  Act, 
1862  P—That  is  so. 

13.179.  It  principally  deals,  I  believe,  with  local 
sewage  questions  ? — With  local  sewage  questions. 
Then  we  have  the  Finance  Committee,  which  con- 
siders all  financial  questions,  examines  accounts, 
recommends  payments,  considers  and  reports  on  the 
applications  for  loans,  and  submits  a  fortnightly 
financial  statement  to  the  Board.  Then  we  have  the 
Fire  Brigade  Committee,  which  exercises  nearly  all 
the  powers  of  the  Board  under  the  Fire  Brigade  Act, 
1865,  except  the  appointment  and  removal  of  officers, 
increase  of  stations,  <&c.,  which  is  retained  in  the 
hands  of  the  Board.  Then  we  have  the  Building  Act 
Committee,  which  the  Commission  probably  knows 
a  great  deal  about,  which  considers  all  applications 
under  the  Metropolitan  Building  Acts,  and  the  sections 
of  the  Metropolis  Management  Acts  as  to  formation 
of  streets,  lines  of  frontage,  Ac,  construction  of 
theatres  and  music  halls  examined  by  a  sub*oommittee. 
This  Committee  reports  to  the  Board,  and  the  Board 
decide  upon  the  applications.  Then  we  have  (he 
Parks  Committee,  which  ''considers  and  reports  on 
"  all  matters  connected  with  the  Board's  parks  and 
"  open  spaces  ;  only  power  to  order  expenditure  up 
''  to  10/. 

13.180.  Any  larger  expenditure  has  to  go  before 
the  Board  ? — Any  larger  expenditure  has  to  go  before 
the  Board.  Then  we  have  the  Parliamentary  Com- 
mittee, which  "  watches  the  progress  of  the  BoardV 
''  Bills  and  other  Bills  affecting  the  metropolis 
''  through  Parliament ;  advises  the  Board  what  Bills 
^  should  be  opposed  ;  does  not  promote  Bills."  Then 
we  have  a  very  important  committee  indeed,  the 
Special  Purposes  and  Sanitary  Committee.  That 
considers  "  as  to  sras-testinff — the  illuminating  power 
''  and  the  purity  of  the  gas  supplied  to  the  nitepayers  of 
'*  London, — the  sale  and  storage  of  petroleum,  sale  and 
"  conveyance  of  explosives,  supervision  of  slaughter- 
*'  houses  and  offensive  businesses,  dairies,  and  works, 
"  Infant  Life  Protection  Act."  I  do  not  wish  to 
appear  to  praise  that  committee  too  much,  but  I  think 
I  ought  to  point  out  to  the  Commission  that,  consider- 
ing the  enormous  quantity  of  gunpowder  and  dynamite 
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that  passes  through  London,  and  that  we  have  had  no 
explosion  or  accident  of  any  kind,  the  regulations  of 
that  committee  are  devised  with  care  and  worked 
with  efficiency.  The  same  appliei  to  petroleum. 
Then  we  have  the  Contagions  Diseases  (Animals) 
Act  Executive  Committee,  which  ^*  exercises  the  power 
''  of  the  Board  under  the  Act  of  1878  without  ratifi- 
^'  cation."  That  has  to  do  with  the  diseases  of  cattle 
in  the  metropolis,  and  compensation  for  the  slaughter 
of  animals  which  are  slaughtered  in  the  interest  of 
the  public.  Then  we  have  the  Bridges  Committee, 
which  manages  the  Thames  bridges  and  communica- 
tions, and  watches  and  directs  all  matters  relating  to 
their  construction  and  maintenance.  It  also  works 
the  Thames  Rivev  (Prevention  of  Floods)  Act.  In 
addition  to  those,  we  have  several  sub-committee.^. 
There  is  the  Sub-Committee  on  Officers,  which  deals 
with  all  questions  of  salary  and  discipline ;  the  Sub- 
Committee  ou  Dulwich  Park ;  the  Sub-Committee  on 
Coal  and  Wine  Dues;  the  Sub-Committee  on  Fire 
Hydi*ants,  which  has  before  it  the  question  of  en- 
deavouring to  place  hydrants  in  suitable  places  about 
London,  to  put  out  fires  in  their  early  stages.  Then 
we  have  the  Woolwich  Ferry  Sub-Committee.  Then 
we  have  the  Artisans'  Dwellings  Sub -Committee. 
Then  we  have  the  Tooting  Common  (Horse  Ride) 
Sub-Committee,  the  Thames  Crossings  (East  of 
London  Bridge)  Committee,  and  the  Main  Drainage 
(Crossness  and  Barking)  Sub-Committee.  I  mention 
these  facts  to  the  Commission  because  the  attention 
of  the  Commission  has  been  drawn  mainly  to  matters 
lylating  to  one  out  of  so  many  of  these  committees — I 
mean  the  Building  Act  Committee. 

13.181.  May  I  say  that  certain  special  subjects  are 
sometimes  referred  to  a  special  sub-committee? — Yes. 
If  there  is  anything  that  does  not  properly  come  under 
one  of  these  heads  we  have  a  specitl  suh-committee 
appointed  for  it. 

13.182.  I  think  you  have  prepared  some  tables — I 
need  not  trouble  you  to  read  them  through — for  the 
Commission,  and  if  the  Commission  would  kindly, 
should  they  think  it  advisable,  give  them  their 
attention,  they  might  be  printed  if  the  Commission 
thinks  fit,  in  which  you  have  in  the  case  of  the 
Bridges  Committee  made  a  calculation  of  the  number 
of  meetings  and  the  number  of  items  disposed  of,  and 
the  average  numlier  of  members  present  at  each 
meeting  ? — That  is  so. 

13.183.  That  is  throughout  six  months?  — The 
three  months  of  which  I  have  handed  in  the  agenda 
papers. 

13.184.  From  May  6th  to  August  6th  ?— Yes. 

13.185.  Then  you  have  also  had  tables  prepared 
showing  the  number  of  committee  meetings  and  the 
number  of  items  dealt  with  at  each  meeting  from 
May  2nd  to  August  12tb,  1887,  in  the  case  of  various 
committees — analysing  the  former  tables  into  details  ? 
— Yes. 

13,185.  You  have  given  the  summary  ? — I  gave 
the  summary. 

13.187.  There  were  115  meetings  and  4,497  items. 
These  other  tables  give  tlie  average  attendance  of 
members  present  at  the  committees  ? — Yes  {the  tablef 
were  handed  in),  C  should  like  to  supplement  what 
I  said  as  to  the  Parks  Committee  by  stating  that  the 
Parks  Committee  has  now  under  its  charge  seven 
large  parks;  it  also  has  19  open  spaces,  which  are 
hardly  entitled  to  be  called  parks,  as  well  as  the  large 
gardens  upou  the  Embankment.  I  think  it  is  only 
due  to  that  committee  to  show  how  much  work  they 
liave  to  do. 

13.188.  The  other  papers  which  have  not  been  read, 
as  1  have  stated,  give  the  average  attendance  and  the 
number  of  matters  disposed  of  by  these  committees 
under  their  respective  heads  ? — Yes. 

13.189.  In  arranging  for  the  service  on  these  com- 
mittees has  it  been  the  practice  of  the  Board  to  choose 
from  the  members  of  the  Board  those  who  have 
special  qualifications  for  each  particular  committee  ? — 
Yes. 


13.190.  For  instance,  taking  the  Building  Act 
Committee,  you  would  place  upon  it  a  gentleman  con- 
nected with  the  structure  of  buildings  ? — Yes. 

13.191.  Such  as  an  architect? — We  seek  to  utilize 
the  special  knowledge  of  each  member.  Those 
who  know  anything  about  construction  go  on  the 
Building  Act  Committee.  Those  who  have  a 
knowledge  of  chemistry  or  science  go  on  the  Special 
Purposes  Committee;  and  if  we  happen  to  have 
barristers  ttr  solicitors  at  any  time  on  the  Board  they 
go  upon  the  Parliamentary  Committee. 

13.192.  Not  solely,  but  with  an  infusion  of  others? 
— With  an  infusion  of  others. 

13.193.  Have  you  found  that  system  work  well  in 
disposing  of  the  business  of  the  Board  ?  —  We 
imagined  it  was  working  exceedingly  well.  I  am 
bound  to  say  that  the  disclosures  before  this  Com- 
mission would  give  a  contrary  tendency  to  my  mind. 

13.194.  In  some  cases? — I  do  not  think  I  should 
put  architects  and  surveyors  upon  the  Building  Act 
Committee  again  if  I  had  the  choice  of  it. 

13.195.  Still  the  questions  which  do  come  before 
this  Committee  involve  questions  of  a  very  technical 
character  with  regard  to  structures  ?  —  Yes  ;  we 
thought  it  an  advantage  that  we  should  have  the 
benefit  of  the  special  knowledge  of  our  members. 

13.196.  You  yourself,  I  think,  have  been  chiefly 
Interested  in  questions  relating  to  communications 
across  the  Thames  East  of  London  Bridge  ? — I  have 
taken  an  immense  amount  of  interest  in  that  question. 

13.197.  I  think  your  business  is  in  the  East  of 
London — Bow  ?~Yes,  and  the  district  I  represent  is 
in  the  far  East. 

13.198.  I  also  believe  you  have  given  special 
attention  to  the  preservation  of  open  spaces,  the 
sewage  which  you  have  been  dealing  with,  and  the 
ventilation  of  the  sewers,  and  other  subjects  dealt 
with  Ijy  the  Special  Purposes  Committee  ? — Yes. 

13.199.  And  as  a  member  of  the  Works  and 
General  Purposes  Committee  you  have  taken  your 
part  in  questions  relating  to  property  of  the  Board 
when  they  have  come  before  the  Committee  ? — ^Yes. 

13.200.  Y'ou  have  in  matters  of  valuation  of  land, 
and  so  on,   been  guided,  I  suppose,  by  the  expert 
opinions  of  the  officers  very  much  ? — Yes.     I  had  no- 
other  means  of  judging,  except  by  the  reports  of  our 
principal  officers. 

13.201.  {Chairman.)  Had  you  become  at  all  im- 
pressed wiih  Mr.  V'ulliamy*s  failing  power  in  the 
latter  years  ? — I  noticed,  my  Lord,  that  in  the  Board 
room  Mr.  VuUiamy  was  very  often  confused,  and 
often  on  very  small  questions  had  to  refer  to  his 
subordinate  officers ;  but  when  I  have  had  occasion 
to  se€i  Mr.  Yulliamy  in  his  own  room,  sitting  in  his. 
own  chair,  on  any  question  relating  to  my  district,  I 
have  always,  even  up  to  the  last,  found  that  he  was 
a  competent  business  man,  and  one,  who  in  the  culm 
quietness  of  his  room,  was  able  to  form  a  good 
judgment,  and  a  judgment  which  I,  up  to  the  very 
last  moment,  valued  very  much.  He  was  certainly 
confused  somewhat  when  he  was  before  a  committee 
of  late  years. 

13.202.  {Mr,  Meadows- White.)  May  I  ask,  had 
you  been  brought  into  contact  at  all  with  the  officer.^ 
except  in  their  appearances  before  the  Board  ? — No, 
excepting  in  the  Board  loom— and  the  committee 
room,  of  course. 

13.203.  Have  you  had  any  I'eason  before  what  we 
have  heard  in  this  Commission  to  doubt  the  honesty 
of  Mr.  Goddard  ? — None  whatever. 

13,201.  As  a  business  man  you  had  seen  nothing  in 
Mi*.  Goddard'.i  conduct  to  lead  to  any  reasonable 
doubt  or  suspicion  of  his  honesty  ? — No,  not  at  all. 

13,205.  Had  you  seen  much  of  Mr.  Eobertson ;  I 
suppose  he  was  not  in  such  a  prominent  position  ? — 
I  never  was  in  Mr.  EobertsonV  room  but  once,  and 
when  I  saw  him  in  the  Board  room  I  only  saw  him 
supplying  papers  and  plans  and  that  kind  of  thmg  to 
his  chief,  who  was  reporting  to  the  Board  or  to  jiie 
Committee. 


Twenty-third 

7  Aug.  1888. 

Mr. 
E,  Jk.  Coofu 
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Tw€tity-third         13,206.  Now,  I  will  just  ask  a  question  or  two  on 
Da^*  the  letting  of  the  London  Pavilion,  as  that  has  been 

very  much  before  the  Commission.     Did  yon  tak(j  any 

7  Aug.  1868.     ^^^  j^  ^at  matter  ?— Yes. 

j^^  13,207.  I  believe  you  were  opposed  to  letting  it  at 

£.  R,  Cook.     ^  *'or  a  music  hall  ? — iTes ;  when  it  came  into  our 

- possession  I  was   so   strongly   impressed    with    the 

character  of  the  building  and  the  people  tliat  went 
there,  that  I  was  very  much  opposed  to  the  ratepayers 
of  London  becoming  proprietors  of  a  place  of*  that 
sort.  I  objected  to  it  being  continued  as  a  music 
hall. 

13.208.  You  remember  the  circumstances  which 
have  been  before  us  to-day  as  to  a  report  being  made 
about  the  conduct  of  the  music  hall  by  Mr.  Loibl,  that 
was  after  it  was  taken  over  by  the  Board  ?  Do  you 
remember  that  circumstance  ? — Yes. 

13.209.  This  is  the  issue  of  the  Era  of  the  15th 
June  1879,  and  this  is  the  notice  at  page  4  of  that 
issue : — "  Mr.  E.  Loibl  of  the  London  Pavilion,  who 
"  is  one  of  the  most  popular  as  well  as  one  of  the 
"  most  successful  of  our  music-hall  proprietors,  is  a 
"  foreigner.  It  will  be  well  if  his  chairman  the  next 
"  time  he  hears  a  certain  comic  vocalist  sing  *  Ten 
**  to  one  on  the  Lodger '  will  explain  to  him  the 
"  indecency  of  many  of  the  allusions  relied  upon  in 
"  order  to  secure  a  laugh.  A  comic  singer  has  no 
**  right  to  place  in  jeopardy  the  licence  of  the  pro- 
"  prietor  who  employs  him."  Then  there  is  another 
paragraph,  which  says : — "  The  brothers  Wilkinson 
'*  introduced  a  veiy  droll  duet  and  dance,  and 
"  Mr.  Arthur  Lloyd  caused  considerable  laughter  by 
*  means  which  were  not  altogether  legitimate.     His 

"  song  of  '  Captain  Lardidardidoo '  was  unobjec- 
"  tionable,  but  another  concerning  a  'Lodger'  vms  of 
**  so  suggestive  a  character  that  it  actually  put  to 
"  blush  a  couple  of  Chinese  Mandarins  seated  in  the 
**  balcony."  I  am  sorry  Mr.  Loibl  is  not  here  or  I 
should  have  a  question  or  two  to  put  to  him  upon  this  ? 
— T  had  seen,  without  ever  being  inside  the  London 
Pavilion,  quite  enough  of  the  lobbies  or  entrances  to 
that  building  of  an  evening  when  I  had  gone  by  to 
convince  me  that  it  was  not  a  reputable  place  for  the 
people  of  London  to  hold  as  their  own  property. 

13.210.  That  was  in  Mr.  Loibl's  time?— That  was 
in  Mr.  Loibl's  time. 

13.211.  And  the  Board  took  especial  care  to 
procure  the  decency  of  the  performances  when  they 
became  as  it  were  the  responsible  power,  by  having  . 
the  Pavilion  under  their  charge  subject  only  to  this 
monthly  tenancy  r — Those  who  were  in  favour  of 
letting  it  for  a  music  haU  for  the  sake  of  the  large 
income  we  should  get  out  of  it,  met  the  objections  of 
myself  and  others  by  saying,  **  Very  well,  wc  will  put 
^  it  under  a  kind  of  censorship,  and  we  will  take  care 
'*  that  all  the  performances  shall  be  thoroughly  decent 
"  and  respectable." 

13.212.  {Chairman.)  We  know  now  that  the 
censor  was  in  the  pay  of  the  person  whom  he 
was  to  control  ? — Yes,  but  of  course  we  did  not  know 
that  at  the  time,  my  Lord ;  we  took  the  best  steps  we 
could  at  the  moment. 

13.213.  {Mr.  Meadows-White,)  As  to  this  dis- 
cussion with  regard  to  the  Pavilion,  the  proposal 
ultimately  prevailed  we  know  that  it  should  be  let  as 
a  music  hall  ? — Yes. 

13.214.  Was  the  matter  thoroughly  discussed  at 
the  Board  ? — ^Yes,  thoroughly. 

13.215.  And,  as  far  as  you  could  see,  was  it 
discussed  honestly  and  with  a  bon&  fide  intention  of 
arriving  at  the  right  conclusion  on  the  matter? — 
Certainly,  and  the  arguments  used  by  those  who 
votod  against  me  I  considered  were  the  arguments  of 
honourable  and  upright  meiK 

13.216.  When  it  came  to  the  question  at  some 
subsequent  period  of  letting  it  to  Mr.  Villiers,  I 
beheve  you  yourself  were  opposed  on  the  same 
grounds  to  letting  it  as  a  music  hall  ? — I  was  very 
strongly  opposed  to  it  indeed. 

13.217.  Were  the  arguments  as  to  the  value  of 
the  license  and  the  rental  to  be  secured  pressed  upon 


the  Board  by  those  who  favoured  the  letting  to 
Mr.  Villiers  ? — Yes ;  many  of  the  members  said  that 
there  must  be  such  places,  lUid  it  was  better  that  the 
people  who  go  to  them  should  be  inside  buildings 
than  out  in  the  streets^  and  that  as  the  Board  had 
paid  109,000/.  to  become  possessed  of  it,  they  ought, 
in  the  interests  of  the  ratepayers,  to  get  as  much 
money  back  as  they  could ;  that  argument,  I  beHeve, 
was  used  perfectly  bond  fide  and  sincerely  by  those 
who  used  it. 

13^18.  With  regard  to  Mr.  ViUiers'  tenancy,  it  waa 
.proposed  to  give  Mr.  Villiers  the  option  of  naming 
the  sum  that  he  would  give  to  become  tenant  ? — Yes. 

13,219.  With    regard    to    that,    what    were    the 
arguments  used  with  regard  to  Mr.  Villiers  receiving 
the  preference  ? — My  own  view  of  the  position  which 
I  expressed  at  the  Board  was  this,  tluit  there  were 
two  reasons  why  we  should  not  let  Mr,  Villiers  have 
it — one  was  the  old  reason  that  it  was  not  a  reputable 
thing  for  the  Board  to   help  to  make  a  permanent 
institution  of  that  kind  in  such  a  position ;  and  the 
other  was  that  the  site  itself  was  so  unique  that  I  did 
not  think  there  were  bases  existing  for  forming  an 
opinion  as  to  its  value,  and  therefore  it  was    not 
right  to  let  it  to  Mr.  Villia*s,  and  that  it  ought  to 
be    put  up    to  open    competitiou.      That   was    my 
view    and     my    argument.      On     the    other    hand, 
members  urged  what  I  have  said  before  about  the 
continuance  of  such   a  place,  and  with  regard  to 
letting  it  to  Mr.  Villiers  they  pointed  out  that  while 
the  Board  had  had  to.  pay  the  enormous  compensation 
of  109,000/.  to  Mr.  Loibl,  Mr.  Villiers  had  paid  u«( 
something  Uke  40,000/.  back  again  as  a  temporary 
tenant  of  the  place;  that  he  had  held  it  for  some  five 
or  six  years,  and  they  urged  that  as  he  had  entered 
upon  a  speculation  of  that  kind  which  had  been  so 
successful   in    a    pecuniary  sense    to  the  Board,  he 
ought  t^  be  regarded  as  an  old  tenant  aud  have  a  sort 
of  right  of  pre-emption  over  anybody  else  if  he  would 
give  the  fair  value.    They  instructed  Mr.  VuUiamy  to 
ascertain  what  was  the  fair  value.    Mr.  Vulliamy  used, 
as  he  told  us,   his  best  endeavours,  and  he  told  \\& 
also  that  he  had  consulted  two  of  the  most  prominent 
land  surveyors  in  London,  and  that  they  agreed  with 
him  as   to  the  value.     The  members  of  the  Board 
who  were  opposed  to  me  said,  "  Very  well,  we  have 
*'  ascertained  what  the  value  of  this  is  ;  it  is  a  very 
•'  large  sum  of  money.     Mr.  Villiers  has  helped  the 
^'  Board  over  a  difficulty,  and  he  ought  to  be  allowed 
"  to  have  a  preference  over  the  outside  world  " ;  and  so 
this  argument  prevailed,  and  it  was  let  to  Mr,  Villiers. 

13.220.  With  regard  to  the  licenses,  was  it  urged 
that  Mr.  Villiers  had  maintained  the  licenses  for  so 
many  years  ? — Yes. 

13.221.  And  that  he  was  willing  to  pay  15,000/. 
for  them  ? — Quite  so. 

'  13,222.  Had  you  any  idea  that  at  that  time 
Mr.  Villiers  was  in  communication  with  the  officers 
of  the  Board  ? — I  had  not  the  faintest  notion  of  the 
thing — no  man  could  have.  There  were  no  means 
of  knowing  that  Mr.  Villiers  was  in  communication 
privately  vrith  officers  of  the  Board. 

13.223.  I  should  like  to  ask  you  as  a  man  of 
business  whether,  in  your  opinion,  anything  could 
have  been  done  which  would  have  enabled  the 
members  of  the  Board  to  discover  what  was  going  on 
with  Mr.  Goddard  ? — At  thfs  time  I  do  not  think  it 
was  possible  for  any  of  us  to  have  been  aware  of  it. 
Of  course  after  the  event  there  are  always  plenty  of 
people  to  tell  you  what  ought  to  have  been  done.  I 
have  found  that  in  private  business  as  well  as  in  public 
life  there  are  plenty  of  people,  when  a  traveller  roba 
you,  or  when  one  of  your  cashiers  bolts  with  money, 
who  tell  you  that  you  ought  to  have  found  it  out, 
but  they  never  tell  you  till  after  the  event  has 
happened. 

13.224.  There  was  no  embezzlement  of  money  by 
which,  by  a  careful  keeping  of  accounts,  you  could 
have  ascertained  it  1 — No. 

13,226.  Nothing  of  that  sort  ? — No,  there  wei'e  no 
means  of  our  judging  whatever. 
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13.226.  And  no  such  exaggerated  valuations 
or  any  great  depreciation  of  value  which  would  have 
led  you  to  believe  that  Mr.  Goddard  was  playing 
false  in  any  way? — On  the  contrary,  Mr.  Villiers 
gave  evidence  as  a  witness  in  favour  of  the  claimant 
against  the  Board,  and  he  valued  this  place  at  7,000/. 
a  year.  We  always  look  upon  witnesses  on  the  other 
side  as  valuing  a  place  too  high  rather  than  too  low ; 
and  then  when  he  came  and  himself  said,  "  I  will 
give  what  I  gave  evidence  the  place  was  worth,"  we 
had  certainly  primd  facie  evidence  before  us  that  we 
were  getting  the  full  value  of  the  place. 

13.227.  Now  one  question  with  reference  to  the 
Criterion  ? — I  believe  you  were  not  a  member  of  the 
sub-committee  on  theatres  ?  —  No,  nor  of  the 
Building  Act  Committee. 

1.^,228.  But  it  became  a  matter  of  general  discussion 
and  interest  at  the  Board  ? — ^Yes,  there  was  a  great 
deal  of  discussion  about  the  Criterion  Theatre. 

13.229.  I  believe  you  went  one  morning  to  see  the 
condition  of  things  at  the  Criterion  Theatre  yourself? 
— ^Well,  it  was  such  a  serious  question,  and  I  knew 
that  I  should  have  to  give  my  vote  as  a  member  of 
the  Board  upon  it,  that  I  wrote  and  asked  to  be 
allowed  to  go  over  the  theatre  one  afternoon.  I  was 
politely  shown  over  by  the  manager  and  saw  the 
whole  place. 

13.230.  I  believe  it  was  the  fact  that  the  theatre 
was  under  the  restaurant  ? — The  theatre  was  under- 
ground entirely. 

13.231.  Under  the  building  ? — Under  the  Criterion 
Restaurant.  The  first  I  saw  of  the  theatre  was  when 
I  looked  through  a  hole  in  the  floor  of  the  entrance 
to  the  Criterion,  and  looked  down  into  the  audi- 
torium of  the  theatre — ^from  the  ceiling  of  the 
theatre. 

13,282.  It  was  entirely  dependent  upon  machinery 
for  artificial  ventilation  ? — Entirely  so. 

13.233.  And  indeed  for  any  ventilation.  Was  that 
the  chief  reason  why  the  Board,  having  been  invited 
to  give  their  opinion.by  the  Loni  Chamberlain,  reported 
against  the  tlieatre  ? — There  was  another  reason  which 
weighed  with  *me  very  much,  and  that  was  that  the 
staircases  by  which  the  people  went  in  and  out  of  the 
different  parts  of  the  house  were  all  within  the  ex- 
ternal walls,  and  as  the  ventilation  was  entirely 
artificial  it  occurred  to  me  that  if  a  fire  had  originated 
on  the  stage  in  all  probability  the  audience  would 
have  been  suffocated  before  they  could  have  got  out  of 
the  place.  I  am  bound  to  say  that  after  going  over 
the  theatre  myself,  and  using  my  judgment  as  a  man 
of  common  sense  used  to  construction,  I  was 
exceedingly  glad  that  the  Building  Act  Committee 
made  the  recommendation  they  did,  and  I  did  not  feel 
happy  until  the  theatre  was  closed.  I  looked  forward 
to  some  fearful  catastrophe  as  the  result  of  the  state  in 
which  it  was. 

13.234.  (Chairman,)  I  should  have  thought  that  if 
there  had  been  a  serious  fire  it  would  probably  have 
at  the  same  time  created  an  exit  for  the  smoke 
very  rapidly  ? — The  people  would  have  all  to  come  up 
through  the  cloud  of  smoke  at  the  top  of  the  building. 
The  entrances  were  on  the  ground,  and  instead  of 
going  upstairs  to  the  gallery  you  went  down  to  the 
gallery,  and  you  went  further  down  to  the  boxes,  and 
ftirther  down  to  the  pit;  so  that  the  unfortunate 
people  who  were  in  the  pit  or  in  the  lower  tiers  would 
have  had  to  go  up  through  a  cloud  of  smoke. 

13.235.  I  thought  it  was  a  much  safer  thing  to  have 
to  come  upstairs  in  a  hurry  when  there  was  a  panic, 
and  that  you  could  get  out  of  the  theatre  more  safely 
and  quickly  than  if  you  had  to  go  downstairs  ? — That 
\n  so.     There  is  not  so  much  liability  of  jambing. 

13.236.  The  actual  time  to  empty  a  buildmg  of  that 
sort  would  be  very  small  if  there  was  no  jambing  ? — 
Yes,  that  would  be  so.  The  theatre  has  now  external 
staircases.  Houses  have  been  taken  on  each  side,  and 
there  are  openings  through  the  main  walls  of  the 
building,  and  for  people  coming  up  stairs  it  would*  be 
safe  compared  to  what  it  was  before.  But  it  is  no 
exaggeration  to  say  I  was  exceedingly  glatl  when  I 


heard   the   theatre   was   closed.     I  felt  that  the  re-    Twenty-third 
sponsibility  on  every  member  of  the  Board  was  very  1^7- 

great  while  it  was  in  that  condition.  

13,287.  (Mr.  Meadows   White,)   There  are  some     ^  ^"g*  ^^^^' 
other  points  with  which  you  are  specially  conversant.            ji^^ 
One  is  as  to  the  Blackwall  Tunnel.     I  believe  you  gave     e.  R.  Cook. 
evidence  as  to  the  Blackwall  Tunnel  in  1879  ? — Yes.         

13.238.  With  regard  to  the  selection  of  the  site  of 
the  Blackwall  Tunnel,  in  your  judgment  is  it  ver}' 
valuable,  and  will  it  be  a  very  valuable  connexion  ? — 
Very  much  so  indeed. 

13.239.  Can  you  give  us  some  reasons  for  that  ? — 
In  1882  Sir  Joseph  Bazalgette  reported  upon  the 
Thames  communications,  and  he  then  stated  that  the 
inhabitants  of  the  Ea<)t  end  of  London  were  entitled  to 
at  least  three  comnmnications  before  they  would  even 
have  an  ordinary  supply  to  meet  their  requirements. 
He  says  at  paj^e  10  of  his  report,  "  Three  points  of 
**  crossing  are  therefore  available  for  the  Eastern 
"  district,  one  between  Little  Tower  Hill  and  Ber- 
"  mondsey,  one  between  Shad  well  and  Rotherhithe,  and 
"  one  between  Blackwall  and  Greenwich.  It  may 
"  not  be  practical  at  the  present  time  to  effect  all 
"  these  three  crossings,  but  without  them  the  Eastern 
*'  district  cannot  be  said  to  be  provided  with  the 
"  means  of  crosssing  from  one  side  of  the  river  to  the 
"  other  to  which  its  rapidly  growing  importance 
"  entitles  it.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  time 
"  has  arrived  when  a  larger  view  of  the  subject  should 
"  be  taken,  and  the  means  provided  for  carrying  out 
"  a  more  complete  measure  of  relief."  That  was  the 
report  made  by  Sir  Joseph  Bazalgette  in  1882  on 
the  whole  question. 

13.240.  The  City  took  up  the  Tower  Bridge?— 
The  City  itself  took  up  the  Tower  Bridge,  which  was 
one  of  the  crossings  recommended.  The  question 
then,  whether  the  Board  should  take  up  the  Shadwell 
communication  or  the  Blackwall  communication,  was 
discussed  at  great  length  at  the  Board.  With 
reference  to  the  Shadwell  communication,  the  middle 
one,  there  was  a  great  difference  of  opinion  among 
the  members  of  the  Board  whether  there  should  be 
a  tunnel  there  or  whether  there  should  be  a  bridge 
there,  and,  as  that  could  not  be  settled,  it  was  deter- 
mined to  proceed  with  the  Blackwall  Tunnel,  which 
was  the  third  of  the  recommended  communications, 
and  about  which  there  was  no  question  that  the 
communication  must  be  by  a  tunnel.  Then  with  the 
experience  of  the  Tower  Bridge  on  the  one  side,  and 
the  tunnel  on  the  other,  it  was  felt  that  the  Board 
would  be  in  a  better  position  when  the  time  came  to 
determine  what  was  to  be  the  nature  of  the  com- 
munication to  be  made  at  Shadwell. 

13.241.  Now,  just  give  me  one  or  two  reasons 
that  occuiTcd  to  you  then,  and  which  I  believe 
prevailed  with  you  in  favour  of  this  communication  of 
the  Blackwall  Tunnel  ? — ^The  first  and  great  reason, 
of  course,  is  that  the  people  for  four  miles  on  one  side 
of  the  River  Thames,  and  for  something  like  six  miles 
on  the  other,  had  no  communication  whatever,  and 
therefore  it  was  evident  that  there  should  be  one 
The  second  is  that  the  people  from  the  East  of 
London  wanting  to  go  to  the  South  of  London  had  to  go 
round  an  enormous  distance,  and  in  doing  so  helped  to 
block  up  the  already  congested  City  of  London ;  for 
instance,  if  you  were  to  take  the  distance  from  the 
East  India  Dock  to  Woolwich  Arsenal,  by  the  tunnel 
it  is  four  miles ;  by  London  Bridge  it  is  12  miles 
82f5  vards ;  by  the  Tower  Bridge,  which  the  City  are 
ijrocting,  it  would  be  12  miles  3?0  yards. 

13.242.  Is  the  traflic  bet'wpen  those  points  large, 
which  has  really,  in  point  of  fact,  to  go  round  all  thi» 
distance? — There  is  an  enormous  ti*affic  from  (he  East 
of  London  to  the  Soutli  of  London.  I  may  mention 
that  my  firm  has  to  send  vans  every  day  from  Bow 
over  to  Deptford,  to  the  foreign  cattle  market  there,  and 
those  vans  have  to  go  up  to  London,  and  cross 
London  Bridge  and  down  to  Deptford;  and  then  come 
back  again  the  same  way.  I  should  also  mention  that  all 
the  builders  in  the  East  of  London,  or  many  of  them, 
have  to  send  across  to  the  Surrey  Commercial  Docks 
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Twenty-Uiird     ior  timber,  nearly  all  the  timber  being  landed  in  the 

^^y-  Surrey  Commercial  Docks.     I  should  alsc*  mention 

.       Tgj^g      that    the   firewood    trade  has  its  principal  seat  at 

"^'  Deptford,  and  that  the  oilihops  and  grocers  who  buy 

j^r.  bundles  of  firewood  get  them  from  Deptford,  and  the 

K.  R,  Coiih.     carts  have  to  go.  all  round  through  the  City  and  over 

L«)ndon  Bridge,  and  then  to  come  bnclc  again. 

13^43.  I  will  give  one  or  two  more  distances. 
From  the  East  India  Dock  to  Greenwich  would  be 
about  2  miles  1413  yards  by  the  tnnnel,  8  miles 
550  yards  by  London  Bridge,  and  by  the  Tower 
Bridge  8  miles.  Then  taking  the  Albert  Docks, 
Woolwich  and  Greenwich,  that  would  be  about  the 
same  distance  ? — I  should  mention  the  Albert  Docks, 
because  there  is  a  case  in  which  very  often  troop- 
ships are  lying  in  the  Albert  Docks  which  have  to  be 
loaded  from  Woolwich.  The  troops  have  to  go  round, 
and  the  baggage  has  to  go  round.  The  distance  by 
the  tunnel  would  be  7  miles  385  yards,  the  distance 
by  London  Bridge  would  be  15  miles  165  yards,  and 
the  distanc*^  by  the  Tower  Bridge,  when  it  is  built, 
would  be  14  miles  1,430  yards,  or  more  than  double 
what  the  distance  would  be  through  the  tunnel.  I 
can  quite  conceive  circumstances  when  it  would  be  a 
matter  of  State  importance  that  the  tunnel  should  be 
in  existence. 

13.244.  With  regard  to  the  approaches  to  the 
tunnel,  what  sort  of  approaches  are  there  in  the 
scheme  ? — Very  good  indeed — easy  gradients. 

13.245.  And  not  interrupted  by  docks  ? — With 
very  good  main  thoroughfares.  The  approach  on  the 
northern  side  is  by  the  main  road — the  East  India 
Dock  Road. 

13.246.  Without  going  into  the  statistics,  which 
have  been  passed  by  Parliament,  I  suppose  it  is 
considered  a  good  scheme?  In  your  judgment  as  a 
man  of  business,  and  knowing  the  I'equirements  of 
the  neighbourhood,  is  that  a  well-selected  site  for  a 
communication  ? — It  is  a  very  important  and  most 
valuable  site. 

13.247.  I  believe  the  chairman  of  the  Board  before 
you  left  desired  you  to  hand  in  a  paper  in  correction 
of  one  or  two  matters  which  lie  has  spoken  to  ? — ^The 
chairman  wished  me  to  correct  the  evidence  which 
he  gave  as  to  the  liccounts  at  the  Bank  of  England. 
I  happened  to  be  present,  and  I  think  the  learned 
counsel  ))ressed  the  chairman  as  to  some  accounts 
which  had  been  kept  at  the  Bank  of  England.  The 
chairman  did  not  remember,  probably  because  it  was 
before  the  time  when  h^  was  chairman  of  the  Board, 
that  there  hod  been  accounts  at  the  Bank  of  England 
wliich  were  transfeired. 

13.248.  Perhaps  you  will  kindly  read  the  statement 
with  his  Lordship's  permission.  It  will  be  in  the 
chairman's  own  words? — These  are  really  the 
chairman's  words, — "  May  I  be  allowed  to  correct  an 
"  error  into  which  the  chairman  of  the  Board  fell  in 
"  replying  to  Question  10,670.  The  question  was, 
"  *Do  I  understand  that  the  Board  never  kept  an 
"  *  account  at  the  Bank  of  England  at  all,'  to  which 
"  the  chairman  answered  *  not  to  my  knowledge.' 
'*  It  was  before  his  chairmanship,  and  so  many  years 
*'  ago,  that  it  may  well  have  escaped  his  memory,  but 
^'  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  Main  Drainage,  Thames 
*'  Embankment,  and  Queen  Vi(  toria  Street  Drawing 
**  Accounts  were  formerly  kept  at  the  Bank  of 
"  England,  because  the  repayment  of  the  loans  was 
**  guaranteed  by  Government.  Loans  for  Main 
"  Drainage  were  repayable  by  the  Main  Drainage 
"  Kate  Account,  which  stood  in  the  names  of  the 
*'  chairman  of  the  Board  and  one  of  the  permanent 
**  secretaries  of  the  Treasury ;  and  the  loans  for  the 
<*  Thames  Embankment  and  Queen  Victoria  Street 
**  were  repayable  by  the  Thames  Embankment  and 
"  MetropoHs  Improvement  Fund  (Coal  and  Wine 
'*  Dues).  The  accounts  at  the  Bank  of  England 
"  were  closed  when  the  moneys  borrowed  were 
"  exhausted.  Further  moneys  were  boiTowed  on  the 
"  security  of  Metropolitan  Consolidated  Stock,  and 
*'  necessarily  formed  part  of  the  Board's  account  at 
**  the  London  and  "Westnnnster  Bank,  in  acconlance 


"  with  the  provisions  in  Act  32  &  33  Vict.  c.  102, 
"  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  Loans  Act,  1869. 
*^  I  will  aUo  ask  permission  to  supplement  the 
"  chaii-man's  evidence,  by  stating  that  the  total 
**  amount  received  from  the  London  and  Westminster 
"  Bank  for  interest,  from  the  opening  of  the  account 
**  to  30th  June  1888,  is  198,380/.  15*.  6rf." 

13.249.  There  is  one  matter  which  I  will  ask  you 
about.  You  are  a  member  of  the  Works  and  General 
Pur|K)ses  Committee.  Did  you  attend  at  all  in  the 
early  part  of  the  day,  when  the  compensation  cases 
are  gone  into  ?  —  Occasionally  I  did — not  always  ; 
but  I  have  occasionally  done  so. 

13.250.  In  yoar  judgment,  arc  the  matter<$  very 
carol'uily  considered  ? — Very  carefully  indeed. 

.1 3,251.  What  is  about  the  average  attendance  at 
that  time  ? — I  should  think  10  to  12  members. 

13.252.  In  your  judgment,  is  it  an  improvement 
on  what  we  have  heard  was  the  mode  of  doing  busi- 
ness there,  namely,  by  a  sub-committee,  that  under 
the  present  arrangement  any  member  can  come  in  at 
any  moment  ? — I  think  it  is  an  ii^provement  for  this 
reason,  that  when  there  are  improvements  carried  out 
in  a  certain  part  of  London,  we  have  the  advantage 
sometimes  of  the  attendance  of  the  members  repre- 
senting that  part  of  London,  who  know  the  properties 
and  know  the  businesses  which  become  the  subject  of 
claims  againt^t  the  Board. 

13.253.  ( Chairman,)  But  if  you  had  a  committee 
looking  into  such  matters,  they  could  get  the  assist- 
ance of  the  local  members  on  particular  claims? — 
Yes,  no  doubt,  my  Lord. 

13.254.  {Mr,  Meadows  White,)  May  I  ask  you — 
I  do  not  know  that  thcs  question  was  put  by  the 
Chairman  to  you,  as  he  has  put  it  to  many  of  the 
members — were  you  acquainted  with  the  connexion 
of  Mr.  Saunders  and  Mr.  Fowler  with  the  owners  of 
the  Criterion  Theatre? — I  had  not  the  slightest  idea 
that  they  had  anything  to  do  with  it. 

13.255.  The  only  other  point  I  should  like  to  state 
through  Mr.  Cook's  mouth  is  this,  your  Lordship  has 
had  a  great  many  important  matters  with  which  the 
Board  are  concerned  stated  to  ycu.  Your  Lordship 
has  the  report  of  1887  before  you,  and  I  should  like 
just  to  call  attention  to  some  matters  with  which  the 
Board  have  to  do,  and  which  have  not  been  specially 
mentioned.  Your  Lordship  will  find  the  sale  of  food 
and  drugs  is  one  duty,  and  dairy  orders  carrying  out 
the  Dairies  Act,  and  which  were  made  under  the  Act 
of  Parliament,  is  another  duty,  and  also  the  Contagious 
Diseases  (Animals)  Act,  1878. 

{Chairman.)  That  we  have  already  had. 

13.256.  (Mr,  Meadows  White.)  Then  there  is 
slaughter-houses  on  page  91  of  the  report,  and  the 
water  supply.  I  believe  that  you  have  not  mentioned 
that  tlie  Board  have  the  duty  imposed  upon  them  of 
seeing  that  the  water  is  tested  ? — I  do  not  think  I 
mentioned  that.  Do  you  mean  the  hydrants  for 
putting  out  fires  ?     I  mentioned  that. 

13.257.  {Chairman,)  That  you  told  us  that  you 
had  a  committee  about? — Yes.  May  I  say  one  word 
my  Lord.  I  think  your  Lordship  will  have  seen  from 
the  books  what  careful  book-keeping  we  have  with 
reference  to  the  records  of  the  work  of  the  Board. 
I  do  not  think  your  Lordship  has  found  any  difiaculty 
in  getting  any  paper  that  you  wished  immediately. 
I  should  esteem  it  an  immense  favour,  and  I  say  it  on 
behalf  of  my  colleagues,  if  it  be  convenient,  for  the 
Commission  also  to  inspect  tlie  book-keeping  in  the 
accountant's  department.  We  fancy  that  everything 
is  aone  as  well  as  it  can  be,  and  as  the  Commission  is 
about  adjourning  pernaps  your  Lordship  will  not  think 
that  I  am  going  beyond  what  I  ought  to  do,  if  I  say  that 
there  are  a  good  many  old  members  of  the  Board  who 
have  been  deeply  pained  and  hurt  by  the  comments 
which  they  see  in  the  public  prints,  and  which  they 
hear  around,  in  which  we  are  all  classed  together  as 
if  the  whole  of  the  members  of  the  Board  were  dis- 
hoi^est.  We  are  called  thieves  and  bandits ;  we  are 
spoken  of  as  corrupt  in  every  sense  of  the  word ;  and 
there  may  be  a  light  in  which  that  may  be  of  some 
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importance  Whdii  jour  Lordship  is  consideriDgtheinteriin 
report.  I  mean  this  :  It  is  quite  possible  that  many 
members  of  the  Board  who,  like  myself,  have  worked 
for  a  great  number  of  years,  and  who  are  absolutely 
unconscious  of  having  done  anything  wrong  in  con- 
nexion with  the  Board,  may  wish  to  become  members 
of  the  new  County  Council,  and  to  follow  on  the 
work  in  which  they  have  taken  so  much  interest ;  but 
should  it  unfortunately  happen  that  these  elections  take 
place  before  your  Lordship  has  corrected  the  common 


opinion  that  we  are  all  vagat>ond8  and  rogues,  and  that 
we  ought  to  be  ahnost  put  out  of  existence,  if  not 
hanged,  I  think  it  would  very  much  militate  against 
any  chance  which  they  might  have  of  serving  on  the 
new  County  Council. 

13,258.  I  think  you  may  take  it  that  the  Commis- 
sion will  make  a  report  within  the  next  two  months  ? 
— I  have  mentioned  tbAt  because  some  of  us  feel  very 
keenly  the  way  in  which  we  are  generally  spoken  of. 


JDaj. 

i  Auf.  18SS. 

Mr. 
K.  B,  Cook. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  HoGO  WoLr.HKM  recalled  and  further  examined. 


13.259.  {Chairman.)  It  is  no  part  of  the  functions 
of  this  Commission  to  enter  into  the  Inquiry  whether 
your  scheme  was  a  good  or  a  bad  one,  or  whether 
the  Board  were  right  or  wrong  in  not  adopting  it. 
All  that  we  have  to  see  is  whether  there  was  anything 
improper  in  their  mode  of  dealing  with  it,  or  anything 
to  indicate  that  they  had  not  acted  as  reasonable  and 
honest  men  should.  Therefore,  we  cannot  enter  into 
any  inquiry  as  to  whether  they  were  right  in  thinking 
that  Dr.  Bell's  report  was  adverse  or  not  ? — I  have  a 
few  more  complaints  that  I  have  to  state,  but  I  have 
asked  to  be  heard  now  at  this  late  hour  only  for  the 
purpose  of  making  a  few  brief  remarks.  It  is  just 
because  I  understood  that  your  Lordship's  Commission 
is  not  going  into  the  merits  of  any  sewage  scheme 
that  I  was  not  prepared  to  hear,  under  the  guise  of  a 
casual  question,  Dr.  Bell's  report  introduced,  and 
ex  parte  parts  of  it  read  here.  Under  such  cir- 
cumstances, I  simply  ask  to  read  one  letter  which  will 
bear  upon  the  point,  and  correct  any  impression 
which  may  have  been  made  that  the  matter  has  been 
justly  a^udicatedas  inefficient  or  impracticable.  This 
is  a  letter  from  Dr.  Bell  with  regard  to  his  own 
report. 

13.260.  What  is  the  date  of  it  ?— The  date  of  it  is 
the  9th  August  1887.  I  and  the  committee  are  the 
only  persons  that  have  heard  this  report ;  nobody  else 
has.  I  wrote  to  Dr.  Bell,  asking  him  whether  it  was 
fair  to  put  such  a  construction  upon  his  report  as  they 
did  in  regai'd  to  the  point  as  to  dilution  with  Thames 
water,  and  inquired  of  him  had  not  he  said  before  that 
that  could  only  be  tested  by  actual  experiments  on  a 
large  scale  at  Crossness,  under  the  actual  conditions. 
I  referred  him  to  his  own  report  that  he  had  made 
previously,  wherein  he  said  as  much,  and  aske<l  him 
whether  it  was  fair  to  prejudge  the  matter  now  on  a 
mere  laboratory  experiment,  not  with  samples  that 
I  had  produced,  but  samples  that  he  had  made,  but 
not  in  my  presence.  I  said  to  him  that  the  Board 
would  not  grant  me  large  experiments  on  the  strength 
of  that  remark  in  his  report,  and  that  I  did  not 
consider  it  fair,  and  I  asked  him  to  repiy  to  me.  He 
wrote, — **  Dear  Sir,  I  have  received  your  letter  of 
'^  yesterday's  date*  I  am  sorry  that  you  have  not 
*'  been  able  to  induce  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
''  Works  to  undertake  a  series  of  experiments  on  a 
**  large  scale  with  the  Walter  process  at  Barking  or 
**  Crossness.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the 
*'  results  of  such  a  practical  series  of  experiments 
''  would  be  more  conclusive  than  those  arrived  at  by 
''  me  from  experiments  conducted  on  a  laboratory 
'*  scale.  It  should  be  borne  in  mind,  that  my 
^'  experiments  established  the  important  fact  that  the 
"  effluent  derived  from  the  process  would  remain  for 
''  a  considerable  time  practically  odourless  and  free 
"  from  putrefaction."  To  this  I  replied, — "1  am 
**  greatly  obliged  for  your  letter  of  yesterday's  date, 
"  I  presume  I  am  correct  in  quoting  Mr.  Proctor  " 
(that  is  one  of  the  four  chemists  who  signed  the 
report)  *'  as  having  stated  in  reply  to  my  inquiry 
*'  the  other  day,  that  the  average  duration  of  the 
*'  tests  was  fVom  three  to  four  weeks,  that  the 
'^  temperature  applied  to  the  samples  was  between 
"  ^(f  and  75°  P.,  and  that  they  were  also  occasionally 


"  exposed  to  the  action  of  the  sun's  rays.  By 
"  confirming  this,  if  tallying  with  the  records,  you 
"  will  confer  n  great  favour  on  me."  To  which 
Di*.  Bell  rejoins, — "  In  answer  to  your  letter  I  have 
"  to  say  that  the  conditions  of  time  and  temperature 
"  quoted  by  you  wei-e  those  under  which  the  main 
"  portion  of  the  experiments  were  conducted  by  me, 
"  and  in  those  cases  when  the  nature  of  the  ex- 
*•'  periment  required  it,  the  liquids  were  also  exposed 
«'  to  the  action  of  the  sun's  rays."  Those  letters  I 
have  been  trying  to  bring  before  the  Board,  but  in 
vain.     They  could  not  be  brought  before  the  Board. 

13,2()1.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Indeed  they  are 
brought  before  the  Board,  and  here  is  tho  minute  on 
the  13th  April  1888.—"  The  clerk  presented  a  letter 
"  from  W.  H.  Wollheim,  dated  4th  April  1888, 
*«  transmitting  a  copy  of  correspondence  with  the 
"  Principal  of  the  Inland  Revenue  Laboratory  at 
"  Somerset  House  in  relation  to  his  report  on  the 
«<  samples  from  his  (Mr.  Wollheim's)  sewage  ezpari- 
«  ments  at  Crossness,  stating  that  the  effluent  pro- 
«*  duced  by  the  *  Walter'  process  was  brilliantly 
<<  clear  and  bright,  and  that  boUi  the  effluent  and  sludge 
"  were  free  from  sewage  odour  and  tendency,  to 
"  putrefaction,  and  that  he  was  prepared  to  prove 
«<  further  that  they  would  remain  so  in  actual  practice, 
<<  and  under  any  conditions  of  temperature  and  tide, 
<<  and  that  a  considerable  saving  in  expenditure 
«  would  be  effected  by  the  adoption  of  the  process, 
<<  and  suggesting  that  if  the  Board,  by  having 
<*  appointed  Sir  Henry  Roscoe  under  certain  con- 
"  ditions,  were  debarred  from  acting  in  the  matter 
"  without  his  knowledge  or  advice,  the  matter  might 
"  be  referred  for  his  consideration,  and  all  papers  and 
<*  documents  relating  thereto  placed  at  his  disposal. 
"  It  was  moved  by  Mr.  Edwards,  seconded,  and 
"  resolved, — that  the  said  letter  be  referred  to  the 
"  Works  and  General  Purposes  Committee  for  con- 
"  sideration  and  report."  Then  that  is  considered, 
and  the  Board  write  to  you  and  say  that  they  have 
further  considered  that,  and  they  have  nothing 
further  to  add  ?— Exactly ;  their  fii*st  answer  is  that 
it  was  inexpedient — the  only  reason  that  they  gave 
was  that  it  was  inexpedient,  and  in  further  answer 
they  say  that  they  have  nothing  further  to  add.  But 
this  was  not  brought  before  the  Board. 

13,262.  But  I  have  read  you  the  minute.  The 
copies  that  you  sent  were  brought  before  the  Board  ? 
— In  which  manner  ?  By  putting  an  extract  on  the 
agenda  paper,  and  not  allowing  the  letter  to  be  read 
which  I  especially  asked  to  be  read.  I  can  produce 
the  correspondence,  my  Lord,  which  will  show  this 
transaction  very  clearly,  and  I  can  explain  it — that 
by  main  force  I  could  not  get  a  special  request  to 
have  a  certain  letter  read  before  the  Board,  granted ; 
it  was  denied ;  it  was  not  read  ;  and  upon  my  question 
why  it  was  not  read  the  simple  answer  was  given  that 
no  motion  was  made  to  that  effect,  whilst  my  letter 
contained  a  special  request  that  it  should  be  read,  and 
whilst  I  pointed  to  the  byelaws  of  the  Board  which 
themselves  provide  for  the  reading  of  correspondence. 
To  that  I  received  no  more  answer  than  that  my  letter 
had  been  received. 


Mr. 
H.  WoUkmm. 


The  witness  withdrew. 
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METROPOLITAN   BOABD   OF   WOEKS   INQUIBY  COMMISSION  : 


Twenty-third 
Day. 

7  Aug.  1888. 


( Chairman,)  The  Commission  will  not  be  able  to 
sit  again  till  Tuesday  next.  On  that  day  I  should 
think  we  may  be  able  to  finish  the  evidence  that  we 


at  pi*esent  propose  to  take*  We  shaU  thena4}oum 
for  some  time,  provided  we  finish  the  evijdence  which 
is  then  available. 


A(^ourned  to  Tuesday  next  at  11  o'clock. 


TWENTY-FOURTH  DAY. 


LosD  Hbrschell. 


Tuesday,  14th  Angrnst  1888. 
fbesemt: 

Lord  HERSCHELL  in  the  Chair 


Mr.  BoSANQUETy  Q»C. 


Mr.  Guildford  Barker  Richardson  recalled,  farther  examined. 


Twenty-fourth 
Day. 

14  Aug.  1888. 

Mr.  O.  B. 
Hichardson, 


13,263.  (Chairman.)  T  believe  you  wish  to  make  a 
statement  with  reference  to  a  matter  referred  to  last 
time,  namely,  the  question  of  obtaining  the  gnmite 
from  the  Lundy  Granite  Quarry  ? — Yes,  and  also  the 
case  of  Mr.  Doulton,  which,  you  remember,  was  also 
mentioned.  It  was  the  latter  that  more  particularly 
eansed  me  to  ask  that  I  might  come  before  you  once 
more,  because  I  thought  you  had  got  on  the  minutes 
all  that  related  to  wluit  I  may  call  the  evil  part  of  the 
question,  and  I  wanted  to  tell  you  exactly  what  the 
Board  had  done,  which  I  think  relieves  all  the  members 
of  the  Board  entirely  from  any  responsibility  that 
might  seem  to  rest  upon  them.  Perhaps  I  had  bett^er 
first  say  that  the  question  of  the  sureties  arose  after 
the  examination  of  Mr.  Fumess  in  the  Bankruptcy 
Court.  The  Board-  did  not  know  anything  as  to  the 
transaction  between  Mr.  Fumess  and  Mr.  Doulton, 
until  this  examination  had  taken  place,  when  it  got  into 
the  press,  and  then  the  Board  appointed  a  committee 
to  examine  into  the  matter.  That  committee  sat 
first  on  the  26th  November  1867,  and  preparatory 
to  that  committee  sitting,  the  Board  called  upon  their 
solicitor  to  get  from  the  Bankruptcy  Court  a  copy  of 
the  examination  of  Mr.  Fumess  at  the  Bankruptcy 
Court.  He  underwent  a  very  long  examination  at  the 
hands  of  Mr.  Sargood,  whose  name  was  well  known 
as  being  a  prominent  counsel  in  bankruptcy  matters. 
We  have  the  whc^e  of  his  evidence  in  the  Biuikruptcy 
Court  printed  on  our  minutes^  under  date  7th  February 
1868;  and  then  there  was  a  second  long  examination 
also  of  Mr.  Fumess  before  the  committee,  with  Sir 
John  Thwaites  in  the  chair,  when  statements  were 
made  by  Mr.  Doulton  ;  statements  also  w^:^  made  by 
Mr.  Boche,  and  all  this  was  then  presented  as  a 
report  without  any  recommendation  or  expression 
of  opinion,  but  simply  stating :  ^*  Your  com- 
^^  mittee  have,  in  accordance  with  the  instructions 
<<  of  the  Board,  of  the  20th  November  last^  had  a 
*<  shorthand  writer  to  attend  their  meetings  and  take 
**  notes  of  the  evidence  given.  They  have  also  caused 
*<  Mr.  Fumess'  books  with  reference  to  the  Thames 
<*  Embankment  suretyship  account  to  be  examined  by 
^<  the  accountant  of  the  Board,  and  the  result  of  such 
«<  examination  appears  amongst  the  evidence.  The 
"  whole  of  the  evidence  taken  by  your  committee  in 
"  relation  to  the  subject,  together  with  the  statements 
'*  made  by  the  honourable  members  Mr.  Doulton  and 
<*  Mr.  Roche,  the  communications  received  from  the 
**  several  parties,  and  the  accountuit's  report,  &C., 
^<  have,  by  direction  of  your  committee,  been  printed 
^^  and  copies  thereof  supplied  to  each  member  of  the 
<*  Board,  and  your  committee  now  beg  to  submit  the 
**  same  for  the  information  of  your  Honourable 
*<  Board."     The  committee  presented  all  this  in  their 


report  to  the  Board  on  the  7th  February  1868,  and 
this  (referring  to  a  document  then  in  the  witness's 
hand)  is  the  minute  of  the  proceedings  of  the  Board 
for  that  day,  and  I  think  I  ought  to  re^  to  you  what 
followed.  First  of  all,  I  ought  to  read  one  word 
more  from  the  beginning.  There  was  some  question 
raised  as  to  whether  all  this  should  be  given  to  the 
public  thi*ou^h  the  minutes  of  the  Board.  A  member 
of  the  Board  of  the  name  of  Hows,  brought  up  .  the 
report  of  the  committee,  and  it  was  then  moved 
by  Mr.  Hows,  and  seconded  by  Mr.  White,  a  memba* 
who  is  still  on  the  Board,  now  representing  West- 
minster, <*that  the  report,  together  with  the 
"  evidence  submitted  therewith,  be  received."  I 
then  moved  an  amendment  ^iwhich  was  seconded 
by  another  member  of  the  Board^  Mr.  Healey, 
"  that  the  report  together  with  the  evidence 
'^  submitted  therewith  be  received  and  entered 
"  on  the  minutes  of  the  proceedings  of  this  day.** 
After  discussion,  the  motion  was  by  leave  of  the 
Board  modified  so  as  to  read,  '^Uiat  the  report 
"  together  with  the  evidence  submitted  therewith  be 
"  received  and  entered  on  the  minutes.''  The  motion 
was  withdrawn,  and  my  amendment  practically  became 
the  motion,  and  was  carried,  and  that  was  the  reason 
of  all  these  proceedings  appearing  on  the  minutes  of  the 
Board.  Well,  then,  it  was  moved  by  our  present  chair- 
man, then  Colonel  Hogg,  ^<  that  copies  of  the  minutes 
"  of  the  proceedings  of  this  day  when  printed  be  sent 
**  to  the  members  of  the  Board  only,"  The  chairman 
ruled  that  before  the  motion  could  be  put,  the  Board 
must  resolve  to  suspend  their  standii^  order  directing 
that  copies  of  the  printed  minutes  sh^be  sent  to  aU  the 
vestries  and  district  boards  of  the  metiDpolis.  It  was 
then  moved  by  Mr.  Silas  Taylor,  since  deceased,  one  of 
the  members  for  St.  Pancras,  ^'  that  this  Board  having 
*'  investigated  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Furness  given 
**  before  the  Registrar  of  the  Bankmptcy  Court  on 
"'  oath,  and  adhered  to  by  him,  ai'e  of  opinion  that  the 
"  statements  made  by  him  have  been  proved,"  where- 
upon it  was  moved  by  Mr.  Le  Breton  piirsuaut  to 
notice  as  an  amendment  thereon,  ^'  that  the  tenns  on 
'<  which  Messrs.  Cleland  and  Clench  agreed  to  become 
"  bound  for  the  due  performance  of  his .  contract  by 
**  Mr.  Furness,  were  negotiated  by  Mr.  Doulton;  th«»t 
^'  though  part  of  the  consideration  passed  through  his 
"  hands>  he  denies  having  retained  any  portion:  for  hia 
<<  own  benefit ;  and  it  is  admitted  hy  the  sureties  that 
*^  the  whole  amount  was  received  and  fi4)propriated 
"  by  them."  The  amendment  vwis  seconded  h^ 
Mr.  Clark,  and  after  discussion,  it  was  moved  by 
Mr.  Nicholay  and  seconded  by  Mr.  £lt  ^'thaf^  the 
**  debate  be  adjourned,"  which  was  put  to  the  vote 
and  lost.    The  amendment  of  Mr.  Le  Breton  having 
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been  put  to  the  vote  was  declared  bj  the  chairman  U> 
be  carried.  Then  there  was  a  division  taken  upon 
lif  and  the  division  proved  to  be,  for  the  amend- 
ment 15^  and  against  tbe  amendment  15,  and  the 
chairman  Sir  Jmm  Thwaites  having  then  voted  in 
&vour  of  the  amendment,  he  declared  the  same  to  be 
carried.  Well,  then,  Sir  John  Thwaites  left  the  chair, 
and  Mr.  Savage  was  put  into  the  chair,  and  so  soon 
as  Mr.  Savage  had  taken  the  chair,  a  member  of  the 
Board,  Mr.  Beven  who  represented  one  of  the  East 
End  parishes,  stated  that  his  name  did  not  appear  on 
the  division  list,  and  he  required  to  have  his  name 
entered.  The  question  being  raised  at  the  time,  he  was 
asked  which  way  he  had  voted,  and  he  said  he 
voted  against  the  amendment.  He  required  tbatiiis 
name  should  be  entered  against  the  amendment.  The 
list  was  therefore  amended,  and  by  the  insertion, 
of  that  gentleman's  name  the  amendment  was 
rejected,  but  inasmudi  as  there  were  15  on  one 
side,  and  16  on  the  other,  and  the  chairman 
made  32,  it  was  not  a  majority  of  the  members 
of  the  Board  present*  and  therefore  there  was  no 
order.  The  original  motion  then  stood.  Mr.  Cook 
moved  an  amendment,  ^That  this  Board,  having 
'^  no  power  to  summon  witnesses,  to  compel  the 
''  production  of  books  and  papers,  nor  to  examine 
"  on  oath;  do  not  feel  that  the  evidence  given  by 
"  Mr.  Purness  before  the  Registrar  of  the  Bank- 
•*  ruptcy  Court  has  either  been  confirmed  or  disproved 
<*  b}''  the  statements  laid  before  the  Committee,  and 
**  they  must  therefore  leave  Mr.  Doulton  to  meet 
**  those  charges  in  the  way  which  he  deems  best." 
That  was  lost.  Then  Mr.  Bidgood .  moved  another 
amendment,  "  That  Mr.  Doulton,  a  member  of  this 
**  Board,  was  improperly  concerned  in  negotiating  the 
<*  suretyship  for  Mr.  Fumess,  the  contractor  for  the 
"  Thames  Embankment.  That  it  is  highly  blameable 
"  for  any  member  of  this  Board  to  interfere,  in  his 
"  private  capacity,  in  the  management  of  the  affairs 
**  of  this  Board,  and  that  such  interference  is  calcu* 
"  lated  injuriously  to  affect  the  Board  in  the  estimation 
"  of  the  public."  The  amendment  having  been  put 
to  the  vote  was  lost.  I  should  say  the  feeling  of  the 
Board,  from  what  I  remember  of  it  at  that  time — it 
is  20  years  ago— was  decidedly  against  censuring 
Mr.  Doulton,  absolutely  censuring  him.  That  was 
the  reason  why  this  last  amendment  was  not 
carried.  Then  there  was  a  further  amendment 
moved  by  Mr.  Euntz,  and  seconded  by  Mr.  Col- 
linson,  ^'That  the  Board  deprecates  the  taking 
**  part  by  its  members  in  business  or  professional 
**  transactions,  with  parties  connected  with  the 
*  works  of  the  Board  in  matters  relating  thereto, 
^  as  calculated  injuriously  to  affect  the  character 
**  of  the  Board."  That  amendment  having  been 
put  to  the  vote,  a  division  was  demanded,  and 
there  were  for  it  13,  and  against  it  14,  and  there  not 
being  a  majority  voting  for  or  against  it,  the  Board 
came  to  no  resolution.  Then  the  original  motion  was 
put,  "  That  this  Board  having  investigated  the  evi- 
**  dence  -  of  Mr.  Fumess,  given  before  the  Begistrar 
''  of  the  Bankruptcy  Court,  on  oath,  and  adhered  to 
**  by  him,  are  of  opinion  that  the  statements  made  by 
**  him  have  been  proved."  Only  seven  voted  for  that, 
and  20  against  it.  Then  Mr.  Doulton  handed  in  a 
protest  with  reference  to  the  proceedings  of  the  Board 
on  the  subject.  **  It  was  moved  by  Mr.  Hall  and 
**  seconded  by  Mr.  Elt,  that  the  protest  handed  in  by 
^*  Mr.  Doulton  be  entered  in  extenso  on  the  minutes 
"  of  the  proceedings  of  this  day,"  and  that  was  lost. 
Then  there  was  another  amendment  moved  by  myself, 
and  seconded  by  Mr.  White,  "  That  the  protest  be 
"  not  received."  The  Chairman  ruled  that  the 
amendment  could  not  be  put.  I  then  moved  a  further 
amendment,  "  That  the  protest  do  lie  on  the  table, 
**  and  be  not  recorded  in  extenso  on  the  minutes  of 
**  the  Board,**  and  that  having  been  put  to  tbe  vote, 
there  were  for  it  15,  and  against  it  6.     That  was 


Day. 
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practically  the  termination  of  the  proceedings  jf  the  Twenty-fourth 
Board  on  this  subject.     This  took  place  on  the  7th  of  '^ 

February  1868.  On  the  18th  of  February,  Mr.  Doul- 
ton sent  in  his  resignation.  It  was  thoronghty  well 
nnderstood  amongst  the  members,  that  if  he  could  not 
get  a  motion  passed  by  the  Board,  that  would  prac- 
tically have  the  effect  of  relieving  him  from  the 
responsibility  of  his  actions,  though,  perhaps,  not  an 
absolute  censure  upon  his  conduct^  he  would  resign, 
and  he  never  appeared  at  the  Board  again.  He  sent 
in  his  letter  of  resignation  on  the  18th  of  Febmaij, 
and  there  tbe  matter  ended  so  far  as  Mr.  Doulton 
was  concerned,  and  he  ceased  to  be  a  member  from 
the  18th  of  February  1868. 

13.264.  Can  you  tell  me  when  the  practice  of 
requiring  8ui*eties  for  the  contracts  was  given  up  ? — 
That  practice  existed  before  1  became  a  member  of  the 
Board  in  1862,  and  after  this  time,  when  it  bad  been 
made  so  clear  that  all  these  sums  chained  and  paid 
for  sureties  practically  were  paid  by  the  Board,  it 
was  determined  to  cease  that  practice.  I  think  I 
may  say  it  ceased  immediately  after  this  inquiry 
in  1868.  I  know  that  we  have  always  from  that 
time  taken  the  10  per  cent,  or  12  per  cent,  or  16  per 
cent,  of  the  amount  of  the  money  as  surety  to  the 
Board  that  the  work  would  be  duly  performed. 

Well,'  then,  you  have  not  got  on  the  minutes, 
I  believe,  what  resulted  after  the  inquiry  upon 
the  Lundy  Granite  Company.  Both  Mr.  Boche 
and  Mr.  Doulton  were  mixed  up  with  that.  I 
have  a  report  of  it  here.  I  do  not  know  whether 
you  have  all  the  circumstances  of  this  case.  H 
not  I  might  say  that  the  Lundy  Granite  Com* 
pany  was  initiated  very  largely  by  three  members 
of  the  House  of  Commons.  There  was  Mr.  Harvey 
Lewis,  Mr.  Doulton,  and  Mr.  McKenna.  Mn 
McKenna  was  the  chairman  of  the  company,  Mr. 
Harvey  Lewis  one  of  the  directors,  and  Mr.  Doulton 
another  of  the  directors  of  the  company.  It  was,  no 
doubt,  contemplated  that  there  was  something  to  be 
made  out  of  it  from  the  enormous  quantity  of 
granite  that  was  to  be  used.  I  do  not  know  whether 
you  want  all  the  details  of  this  on  the  minutes.  (The 
witness  here  handed  in  a  report  of  the  Board.) 

13.265.  ^o,  I  do  not  think  we  do.  This  does  not 
deal  with  the  Lundy  granite.  This  only  deals 
apparently  with  the  question  of  the  Odessa  "Water- 
works?— ^I  have  made  a  mistake;  I  have  handed 
to  you  the  wrong  paper.  What  I  wanted  to  si^ 
upon  that  was  this,  that  the  Boai*d,  when  this  question 
of  granite  arose,  required  the  engineer,  Sir  Joseph 
Bazalgette,  to  consult  the  late  Mr.  Tennant,  ttke 
mineralogist,  who,  I  suppose,  was  the  greatest  autho- 
rity, certainly  in  England,  and  probably  in  the  world, 
upon  questions  of  mineralogy,  and  he  was  required  to 
give  his  opinion  as  to  the  character-  of  the  different 
specimens  of  granite  that  were  submitted  to  tbe 
engineer,  and  he  it  was  who  advised  the  Board  upon 
that  question  afterwards,  and  his  letteiTi  are  in  this 
report  of  the  Board  that  I  have.  The  Lundy  Ghranite 
Company  were  thus  placed  in  a  position  where  they 
could  make  nothing  out  of  tbe  supply  of  their  granite, 
which,  as  Mr.  Fumess  has  told  ymi,  was  rejected  by 
the  engineer,  and  tbat  it  came  from  Scotland,  and 
from  the  Island  of  Mull  and  other  places,  so  that 
practically  the  Lundy  Granite  Company  ceased  to 
exist  almost  as  a  matter  of  course.  There  was  no 
necessity  to  take  any  further  action  upon  it.  Prac- 
tically the  Board  felt  there  was  a  suspicion  attached 
to  the  Board  and  some  of  its  members,  and  tbey 
took  that  course  for  protection  by  putting  themselves 
into  the  hands  of  tbe  engineer  with  Mr.  Tennant. 

13.266.  So  that  the  Board  directed  in  short,  tbat 
the  source  from  which  the  granite  was  to  come,  should 
be  determined  simply  on  the  merits  ? — By  a  thorough 
mineralogist,  by  the  first  man  of  the  day,  and  that 
relieved  them,  of  course,  from  all  responsibility  with 
regard  to  favouritism  or  anything  of  tlie  kind. 


The  witness  withdrew. 
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Mr.  Charlics  Mills  Roche  recited,  further  examined 


Twanty-ioorth 
Daj. 

C  3f.  Boeke. 


.  13,267.  (ChairtfMn.)  You  have  already  been  exa- 
mined ? — ^Yes. 

13.268.  You  were  a  former  member  of  the  Board  ? 
—Yes. 

13.269.  You  desire  to  make  a  statement  with  re- 
ference to  what  was  given  in  evidence  by  Mr.  Furness 
as  regards  the  Lundy  Granite  Quarry? — The  state- 
ment which  I  find  was  made  by  Mr.  Furness  according 
to  the  notes  which  your  Lordship  has  very  kindly  sent 
to  me  is  this :  **  On  the  morning  the  contract  was  to 
"  be  let,  Mr.  Roche,  the  member  for  Paddington,  met 
**  us  at  the  offices  in  Spring  Grardens,  and  asked  me 
•*  into  one  of  the  rooms,  when  he  promised  to  support 
<*  me  for  the  contract  if  I  would  enter  into  an  agree- 
«♦  ment  to  Uave  all  the  granite  from  the  Lundy  Granite 
**  Company."  That  statement,  so  far  as  it  i^lates  to 
my  having  promised  to  support  Mr.  Furness  if  he 
would  enter  into  a  contract  is  absolutely  false.  "Xou 
will  see  presently  it  had  been  proved  so. 

13.270.  Did  you  have  any  conversation  with  him 
about  tho  Lundy  Granite  Company  ? — I  will  come  to 
that.  I  thought  I  would  negative  first  what  he  said 
in  hi^  evidence.  He  is  asked,  "  Did  you  know  that 
<*  Mr.  Roche  was  interested  in  the  Limdy  Granite 
"  Company?  (A.)  He  was.  I  do  not  know  the 
"  interest  he  had."  My  Lord,  I  never  had  the 
slightest  interest  in  the  Lundy  Granite  Company  in 
any  way  as  having  an  interest  in  the  company  either 
by  shares  or  anything  of  the  sort.  I  was  simply 
acting  in  a  professional  capacity,  which  I  will  come 
to  directly.  Mr.  Furness  is  ask^,  "  In  another  part 
**  of  your  evidence  you  say  you  were  locked  in  the 
"  room  with  him?  (A,)  That  is  true."  That  is 
absolutely  false  again.  Mr.  Furness  is  asked,  *^  And 
*^  Mr.  Roche  insisted  on  it.  He  was  then  a  member 
"  of  the  Bi>ard?  (A.)  He  was  I  stated  that 
♦*  before  the  Board.  What  I  stated  there  I  am  per- 
<'  fectly  prepared  to  swear  to  at  the  present  time, 
**  although  I  could  not  remember  it  at  all.''  We 
shall  come  to  what  he  did  state  presently  in  his 
evidence.  He  then  states  afterwards,  '*  Mr.  Roche 
**  offered  me  10  per  cent,  less  for  the  contract ;  he 
**  offered  to  take  10  per  cent,  off  the  lowest  tender." 
That  is  also  wholly  untrue.  That  being  so,  the  cir- 
cumstances were  these :  In  1863,  now  a  quarter  of  a 
century  ago,  I  think  the  25th  September,  the  tenders 
of  the  various  parties  who  had  sent  in  their  tendei-s  for 
the  Thames  Embankment  were  opened.  The  lowest 
tender  was  Mr.  Ridley's,  495,000/.;  Mr.  Fumess's 
bein«  620,000/.,  a  diflerence  of  25,000/.  The  Board 
went  into  committee  and  the  committee  recommended 
that  Mr.  Ridley's  tender  be  accepted,  subject  to  in- 
quiries. That  b  on  the  25th,  and  the  tender  was 
accepted.     Before  that  my  firm  had  been  concerned 

Professionally  in  advising  the  gentlemen  to  whom  the 
ixmdj  Granite  Quarry  belonged  with  reference  to  the 
formation  of  a  company  (acting  simply  in  a  pro- 
fessional  capacity),  those  gentlemen  being  clients 
perfectly  independent  of  the  Lundy  Granite  Company. 
After  Mr.  Ridley's  contract  was  accepted,  they  sent 
instructions  to  the  firm  to  prepare  a  contract  with 
Mr.  Ridley  to  take  their  granite.  The  contract  was 
prepared  and  sent  to  the  company  by  the  firm,  and 
they  wrote  back  to  say  it  was  a  great  deal  too  long; 
they  wanted  it  in  the  shape  of  a  letter.  A  letter  was 
accordingly  sent  to  them,  and  they  and  they  alone 
saw  Mr.  Ridley,  and  the  contract  was  entered  into.  On 
the  I6th  October  we  received  instructions  on  the 
morning  of  that  day  that  Mr.  Furness  had  agreed  to 
take  the  granite  of  the  company  on  the  same  terms  as 
Mr.  Ridley,  and  were  instructed  to  attend  at  the 
Board  and  get  the  contract  signed,  all  the  terms 
having  been  arranged  between  the  company  and  him, 
or  someone  on  bis  behalf. 

13.271.  Was  that  after  Mr.  Fumess's  tender  had 
been  accepted  or  before  ? — Mr.  Ridley's  had  been 
accepted  then. 

13.272.  But  I  suppose  Mr.  Ridley's  was  at  an  end 
wh<)n  they    were    negotiating  with  Mr.    Fi^mess  ? 


— ^What  I  learnt  afterwards  was,  that  they  seemed 
to  know  a  great  deal  more  of  what  was  going  on  than 
I  did. 

13,273.  In  point  of  fact  at  that  time  I  suppose  it 
was  known  that  Mr.  Ridley  was  not  to  get  it  ? — It 
was  not  known  to  me,  but  it  appears  to  have  been 
known  to  some  other  parties  that  there  was  a  likeli- 
hood of  his  losing  it.  I  believe  that  was  known,  but  I 
am  bound  to  say  I  was  not  aware  of  it.  There  were 
some  gentlemen  more  in  the  secret  than  I  was.  I  do 
not  mean  to  say  members  of  the  Board,  but  outside 
the  Board,  Then  on  the  16th  October  1863  I  went 
over  to  the  Board,  and  I  saw  Mr.  Doulton  there  with 
Mr.  Furness,  and  Mr.  Doulton  introduced  me  to 
Mr.  Furness.  I  knew  nothing  of  Mr.  Furness,  except 
that  he  was  a  contractor.  I  do  not  know  that  I  had  eyer 
spoken  to  him  before.  I  asked  Mr.  Furness  into  the 
waiting  room  where  everybody  comes  to  wait,  one  of 
the  public  rooms.  I  said,  '*  There  is  the  contract 
''  which  I  understand  that  you  have  agreed  to  enter 
<'  into."  I  knew  nothing  more  than  the  instructions 
I  had  got  that  morning.  He  objected  to  some  portions 
of  the  contract 

13,274.  Was  that  before  he  was  the  accepted  con- 
tractor ? — It  was.     That  was  in  the  morning.     I  am 
trying  to  follow  the  sequence  of  events.     He  said 
that  he  was  not  aware  whether  the  price  that  was 
named  there,  6s,  7^e/.,  was  5  per  cent,  below  the  lowest 
granite    merchants'    tenders    that  he    had  received. 
My  answer  was  I  did  not  know  either ;  I  had  nothing 
to  do  with  the  price.     I  had  to  do  with  the  terms  of 
the  contract.     My  instructions  were  that  he  was  going 
to  enter  into  the  same  one  as  Mr.  Ridley,  and  that 
was  all  I  knew.    It  was  then  arranged  that  as  the  price 
was  an  open  question,  Mr.  Doulton  (who  had  been 
the  gentleman  who  negotiated  between  Mr.  Forness 
and  the  directors,  as  I  subsequently  ascertuned — I 
was  not  even  then  aware  of  the  exact  position  he  was 
in)  name  should   be  put  in  as  referee  with  regard 
to  price,  and  that  if  the  6*.  7^d.  was  not  5  per  cent, 
lower  (I  did  not  know  whether  it  was  or  was  not),  it 
was  to  be  referred  to  Mr.  Doulton,  and  he  was  to  s^ 
if  it  was  or  not,  and  that  there  was  5  per  .cent.  off. 
Then  he  also  required  that  a  clause  should  be  put  in 
that  the  granite  should  be  subject  to  the  approval  of 
the  engineer.     To  that  I  assented,  although  I  had  no 
absolute  instructions,  becatise  I  considered  it  fair  and 
right  and  reasonable.     Mr.  Doulton  then  came  back 
into  the  room  ;  he  had  been  out.     It  was  explained  to 
him  what  had  been  done.    I  am  not  sure  whether  I  had 
absolutely  drawn  out  the  contract  then.     It  was  very 
short,  in  the  shape  of  a  letter,  but  it  was  handed 
to  Mr.  Doulton,  who  read  it  through,  and  then  it  was 
that  Mr.  Furness  signed  it.     That  was  my  part  in  the 
transaction.     When  we  went  into  the  Board,  there 
was  a  report  of  a  committee  brought  up  that,  **  In 
*'  the  opinion   of  this  committee  the  result  df  the 
**  inquiries   respecting   Mr.   Ridley's  competency  to 
**  carry  out  a  portion  of  the  Thames  Embankment 
*^  for  which  he  has  tendered,  is  not  sufficiently  satis- 
*^  factory  to  warrant  the  committee  in  recommending 
"  the  Board  to  accept  his   tender."      I   see   that  I 
seconded  a  resolution  that  he  having  agreed  to  deposit 
20,000/.,  his  contract  should  remain.      I  find  that 
when  the  report  of  the  committee   was  put,  there 
were  23  for  it  and  11  against  it,  and  I  find  I  voted 
against  the   report — that  is,    I   voted   in   favour  of 
Mr.  Ridley's  tender  being  continued,  and  I  have  ever 
done  so  and  ever  thought  it  ought  to  have  been  so. 
That  is  what  took  place  on  that  occasion. 

13,275.  Then  in  the  result  the  reconunendation  of 
the  committee  was  carried,  and  Mr.  Fumess's  tender 
accepted  on  that  occasion  ? — Then  what  was  done 
was  this.  The  Board  resolved  itself  into  a  committee ; 
then  the  committee  reported  that  the  tender  of  Mr. 
Furness  for  the  execution  of  the  works  in  question 
for  the  sum  of  520,000/.  be  accepted,  subject  to  the 
usual  inquiries,  and  that  was  carried. 
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13,276.  At  that  time  both  Mr.  Ridley  and  Mr. 
Furness  had  signed  documents  ageeing  to  take  the 
granite  from  the  Landy  Granite  Company  ? — ^Both 
of  them. 

18^77.  So  that,  as  regards  the  directors  of  the 
Lnndy  Granite  Company,  it  did  not  matter  to  them 
which  got  it  ? — It  did  not  matter  which,  as  far  as  they 
were  concerned.  I  say  now  that  I  ascertained 
afterwards  they  had  got  certain  information  that 
Mr.  Ridley  was  not  to  have  the  contract.  It  was  all 
cut  and  dried  for  Mr.  Furness,  and  they  were  anxious, 
therefore,  to  get  the  contract  with  Furness. 

13.278.  \\  as  there  anything  which  bound  Mr  Rid- 
ley to  have  granite,  subject  to  the  approval  of  the 
engineer  ? — No,  that  was  not  in  his  contract. 

13.279.  80  that  ho  could  Jiave  selected  the  grauito 
himself  ? — ^It  must  have  been  submitted  to  the  engi- 
neer, because  the  engineer  had  power  to  decide  on 
the  granite.  It  was  left  out  of  his  contract^  but 
Mr.  Furness  very  properly  said,  "Put  in  the 
**  approval  of  the  engineer,  because  it  might  not 
'*  be  giivnite  which  he  approves,  and  then  I  still  might 
"  be  bound  by  the  contract."  He  had  a  more  favour- 
able contract  than  Mr.  Ridley. 

13*280.  Mr.  Ridley  had  bound  himself  absolutely  ? 
— ^Absolutdly. 

13,281.  So  that  Mr,  Ridley's  was  more  favourable 
to  the  Luudy  Granite  C<»npanv  than  Mr.  Furness's  ? 
— Well,  I  do  not  know  wheuier  it  would  be  more 
favourable.  If  the  granite  had  been  rejected,  I  do  not 
believe  the  company  could  have  enforced  the  contract. 
I  should  doubt  that  very  much  indeed.  If  they  could 
not  supply  the  article  in  accordance  with  the  approval 
of  the  engineer,  I  should  not  think  a  gentleman  would 
enforce  a  contract  uuder  those  circumstances.  That 
is  as  far  as  regards  those  particulai'  circumstances. 
Now,  my  Lord,  thitu  questiou  has  been  before  the 
Board  in  February  1886  ;  and  it  came  before  the 
committee  under  these  circumstances.  I  took  an 
active  part  in  getting  before  the  Board  that  evidence 
of  Mr.  Furness  before  the  registrar,  where  he  had 
sworn  distinctly  that  Mr.  Doulton  had  participated  in 
the  9,000^  which  was  paid  for  getting  him  sureties. 
X  incurred  some  eumity  in  consequence  of  that. 
During  the  time  that  Mr.  Furness  was  carrying  on 
his  contract,  I  took  also  a  very  active  part  in  insist- 
ing, as  far  as  was  possible  for  anyone  to  insist,  that 
be  should  perform  his  contract  by  taking  the  materials 
from  the  Conservators  of  the  Thames,  because  I  con- 
sidered that  we  were  bound,  under  the  clauses  of  the 
Act  of  Parliament,  to  take  from  the  Conservators  all 
that  they  could  give  us,  and  that  the  alternative 
clause  that  we  inserted  in  our  contract  was  simply  for 
the  purpose  of  enabling  the  engineer  to  order  the 
filling  in  to  come  from  elsewhere  if  they  could  not 
get  what  was  right  and  proper,  and  what  was  wanted 
from  the  Conservators.  That  was  the  contention  of 
many  of  us  at  that  time.  Mr.  Furness  did  not  carry 
on  his  contract  with  expedition.  It  turned  out  after- 
wards he  was  not  in  a  pecuniary  position  to  do  so. 
I  had  frequently  to  bring  that  before  the  Board, 
and  it  appears,  according  to  that,  that  I  incurred 
Mr.  Fumess's  enmity,  and  in  what  I  am  about  to 
refer  to,  the  evidence  that  v^as  taken,  if  your  Lordship 
will  read  it  hereafter,  you  will  see  the  animus  with 
which  Mr.  Furness  acted  from  beginning  to  end, 
simply  because  I  did  my  public  acts  fireely  and  inde- 
pendently, and  according  to  what  I  thought  to  be 
right.  The  matter  of  Mr.  Doulton  was  reiei*i*ed  to  a 
committee  to  investigate  and  report,  and  in  the  middle 
of  that  investigation,  Mr.  Doulton  writes  a  letter  to 
Mr.  Furness,  which  is  set  forth  in  the  minutes,  and  in 
tliat  letter  he  said :  '*  It  is  also  asserted  that  I  was 
^  interested,  with  you  as  a  partner,  in  the  use  of 
^'  a  peculiar  granite  for  these  works."  And  then 
Mr.  Furness  writes  in  reply, .  I  have  never  hesitated 
to  say,  and  I  say  it  now  on  oath,  and  I  express  my 
belief  that  with  regard  to  that  letter  of  Mr.  Doul- 
tou's,  and  Mr.  Fumess's  reply,  the  one  was  written, 
and  the  other  answers  it  for  the  purpose  of  bringing 
in  the  Lundy  granite  question  in  consequence  of  the 


part  I  had  taken  in  getting  the  question  of  the 
sureties  before  the  Bofutl.  And  then  Mr  Furness 
makes  his  statement.  It  is  all  set  forth  in  the 
minutes,  if  your  Lordship  cares  to  have  it  read 
Then  Mr.  Furness  is  examined  with  reference  to  that 
questiou.  The  evidence  occupies,  I  think,  from 
page  257  to  page  275.  The  contract  that  Mr.  Furness 
entered  into  is  set  forth.  I  do  not  know  that  it  is 
worth  while  reading  that  to  your  Lordship. 

13,282.  No?  —  In  the  course  of  his  evidence, 
Mr.  Fumesa  is  asked:  "Mr.  Furness,  you  state  in 
"  your  letter  that  Mr.  Roche  met  you  at  Spring 
*^  Grardens,  and  asked  you  into  one  of  the  ixK)ms, 
'*  *  when  he  promised  to  support  me  in  the  contract, 
*'  *  if  I  would  enter  into  an  agreement,'  and  so  forth. 
**  You  have  a  distinct  recollection  that  there  was  a 
**  promise  to  support  you  if  you  signed  the  agree- 
**  ment?  (A.)  I  have  a  distinct  recollection.  (Q.) 
*^  You  have  a  distinct  recollection  that  it  was  so? 
<*  (A,)  I  have.  (The  Committee.)  Was  that  an 
"  inducement  for  you  to  sign  that  contract  ?  (A.) 
"  Yes;  it  was  because  the  price  was  lower,  (The 
"  Committee.)  10  per  cent,  lower ;  that  was  what 
**  induced  him  to  sign  the  contract."  Then  he  is 
asked  whether  he  obtained  a  price  from  the  Lundy 
Granite  Company,  which  he  denies.  Then  he  is 
asked  a  question  by  myself :  "  Previous  to  your 
"  sending  in  your  tender,  which  was  on  the  25th  of 
"  September,  did  you  agree  with  any  person  on 
"  behalf  of  the  Limdy  Granite  Company  to  take 
"  their  granite  at  a  certain  amount  ?  (A.)  Certainly 
"  not." 

13.283.  That  is  correct,  is  it  not  ? — No. 

13.284.  Before  he  sent  in  his  tender? — ^No,  no; 
previous  to  his  sending  in  his  tender,  which  was  on 
the  25th  of  September. 

13.285.  But  he  had  sent  in  his  tender  long  before, 
had  not  he  ? — No. 

13.286.  He  sent  in  his  tender  at  the  same  time  as 
Mr.  Ridley  ?— That  is  the  2oth  of  September. 

13.287.  I  understood  you  that  this  arrangement 
with  Mr.  Furness ? — Was  on  the  16th  of  October. 

13.288.  Then  it  is  acciurate  ;  that  was  after  he 
sent  in  his  tender  ? — The  question  here  is  :  "  Did  you 
"  agree."  Not  in  writing;  no  contract,  but  "did 
"  you  arrange  or  agree  with  any  person  on  behalf  of 
*'  the  Lundy  Granite  Company  to  take  their  granite 
"  at  a  certain  amount."  He  says,  certainly  not.  He 
is  then  asked,  "  Then  may  we  test  the  accuracy  of  all 
"  your  evidence  by  your  answer  to  that  question  ? 
"  (A.)  Yes.  (Q.)  Be  kind  enough  to  tell  me  if  that 
"  letter  is  in  your  handwriting  (handing  a  letter), 
"  If  it  was,  I  will  read  it  ?  (A.)  Yes,  this  is  in  my 
"  handwriting."     Then  the  letter  is  read. 

13.289.  What  is  the  date  of  the  letter  ?— **  36, 
"  Great  George  Street,  Westminster,  November  26th, 
**  1863."  It  is  addressed  to  J.  M.  McKenna,  Esq. 
**  Dear  sir,  I  find  the  schedule  of  prices  you  have 
"  sent  me  does  not  correspond  with  the  prices  of 
"  4s,  7^d.  to  average  this  price ;  and  Mr.  Doulton 
'*  promised  at  the  time  of  my  signing  this,  that  it 
<'  should  be  5  per  cent,  less,  as  he  had  agreed  before 
"  the  contract  was  sent  in."  Whether  that  contract 
meant  "  tender "  or  absolutely  "  contract,"  seems  a 
little  doubtful.  <'Now  I  find  he  has  left.  He 
**  promised  to  arrnnffe  this  before  he  left  for  Turin, 
*^  and  he  also  promised  to  arrange  to  go  down  with 
"  Mr.  Lovick  to  see  the  quarries  and  the  stone." 
Then  there  is  some  more  which  is  immaterial. 
'*  ( Q.)  Having  heard  that  letter  read,  do  you  still 
'*  adhere  to  the  answer  you  gave  to  my  previous 
**  question.  (A.)  Yes.  (Q.)  Is  the  statement  in  this 
"  letter  untrue  that  Mr.  Doulton  had  agreed  with  you 
**  before  the  contract  was  sent  in,  that  the  granite 
"  should  be  5  per  cent,  less  than  4*.  7\d.  (A.)  I  do 
**  not  think  that  was  before.  That  was  afterwards. 
^*  (Q.)  Let  me  read  the  letter  again;  ^I  find  the 
**  '  schedule  of  prices  does  not  corresp<md  with  the 
"  *  prices  of  is,  7\d.  to  average  this  price  and 
"  *  Mr.  Doulton  promised.'  Now  this  is  Mr.  Fumess's 
aaswer,  **  I  think  it  is  *  Mr.  Doulton '  for  *  Mr.  Roche,' " 
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Tweoty-foarth 
Diqr. 

14Aiig.}888. 
C.  M.  Boche 
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14  Aug.  1888. 
C.  M.  Roche, 


Now,  Mr.  Doulton  bad  gome  to  Tinrin,  I  liad  not. 
ThiB  gentleman  tb<*n  boldly  aweits  Aat  be  bad  nade 
a  Mstfekke,'in  fact,  in  the  letter  tbat  be  had  written, 
and  pul  in  Mr.  r>6uHon  for  Mr.  Eoehe.  "  ( Q.)  *  And 
*«  *  Mr.  Doolton  promised  at  the  time  of  my  signing 
"  *  this,  that  it  sbotikl  be  5  per  cent,  less,  as  he  had 
"  *  agreed  npon  before  the  contract  is  sent  in.'  I  ask 
"  you  again,  did  not  Mr.  Donlton  agree  on  your 
'*  behalf  with  tbis  company  relative  to  this  granite  ? 
"  {A,)  No;  bebadnoantliorityfrom  me.  (Q.)  Did 
"be  not  agree?  {A,)  I  do  not  think  he  did.  He 
"  had  no  authority  from  me  to  agree.  ( The  Com- 
"  mittee.)  Will  you  answer  the  question  plainly,  did 
"he?  {The  Chairman,)  He  says  he  did  not.** 
When  Mr.  Doulton  makes  his  statement  afterwards,  be 
states  distinctly  that  Mr.  Furness  must  be  in  an  entire 
error,  for  be  did  have  negotiations  with  Mr.  Furness. 
*•  {Mr,  Roche.)  Do  T  understand  you  to  say  distinctly 
"  that  you  never  bad  communication  with  Mr.  Doul- 
**  ton  relative  to  obtaining  the  granite  from  the  Lundy 
"  Granite  Company?  {A.)  No;  1  do  not  recollect. 
"  Mr.  Doulton  might  have  spoken  to  me  at  the  time 
"  about  it,  about  the  prices,  I  do  not  say  he  did  not; 
"  I  do  not  recollect  everything.'*  Then  it  goes  on : 
"  (  The  Chairman.)  Did  you  consult  with  Mr.  Doul- 
"  ton  as  the  referee  under  your  contract  with  reference 
"  to  granite?  {A,)  Yes.  He  was  consulted  within 
"  a  few  days  afterwards  as  to  the  price.  There  was 
"  something  about  5  per  cent.,  and  it  was  5  per  cent. 
"  or  10  per  cent.'*  The  committee  then  ask 
Mr.  Furness  this,  I  am  only  taking  those  pasaiges 
which  seem  to  bear  particularly  upon  the  question  : 
"  {The  Committee.)  Mr.  Furness,  you  say  this, 
"  *  Mr.  Doulton  promised  at  the  time  of  my  signing 
"  *  this,  that  it  should  be  5  per  cent.,  as  he  bad  agreed 
"  *  before  the  contract  was  sent  in.*  What  does  that 
«  refer  to  ?  {A,)  I  should  think  it  must  mean  the 
"  one  agreed  on  with  Mr.  Boche,  I  should  think  so. 
"  {The  Committee)  As  he  had  agreed  before  the 
**  contract,  do  I  understand  you  to  deny  now  that 
«*  Mr.  Doulton  ever  entered  into  any  agreement  or 
**  negotiation  with  the  Lundy  Granite  Company  in 
«'  reference  t6  these  works  ?     {A.)  I  do  not  know.'* 

13.290.  Was  there  a  contract  executed  dPtep  ^e 
date  of  that  signed  document  that  you  have  spoken 
of  ?— No,  my  liord.  .    . 

13.291.  The  contract  between  Mr.  Pumfess  and  the 
Board.  I  suppose  there  would  be  a  contract  subse- 
quent to  that? — ^Tes,  certainly;  the  tender  being 
accepted,  the  contract  which  was  a  printed  fwm 
which  every  one  had  had  an  opportunity  of  going 
through,  would  then  be  signed,  of  course.  "  (  Q.)  Did 
"  Mr.  Doulton  Come  to  you  with  reference  to  taking 
"  granite  from  the  Lundy  Granite  Company,  or  see 
"  you  with  reference  to  it  ?  {A.)  I  do  not  recollect ; 
"  it  might  be  so.  I  do  not  know  whether  Mr.  Doul- 
"  ton  mentioned  the  Lundy  Granite  Company,  I  had 
"  beard  of  it  before.**  Then  I  ask  him:  "The  meeting 
"  you  say,  that  took  place  on  the  16tb  of  October, 
'<  was  that  entirely  a  promiscuous  meeting  ?  {A.)  En- 
««  tirely  as  far  as  I  was  concerned,  ( Q.)  You  had 
'*  not  been  told  by  anyone  to  attend?  {A,)  No;  I 
"  bad  not.  (Q.)  To  attend  and  sign  a  contract? 
"  {A,)  No.  (Q.)  Mr,  Doulton  made  no  communi- 
"  cation  to  you  on  the  matter?  {A,)  No;  be  was 
"  with  me ;  I  think  he  introduced  me  to  you  and  said 
"  <  this  is  Mr.  Roche.'  ** 

13.292.  Were  the  Lundy  granite  people  in  any  way 
connected  with  the  Board  or  members  of  the  Board  ? 
—No. 

13.293.  None  of  them  ? — ^No,  in  no  way  whatever. 
The  Lundy  Gmnite  Company  were  simply  endea- 
vouring to  get  the  contract  to  supply  their  granite,  as 
a  good  many  other  companies  were  endeavouring  to 
do  as  far  as  I  know. 

13.294.  They  had  got  somehow  to  know,  1 
suppose,  that  Mr.  Furness  was  the  next  tenderer  fc 
Mr.  Ridley  ? — ^No,  he  was  not  the  next ;  there  were 
two  between, 

13,294.  They  had  got  somehow  to  know  that  he 
was  likely  to  be  accepted  if  Mr.  Ridley  was  not  ?— 


I  learned  subsequently  that  they  had  ascertained,  and 
I  have  no  doubt  it  was  through  Mr.  Doulton  thai 
Mr  Furness  was  to  have  the  contract^  notwithstnidiag 
Mr.  Ridley*s  bad  been  accepted,  and  they  were 
anxious  to  get  this  contract,  but  they  never  told  it 
to  me. 

18,296.  Did  yon  know  on  that  morning  you  have 
spoken  of,  that  if  Mr.  Ridley  was  rejected,  Mr.  Furness 
would   be    the    contractor? — Certainly   not.      Most 
decidedly  not.    I  did  not  know  it.     I  knew  that  there 
was  a  sort  of  set  made  against  Mr.  Ridley,  I  thought 
most  unfairly,  and  I  always  supported  Mr.  Ridley  as 
the  lowest  tenderer  (especially  wben  he  was  prepared 
to  come  down  with  20,000/.  guarantee)  simply  on 
public  grounds.      I  knew  nothing  of  Mr.  Ridley, 
except  that  be  was  the  lowest  tenderer^  and  was 
prepared  to  put  the  money  down.    Mr.  Furness  is  then 
asked,  "  What  induced  you  to  enter  into  the  cxmtract  ? 
'^  {A.)  Because  you  promised  to  do  it  at  a  less  price 
"  than  any  tender  that  I  had  for  it.     (Q.)  Who 
*•  agreed  to  do  it?     {A,)  Mr.  Roche  on  the  part  of 
"  the  Lundy  Gnmite  Company.    I  am  not  sure  if 
"  I  Said  5  per  cent.,  1  might  in  my  letter ;  it  might 
^*  be  5  per  cent.**    Previously  be  had  always  insi^ed 
upon  it,  and  baa  now  sworn  to  its  being  10  per  cent. 
"  (Q.)  Are  you  now  prepared  to  say,  having  seen 
"  your  letter  r^ative  to  what  you  have  said,  whether 
"  it  is   10  per  cent.?     {A,)    I   think  very  likely, 
"  perhaps  5.     I  might  bare  alluded  to  10  per  cent., 
"  for  I  was  under  the  impression  you  said  it  was 
"  10  per  cent.,  and  I  do  believe  you  now  said  10  per 
"  cent.     ( The  Committee,)  The  low  price  was  your 
"  inducement?    {A,)  The  low  price  was  my  induce- 
"  ment.     (Q.)  You  nover  had  a  conversation  with 
"  any  one  before  about  prices  ?     {A,)  Not  that  I  am 
**  aware  of.**     Then  there  are  cert^  other  parts,  and 
then  comes  a  letter,  I  see,  from  Mr.  McKenna,  the 
manager  of  the  company,  dated   London,  28th  No- 
vember 1867,  a  letter  which  be  bad  addressed  to  me, 
and  which  I  will  read.    ""My  dear  Sir,  In  repty  to 
^  your  letter  of  the  261^  instant,  I  beg  to  state  that 
*  the  Lnndy  Granite  (>>mpany  was  formed  by  me 
"  in  ttie  year -1868,  and  in  the  early  period  of  its 
"  operations,  I  gave  a  good  deal  of  attention  to  its 
^'  affieiirs,  and  assisted  the  directors  at  all  theii?  board 
"  meetings.      Tbe  negotiations    fbr  'the  supply  of 
^  granite  for  the  Thames  Embankment  to  Mr.  Furness 
"  was  conducted  on  bis  behalf  by  Mr.  Doulton,  whd 
"introduced  the  business  to  the  company,  and  With 
"  whom  I  bad,  in  concert  with  the  directors^  se^dral 
"  conferences  at  the  offices  of  the  company.     You 
"  were  requested  to  give  your  professional  services  in 
"  the  preparation  of  the  contract  between  Mr.  Pttmess 
*'  and  the  company,  and  you  were  also  empfpy^  by 
"  the  company  in  preparing  the  agreement,  which 
"  had  been  entered  into  With  Mr.  Ridley  for  supplying 
"  him  with  granite  for  the  said  work.     You  never 
^  had  a  share  in  the  company,  nor  any  interest  in  it 
"  whatever,  except  in  your  capacity  as  a  solicitor. 
"  The  secretaiy  qH  the  company  can  doubtless  furnisb 
"  the  dates  of  these  transactions,  which  my  memory 
^^  does  not  enable  me  to  supply.'*     Then  the  examina- 
tion goes  on.     "  (Q.)  Having  heard  that  letter  read, 
"  do  you  still  persist  in  saying  that  you  never  bad 
"  any  communication  with  Mr.  Doulton  relative  to 
**  the  Lundy  Granite  Company,  previous  to  sending 
"  in  your  tender  ?     {A.)  1  do  not  think  I  had.    He 
"  never  wtis  authorised  to  make  any  contract  for  me 
"  in  any  shape  or  form,  or  to  treat  with  the  Ltindy 
"  Granite  Company ;  if  so,  it  was  without  my  know* 
"  ledge.**     Then  the  committee  say  this :  "  Are  the 
"  committee  to  understand  when  you  went  into  the 
**  committee  room  with  Mr,  Roche,  you  had  no  idea 
"  for  what  purpose  you  were  going  into  that  room  ? 
«  {A,)  I  bad  not.     (Q.)  Why  did  Mr.  Doulton  in- 
"  troduce  Mr.  Roche  to  yon  ?     {A,)  1  have  no  idea  ; 
"  I  bad  no  conception  at  the  time  I  assm*e  you. 
*'  (  Q.^  He  had  no  conversation  with  you  of  any  sort  ? 
^  {a!)  Not  the  slightest,  I  think,  because  i  noticed 
"  it ;  he  said,  particularly,  Mr.  Roche  wishes  to  see 
"  you.     (Q.)  Did  be  tell  you  what  Mr.  Roche  wished 
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"  to  see  you  about  ?  (A.)  No,  he  did  not.  (Q.)  You 
"  bad  no  idea  ?  (A.)  No,  I  had  not.  (Q.)  Who 
*<  toldyou  that  ?     (^.)  Mr.  Doulton.'» 

(3fr.  Fumess.)  Perhaps  Mr.  Boche  will  read  on 
and  condnue  the  examination. 

(Chairman.)  Did  yon  stop  in  the  middle  of  a  sen- 
tence? 

(The  toitness.)  No,  but  I  will  put  the  whole  of  this 
in.  I  am  only  reading  out  these  parts  which  par- 
ticularly bear  upon  the  cross-examination ;  ihe  whole 
evidence  is  here,  and  the  whole  of  it  can  go  in,  only  I 
did  not  want  to  weary  you  with  reading  it  all. 

13,297-8.  I  thought  the  suggestion  was  that  you 
stopped  in  the  middle  of  a  sentence? — No;  then  the 
examination  goes  on :  ^  (Q.)  Mr.  Bidley  had  already 
**  signed  the  contract?  (A,)  Yes,  you  showed  it 
"  me.  (Q.)  And  Mr,  Kidley*s  tender  had  been 
^  accepted?  (A,)  No,  I  did  not  say  so.  You 
"  showed  me  the  contract  ho  had  signed."  That  is 
perfectly  true,  because  he  was  to  sign  a  similar 
contract  to  that  which  he  had  signed  with  Mr.  Ridley. 
'<  (Q.)  I  ask  you  if  Mr.  Ridley's  tender  at  that  time 
**  had  not  been  accepted  by  the  Board  ?  (A.)  No,  it 
<<  had  not.*^  Then  the  question  is  put  to  him 
whether  Mr.  Ridley's  tender  had  not  been  accepted 
by  tiie  Board  on  ^is  16th  of  October,  and  he  says, 
"  No,  it  had  not."  It  had  been  accepted  subject  to 
inquiries;  it  is  not  an  absolute  acceptance. 

13.299.  (Mr.  GrenfelL)  Subject  to  inquiries  with 
reference  to  the  financial  position  ? — ^Yes.  Then  it 
goes  on :  "  (Mr.  Roche.)  Now,  supposing  the  contract 
"  you  had  entered  into  with  the  company  had  been 
"  carried  thi'ough,  and  the  granite  had  been  a  good 
"  granite,  would  that  have  proved  a  beneficial  con- 
'*  tract  to  you  ?  (A.)  If  it  was  6  per  cent,  less  than 
"  anybody  else's,  it  would  have  been  a  beneficial 
"  contract  ?  (Q.)  Would  it  have  proved  a  beneficial 
"  contract  to  you?  (A.)  Yes,  no  doubt  of  it,  even 
"  5  per  cent,  lower  it  would.  (The  Committee,)  If 
''  you  could  have  had  the  granite  duriog  the  whole 
''  time  you  have  been  using  it  at  that  price,  would  it 
"  have  been  beneficial?  (A.)  Yes.  (Mr.  Roche.) 
"  Did  the  company  undertake  to  supply  you  with  all 
"  the  granite  &*  you  required  it?  (A.^  Yes.  (Q.) 
"  And  the  contract  was  most  beneficial  if  it  could  be 
"  carried  out  ?  (A)  No  doubt  of  it.  (Q.)  Did  you 
"  enter  into  the  contract  because  it  was  beneficial  to 
**  yourself,  or  in  consequence  of  the  promise  made  by 
**  Mr.  Roche?  (A.)  Because  it  was  beneficial  to  me 
*<  certainly  that  1  entered  into  it.  (  Q.)  Who  was  it 
"  that  required  someone  to  be  inserted  in  it  as 
"  referee?  (A.)  You  proposed  Mr.  Doulton."  Mr. 
Doulton  was  the  agreed  referee. 

13.300.  (Chairman.)  That  is  a  very  subordinate 
matter? — ^Yes,  he  was  agreed  to.  There  is  no  ques- 
tion upon  that.  Then  it  goes  on :  "  ( Q.)  Can  you 
*'  say  that  Mr.  Doulton  came  to  the  room?  (A.) 
"  Yes,  he  did.  (Q.)  Without  being  sent  for  ?  (A.) 
**  Without  being  sent  for.  (Q.)  Entirely  by  chance  ? 
"  (A,)  I  do  not  know  ;  as  ^  as  I  was  concerned,  I 

'  «'  did  not  imticipate  Mr.  Doulton  coming.  (Q.)  Did 
"  he  come?  (A.)  He  did  come.  (Q.)  Was  the 
<^  contract  read  over  in  the  presence  of  Mr.  Doulton  ? 
«  (A,)  He  had  it  in  his  hand ;  he  read  it  over  to 
*'  himself.  (Q.)  Did  he  approve  of  the  contract? 
<<  (A.)  He  did  not  object  to  it.  (Q.)  Did  he  make 
«<  any  objection  whatever  to  his  name  being  inserted 
"  as  referee?  (Q.)  None  at  all."  Then  he  is 
asked:  '^Did  you  make  anv  complaint  to  Mr. 
<<  Doulton  that  I  had  used  any  influence  whatever  to 
'<  induce  you  to  sign  that  contract.  (A.)  I  told 
«*  Mr.  Doulton  what  had  taken  place.  (Q.)  What 
^<  did  you  tell  him?  (A,)  I  told  him  what  had  taken 
<<  place,  and  what  I  have  told  the  Board  almost  word 
<*  for  word.  (Q.)  Did  you  tell  him  the  door  was 
«  locked?  (A.)  Yes,  ami  that  you  had  used  undue 
<*  influence  to  induce  me  to  sign  the  contract.  ( Q.) 
*'  Did  you  tell  him  what  that  undue  influence  was  ? 
"  (A.)  Yes.  (Q.)  What  was  it;  repeat  it?  (A) 
"  That  you  had  placed  the  contract  before  n^  and 


<<  said  if  I  would  sign  that  contract  you  would  sup-    Twenty-fiHirth 
<'  port  me  for  the  contract.    I  refused  to  do  so  (»i  l>a7. 

"  the  penalty  of  having  my  arm  cut  from  mv  body,  —^ 

^  or  that  it  was  sometlung  like  putting  a  pistol  to  my    **  Aug.  less. 
<<  head.     I  asked  you  if  you  wanted  any  money,  and  jg^ 

<<  you  said,  *No.' "     Mr.  Doulton  was  present  and    c.  M.  Bock: 

Mr.  Doulton  never  confirmed  one  word   of  these      

statements.  He  subsequently  made  a  statement,  and 
never  confirmed  any  one  of  these  statements.  Then 
it  ffoes  on :  "  Now,  will  you  state  to  the  committee 
<<  the  '  unceasing  acts  of  persecution '  you  allege  to 
*^  have  been  received  from  Mr.  Roche."  That  was  the 
allegation  he  brought  against  me,  because  I  had  taken 
a  part  in  insisting  upon  his  peiforming  his  conti^ct, 
and  that  he  should  take  the  granite  from  the  Con- 
servators, as  it  was  provided  in  the  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment that  he  ought  to  do.  That  is  what  he  calls 
"  unceasing  acts  of  persecution." 

13,301.  (Mr.  GrenfelL)  The  granite  ?— The  filling 
in.  Then  he  says :  ^'  (A.)  You  were  constantly 
^'  asking  questions  which  affected  my  credit,  and 
'^  putting  simple  Rule  of  Three  sums  before  the  Board 
'^  which  had  no  referenoe  to  my  circumstances  and 
*^  position  of  carrying  out  my  contract,  or  completing 
"  it  within  the  time ;  you  made  it  out  20  yearSi  or 
<<  something  like  that,  in  one  of  your  statements. 
^^  (Q,^  You  consider  that  the  manner  in  which  I 
"  pertormed  my  public  duties  to  this  Board  was  an 
**  act  of  unceasing  persecution  to  you?  (A.)  Yes, 
**  and  I  will  tell  you  the  ground  on  which  I  came  to 
**  that  conclusion,  because  whenever  the  committee 
/'  was  appointed  to  inquire  into  the  facts  of  those  alle- 
^'  gations  made  against  me  by  Mr.  Roche,  Mr.  Roche 
'*  was  not  present  on  those  occasions.  (Q.)  Was  the 
*'  committee  ever  appointed  to  inquire  into  any 
*'  allegations  that  Mr.  Roche  made  i^ainst  you  ? 
"  (y4.)  Yes,  as  regards  the  completion  of  the  contract 
**  and  as  to  the  4,000/.  *  If  work  to  that  amount  was 
'^  '  done  in  one  month,  how  many  years  would  it  take 
^  *  to  complete  the  Thames  Embiinkment  ? '  That  is 
**  a  Rule  of  Three  sum.  Those  are  the  questions  yon 
**  put  for  the  reporters  to  circulate  about.  It  is  for 
'*  the  Board  to  refer  to,  and  on  those  committees  I  do 
*^  not  think  you  attended  on  one  occasion^  and  that 
^'  was  the  reason  I  penned  this  letter,  which  is  dated 
^*  two  years  and-a-haif  ago,  to  write  to  Mr.  Boche, 
**  which  I  was  pressed  not  to  do  by  Mr.  Doulton.*'  I 
do  not  know  what  that  is — *^  Had  you  been  at  those 
^'  committees,  I  should  have  brought  this  charge 
**  against  you,  before  the  committee ;  but  what  pre- 
**  vented  me  was,  that  I  did  not  like  to  make  a  charge 
'*  against  you  when  you  were  absent.  (Q.)  You 
**  were  willing  to  carry  out  your  contract  with  the 
<<  company?  (A.)  Yes.  (Q.)  And  the  refusal,  the 
<<  reason  of  it  was  the  rejection  by  the  engin^r  ? 
"  (A.)  The  rejection  by  the  engineer  of  the  3oard. 
*^  (Q.)  The  engineer  having  rejected  the  granite, 
**  and  you  being  perfectly  willing  to  carry  out  the 
*'  contract,  will  you  exphun  how  acts  of  persecution 
<<  should  be  cai'ried  on  against  you  for  the  act  of  the 
<<  engineer?  (A.)  I  could  not  give  those  reasons; 
^'  it  is  for  you  to  give  those  reasons  to  the  Board. 
*<  I  had  not  reasons  to  give ;  it  is  for  Mr.  Roche  to 
'<  give  those  reasons  to  the  Board.  It  is  registered 
«  in  your  books,  the  presence  of  any  member  who 
''  attends  a  committee  when  any  public  charge  is 
*^  made,  and  those  public  charges  are  made  on  a 
**  Friday  by  Mr.  Roche  askmg  those  impertinent 
<'  questions,  and  never  attending  the  committee.  I 
**  might  be  out  of  order  in  stating  them  here,  and 
^'  he  never  attended  the  committee.  (Q.)  Are  you 
^'  aware,  Mr.  Fumess,  that  the  reference  to  wluch 
^  you  refer  was  moved  by  Mr.  Samuda?  (A.)  I  am 
^  not  jaware  what  yon  refer  to ;  there  were  a  great 
''  many.  (Q.)  Or  by  Mr.  PhilUpe  ?  (A.)  I  cannot 
'<  tell  what  Is  done  in  this  Board." 

13,302.  (Chairman.)  This  seems  rather  a  long  way 
off  ?'-^Yes,  it  is.  It  shows  the  animus  which  prompted 
this  gentleman,  and  that  aniuMis  you  will  see  runs 
completely  throughr  the  entire  of  his  evidence  upon 
the4u)^eot<    Mf«i^Doyikottrmade(a  statement    l-had 
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IMetbopolitan  board  op  Works  inquiry  commission: 


Day.  "  this  subject  is  before  the  committee,  I  will  explain 

«  the  precise  position  I  was  in  in  this  matter.     I  am 

14  Aug.  1888.    <*  compelled  to  do  it  from  the  inferences  that  might 

"  be  drawn  from  the  questions  put  by  Mr.  Eoche, 

n  */*»    k*    "  which  were  embodied  in  a  petition  presented  to 

c.  M.  jcoche.    J,  ^^^  House  of  Commons  bj  Mr.  Beal  in  reference 

"  to  the  matter.     When  it  was  referred  to  a  com- 

"  mittee,  the  same  facts  were  brought  forward  in  the 

**  petition.     I  wish  the  Board  to  understand  how  I 

'^  became  acquainted  with  it.     I  never  heard  of  the 

"  Lundy  Granite  Company  until  a  short  time  before 

**  this  contract  was  given  to  Mr.  Fumess,  when  I 

•*  was  applied  to,  eiUier  by  Mr.  Harvey  Lewis  or 

"  Mr.   McEenna,   to  become  one   of  the  directors 

<'  of  the  proposed  company.     I  distinctly  declined  to 

«*  be   a  director,   and  I  gave  my   reasons.      First, 

^  because  I  was  a  member  of  the  Board ;  but  Mr. 

**  Harvey  Lewis  and  Mr.  McKenna  asked,  me  to  use 

"  my  influence  with  Mr.  Fumess,  in  order  that  they 

^*  might  get  the  supply  of  granite.     I  do  uot  think  a 

•*  question  of  price  was  ever  discussed.     My  position 

"  was  that  of  a  friend  of  Mr.  Lewis.     I  did  not  know 

•*  of  the  Lundy  Granite  Company  till  I  was  applied 

**  to.     I   did    speak   to   Mr.   Fumess* — I  think  he 

•*  is   wrong  in  saying   I   did  not   speak   before  the 

*'  contract.     I  believe  I  spoke  on  several  occasions, 

**  and  asked  him,  if  the  granite  should  be  approved 

"  by  the  engineer,  to  take  it  from  the  Lundy  Granite 

"  Company.     That  is  my  connexion  with  the  matter. 

"  I  had  not  the  smallest  interest  in  it.     There  was  a 

^  certain  allusion  made  to  pecuniary  advantage ;  I  did 

**  not  even  take  that  into  consideration.     I  declined 

•*  because  I  was  a  member  of  the  Board.     Secondly, 

"  I  was  engaged  elsewhere.      I  used  my  influence 

"  with   Mr.  Fumess  to  have  the  granite   from   the 

"  company  if  it  could  be  got  at  a  fair  price.   Whether 

^  1  introduced  Mr.  Fumess  to  Mr.  Roche  I  do  not  re- 

"  collect.    All  I  recollect  is  I  found  my  way  into  that 

"  room.     I  do  not  know  whether  the  door  was  locked. 

"  I  know  that  I  did  see  the  contract  which  Mr.  Furness 

^'  has  alluded  to.     1  saw  a  contract  entered  into  with 

'*  Mr.  Boche,  and  another  contract  entered  into  with 

"  Mr.  Ridley.     My  connexion  with  it  was  a  very 

**  simple  matter.     I  do  not  think  I  have  to  regret  my 

"  course  in  reference  to  the  transaction."    Then  I 

believe  there  is  something  further,  but  I  do  not  know 

that  it  is  very  important.    Then  there  are  some  letters : 

there   is  a  letter   from   Mr.   Francis    Costelloe,  the 

secretary  of  the  company,  dated  2nd  December  1867, 

address^  to  me,  "  Deai*  Sir, — In  reply  to  your  letter 

^'  received  this  day,  enclosing  copy  of  letter  addressed 

*'  to  you  by  Mr.  Wm.  C.  McKenna,  I  beg  to  say  that 

**  the  statements  contained  in  Mr.  McKenna's  letter 

**  are   perfectly    correct.      The    interviews    between 

**  Mr.  Doulton,  M.P.,  Mr.  McKenna,  and  the  directors 

•*  took  place  in  the  month  of  September  1863.     I  beg 

^*  further  to  say  that  I  have  been  secretary  to  this 

^  company  from  its  formation,  and  that  you  never 

*^  held  a  share  or  had  any  interest  of  any  kind  in  this 

"  company."     Then  Mr.  McKenna  writes  on  the  4th 

December  1867,  **  My  dear  Sir, — In  reply  to  your 

**  further  letter  of  30th  ultimo,  I  beg  to  say  that  the 

*'  negotiation  with  Mr.  Ridley  was  conducted  by  me, 

'^  and  Mr.  Doulton  was  certainly  made  aware  of  the 

**  fiftct  of  such  negotiation.     I  had  no  communication 

*'  with     Mr.    Furness    personally,    but    only    with 

^*  Mr.  Doulton  until  after  Mr.  Furness  had  signed  the 

''  letter  of  undertaking  to  purchase  the  granite  re* 

*^  quired  for  the  embankment  from  the  Lundy  Granite 

"  Company."     There  is  another  letter  from  Sir  Joseph 

McKenna,  dated  6th  January  1868,  <'  Dear  Sir, — I 

^*  have  your  note  of  4th.     Tour  firm  was  employed  in 

''  the  matter  of  the   Lundy  contract  dealings  with 

**  Messrs.  Ridley  and  Fumess  respectively,  solely  to 

^<  reduce  to  l^al  form  agreements  with  the  details  of 

^*  whidi  yon  had  no  concern,  and  which  details  were 

^'  settled  without  your  aid  or  intervention  as  the  basis 

*<  of  the  respective  contracts."     That  was  before  the 

*  See  the  minutes  of  the  Board,  7th  Febraary  1SS8,  p.  S7S. 


committee,  and  I  insisted  that  any  discussion  upon  that 
evidence  should  take  place  at  the  full  Board  and  in 
public.  I  may  say  that  when  the  committee  was 
appointed  to  go  into  the  question  of  Mr.  Doulton 
having  participated  in  the  9,000/.,  which  he  did  to 
the  extent  of  3,000/.,  I  moved  that  the  public  should 
be  admitted  to  that  committee.  That  was  negatived 
and  carried  against  me.  Then  on  the  21st  Febraary 
1868,  at  a  meeting  of  the  Board,  Mr.  Le  Breton  moved 
a  resolution.  To  that  an  amendment  was  moved ; 
after  discussion,  Mr.  Le  Breton,  by  leave  of  the  Board, 
withdrew  his  motion,  and  Mr.  Fit's  amendment 
having  been  put  as  an  original  motion,  an  amendment 
was  then  moved  by  Mr.  Turner,  and  seconded  by 
Mr.  Legg,  which  I  will  read  to  you.  "  That  the  Board 
^  is  of  opinion  (1)  that  the  charge  against  Mr.  Roche 
'*  of  having  promised  to  support  Mr.  Fumess  in  his 
*'  application  for  the  embankment  contract,  on  con- 
^*  dition  of  Mr.  Furness  undertaking  to  take  the 
"  granite  he  might  require  from  the  Lundy  Granite 
**  Company,  is  destitute  of  foundation.  (2.)  That  the 
"  only  connexion  of  Mr.  Roche  with  the  transaction 
<^  consists  in  his  having,  in  his  character  of  a  solicitor, 
**  been  employed  by  the  Lundy  Company  to  draw  up 
<*  and  obtain  the  si^ature  of  Mr,  Fumess  to  a  con- 
*^  tract  to  take  his  granite  from  that  company,  in 
'*  pursuance  of  an  arrangement  previously  made  with 
"  the  company  by  Mr.  Doulton.  (3.)  That  the 
"  course  taken  by  Mr.  Roche  was  not  intended  by 
'<  him  to  operate,  and  did  not  in  fact  operat-e  in  any 
"  wav  to  the  prejudice  of  the  public  interests. 
"  (4.)  That  such  course  is,  nevertheless,  objectionable 
"  in  itself,  inasmuch  as  any  connexion  whatever, 
"  whether  of  a  business  or  professional  character, 
**  between  a  member  of  the  Board  and  a  party  who 
"  has  contracted,  or  is  in  treaty  for  a  contract  with 
'^  the  Board,  in  reference  to  the  subject  matter  of 
'^  such  contract  or  treaty,  is  calculated  to  shake  the 
**  confidence  of  the  public  in  the  integrity  of  its  pro- 
**  ceedings.**  To  that  there  was  an  amendment  moved 
to  leave  out  the  fourth  paragraph.  That  was  nega- 
tived, and  the  four  resolutions  were  then  put  aud 
carried  unanimously. 

13.303.  There  is  only  one  matter  I  should  like  to 
ask  you  about  upon  that.  Does  it  not  strike  you  that 
you  placed  yourself  in  rather  an  equivocal  position, 
presenting  at  the  Board*s  offices  a  contract  to  Mr.  Fur- 
ness for  signature  on  behalf  of  the  company,  which 
had  reference  to  his  taking  materials  from  that  com- 
pany for  a  contract  which  he  had  not  yet  obtained 
from  the  Board,  and  the  question  whether  he  was  to 
obtain  it  or  not,  being  about  to  come  before  the  Board 
of  which  you  were  a  member  ? — If  you  ask  me  now, 
I  say  yes,  without  hesitation.  At  that  time  I  was  not 
aware  that  there  was  any  dispute  or  anything.  There 
was  nothing  but  what  was  strictly  professional  in 
getting  them  to  sign.  I  took  no  part  in  the  nego- 
tiations, I  had  acted  for  the  company  in  advising  the 
formation  of  the  company.  This  was  not  taken  from 
anybody  coming  along,  but  from  those  who  had  been 
previously  clients  of  mine. 

13.304.  I  understand  you  to  say  that  you  merely  on' 
behalf  of  former  clients  did  what  one  may  call  the 
ministerial  act  of  putting  the  document  before  him, 
embracing  the  terms  which  he  bad  already  agreed 
upon  with  your  client  ? — ^That  is  so. 

13.305.  {Mr,  Bosanquet,)  Were  you  solicitor  to 
the  Lundy  Granite  Company  during  the  whole  of  its 
existence  ? — No ;  I  was  associated  with,  or  consulted 
by  them,  with  reference  to  the  formation  of  the  com- 
pany and  what  should  be  done,  but  I  never  became 
the  solicitor  of  the  company  for  reasons  which  have 
nothing  to  do  with  this  matter. 

13.306.  The  company  was  formed  in  1863  appa- 
rently ? — In  the  month  of  August  1863,  I  find  I  was 
continually  advising  them  during  tbe  whole  of  that 
month  relative  to  the  formation  of  the  company. 

13.307.  It  came  into  existence  just  before  the 
negotiations  for  this  particular  contract  ? — Yes ;  and 
it  was  that,  of  course,  that  caused  me  to  get  these 
contracts  out. 
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13.308.  You  acted  in  this  matter.  When  did  you 
cease  to  act  for  the  Lundy  Granite  Company  ? — I 
cannot  tell  you  without  reference  back,  but  I  was  not 
the  solicitor  of  the  company;  I  declined  that,  and 
therefore  I  do  not  suppose  that  I  acted  very  much 
after  this  transaction. 

13.309.  Did  you  act  in  anything  with  regard  to 
this  particular  contract,  as  to  the  granite  for  the 
embankment? — 1  should  say  not,  because  th^n  the 
company  would  be  absolutely  formed.  I  was  advising 
them  with  reference  to  the  formation  of  the  company. 

13.310.  This  was  the  last  thing  you  did  for  them? 
— I  think  this  was  the  last.  I  might  have  advised 
them  privately,  but  I  have  no  recollection  of  it, 

13.311.  Was  the  company  forme<l  for  the  purpose 
of  supplying  the  granite  for  this  particular  work?- — 
Oh,  no ;  it  was  general,  they  were  formed  into  a 
company  for  supplying  granite  everywhere.  There 
were  prospectuses  in  the  paper. 

13.312.  They  went  on  carrying  on  business  for 
years  afterwards  ? —  Yes  ;  the  National  Bank  waa 
built  of  their  granite.  This  was  one  contract  among 
others  that  they  endeavoured  to  obtain,  that  is  all. 

13.313.  You  said  that  Mr.  Doulton  did  participate 
in  the  money  given  to  the  sureties  ? — Yes. 

13.314.  IIow  do  you  know  that? — ^You  will  find 
upon  investigating  the  transactions  which  are  all  hei-e, 
and  the  accounts. 

13.315.  How  do  you  know  it? — Because  we  had 
the  accounts  of  Mr.  Furness  investigated,  and  we  had 
the  bills  which  were  found  to  be  drawn,  and  if  you 
have  any  doubt  upon  the  subject,  you  had  better  call 
before  you  Mr.  Clench  ;  he  will  give  you  much  better 
information  than  I  can  upon  the  subject. 

13.316.  Accounts  and  bills  were  produced  showing 
that  he  had,  in  fact,  a  share  of  the  money  ? — I  am 
obliged  to  speak  a  little  from  recollection.  Mr. 
Doulton  had  bills  for  3,000/.,  extending  over  6,  12, 
and  18  months,  and  the  other  gentlemen  also  had 
bills.  That  is  my  recollection  of  the  circumstance, 
as  shown  upon  the  investigation  of  the  books  of 
Mr.  Furness.  Mr.  Clench  can  give  you  that  informa- 
tion. 

13.317.  {Mr.  IVtnch.)  As  I  understand,  you  say 
you  were  advising  the  promoters  as  to  the  formation 
of  this  company? — I  do  not  know  what  you  call 
promoters. 

13.318.  The  company  was  not  formed  ? — No. 

13.319.  The  usual  name  for  the  people  who  wei-e 
endeavouring  to  promote  it  is  promoters,  is  it  not  ? — 
I  do  not  know  whether  they  were  absolute  promoters. 
They  were  the  pai-ties  to  whom  the  granite  belonged. 

13.320.  Y^ou  do  not  mind  me  calling  them  pro- 
moters, do  you  ? — I  would  rather  not  call  the  gentle- 
man a  promoter  unless  he  was  so. 

13.321.  If  this  contract  had  been  obtained  it  would 
have  very  materially  assisted  in  the  promotion  of  the 
company,  would  it  not  ? — No. 

13.322.  If  it  were  stated  in  the  prospectus  that  so 
many  thousand  tons  of  granite  were  going  to  the 
Thames  Embankment  ? — I  did  not  prepare 

13.323.  I  ask  you  the  question,  would  not  that 
have  assisted  very  much  in  the  formation  of  the 
company  ? — No  doubt  it  would  assist ;  I  should  think 
it  would. 

13.324.  What  were  the  terms  upon  which  you  were 
advising  this  gentleman  about  this  company;  you 
were  acting  professionally  for  them,  were  you  not? — 
Yes  ;  I  am  afraid  you  are  getting  a  little  beyond 

13,326.  No,  I  am  not,  if  you  attend  to  the  next 
question ;    what   were  you    to    have ;    nothing    but 
ordinary    professional    fees  ?  —  I   had   nothinsj    but 
.   ordinary  professional  lees. 

13.326.  Nothing  at  all  ? — Nothing  at  all ;  not  one 
sixpence. 

13.327.  So  that  whether  the  company  floated  or 
not  your  fee  would  be  just  the  same? — Just  the 
same. 

13.328.  Precisi^ly  the  same  ? — Precisely  the  same.    , 

13.329.  Were  there  entries  in  your  books  as  to  the 
terms   upon   which  you   were  acting? — I    was    not 
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acting  upon  any  terms  whatever  other  than  the 
ordinary  terms  of  solicitor  and  client,  and  to  be  paid 
ordinary  professional  charges ;  no  other  terms  what- 
ever. 

13.330.  Then  I  distinctly  understand  you  to  tell 
the  Commission  that  whether  the  company  floated  or 
not  you  had  no  interest  whatever  one  way  or  the 
other  ? — None  whatever. 

13.331.  Were  thero  any  other  contracts  besides 
this  one  which  you  prepared  for  this  company? — 
No. 

13.332.  At  the  time  when  you  prepared  this  con- 
tract, as  I  nndei*8tand,  the  company  was  not,  in  fact, 
in  existence? — ^Well,  that  I  cannot  tell  you,  unless 
)ou  can  give  me  the  date  when  it  was  registered.  I 
could  not  tell  you  whether  it  was  absolutely  registered 
before  the  contract  Avas  signed  or  afterwards. 

13.333.  On  the  16th  October  1863  ?— I  cannot  tell 
you. 

13.334.  What  would  be  the  form  of  the  contract 
which  you  would  have  to  draw  ?  With  whom  would 
the  contract  be  ? 

{Chairman,)  It  would  probably  be  calletl  the 
Lundy  Granite  Company,  whether  registered  or  not? 
— It  is  so ;  it  IS  in  that  letter. 

13.335.  {Mr.  Winch.)  If  the  company  never  were 
formed  they  never  could  cany  out  the  contract  at  all  ? 
— I  do  not  say  the  company  never  was  formed. 

13.336.  But  if  they  never  had  been  formed  ? — 
Then  I  am  quite  sure  that  the  gentlemen  who  were 
forming  that  company  would  have  seen  that  that 
contract  was  carried  out. 

13.337.  Mr.  Doulton  was  one  of  the  gentlemen 
who  were  endeavouring  to  form  the  company  ; 
were  there  any  other  members  of  the  Board  ? — I  do 
not  know  that  Mr.  Doulton  wa.s  a  member  who  was 
promoting  the  formation  of  the  company..  I  never 
heard  of  it  at  that  time. 

13.338.  He  was  not  one  of  the  persons  instructing 
you  at  all  ? — Certainly  not. 

13.339.  {Mr,  Meadows  While.)  I  think  Mr. 
Richardson  is  the  only  member  of  the  Board  now 
present  who  was  a  member  of  the  Board  at  the  time 
when  these  transactions  took  place  ? — Death  has 
played  sad  havoc  among  them  since  then. 

13.340.  You  know  this  list  very  well  {handing 
a  list  to  the  witness).  I  think  it  will  appear  from 
that  that  Mr.  Richardson  is  the  only  one  who  was  a 
member  of  the  Board  at  the  time  this  transaction  took 
place  ? — Which  transaction  are  you  referring  to  ? 

13.341.  That  which  we  have  been  speaking  of? — 
There  are  two;  one  in  1863  and  the  other  in  1868  ; 
the  contract  in  1863  and  the  inquiry  in  1868. 

13.342.  The  contract  I  speak  of  is  in  1863. 
{Mr,  Richardson,)  They  are  ail  dead. 

( The  Witness.)  I  am  asked  the  question  ;  you  had 
better  allow  m'e  to  answer  it.  On  the  25th  September, 
when  Mr.  Ridley's  contract  was  accepted,  of  those 
who  wore  there  then,  Mr.  Richardson  is  one,  and  there 
was  myself  and  Mr.  Lammin.  I  do  not  know 
whether  he  is  alive  or  not.  • 

13.343.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  You  are  not  at 
present  a  member  of  the  Board  ?  —  No.  I  see 
Mr.  Saunders  is  one;  I  see  his  name  here,  J.  E. 
Saunders. 

13.344.  He  is  not  a  member  of  the  Board  now?— 
Nc.  You  mean  a  member  of  the  Board  now  who 
was  a  member  at  that  time  ? 

13.345.  Yes? — I  daie  say  it  would  be  so. 

13.346.  It  would  be  as  I  suggest,  that  Mr.  Richard- 
son is  the  only  member  now  who  was  then  a  member 
of  tho  Board  ? — Yes. 

18.347.  There  is  only  one  other  question.  It  was 
new  to  me  ;  but  you  spoke  of  a  clause  in  the  Act  of 
Parliament  dealing  with  this  matter  of  the  stuff*  from 
the  river.  Is  this  what  you  mean,  the  25th  and  26th 
Victoria,  chapter  93,  section  16?  —  Will  you  read 
it? 

13.348.  "For  the  purpose  of  effecting  or  forming 
**  the  said  embankment  or  any  other  the  works  by 
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this  Act  authorised,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
conservators,  and  they  are  hereby  required  when 
and  as  often  as  and  within  a  reasonable  time  after 
14  Aug.  1888.  «  they  shall  have  been  required  by  the  Board  so  to 
*'  do,  to  dig,  raise,  and  take  up  from  the  bed  of 
**  the  said  river,  in  any  places  they  may  think  fit, 
"  whether  above  or  below  London  Bridge,  gravel, 
"  sand,  soil,  or  other  materials;  and  to  lay  and 
''  deposit  the  gravel,  sand,  and  soil,  and  other  ma- 
*'  terials  so  raised  in  such  places  as  the  Board,  shall 
"  from  time  to  time  designate,  and  point  out  by  notice 
"  in  writing  to  be  addressed  to  the  conservators,  they 
"  the  Board  paying  to  the  conservators  (and  which  the 
**  Board  are  hereby  authcHised  to  do)  such  sums  of 
^<  money  as  the  conservators  shall  have  actually 
**'  incurred  and  expended  in  and  about  such  digging, 
^'  raising,  and  taking  up,  and  such  laying  and  de- 
"  positing  as  aforesaid :  Provided  always,  that  in  case 
"  the  conservators  shall  refuse  or  neglect  within  ten 
"  days  after  they  shall  have  been  required  by  the 
**  Board  so  to  do,  to  proceed  to  dig,  raise,  and  take 
**  up  from  the  bed  of  the  said  river  such  gi-avel,  sand, 
*^  soil,  or  other  materials  for  the  purposes  aforesaid ; 
^'  it  shall  be  lawfid  for  the  Board  to  do  the  several 
"  acts  hereby  required  to  be  done  by  the  conservators 
*'  for  the  purposes  aforesaid  without  being  in  any- 
**  wise  required  to  obtain  the  consent  of  the  conser- 
**  vators." 


(Chairman.)  That  clause  is  recited  in  the  contract 
wiHi  Mr.  Fumess,  and  Mr.  Furness  is  made  to  under- 
take the  obligation  to  pay  what  the  Board  are  there 
required  to  pay,  and  to  do  what  theyare  required  todo. 

13.349.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  That  is  the  clause 
to  which  you  allude  ? — That  is  the  clause  to  which 
I  allude,  and  which  we  understood  was  there  for  the 
public  benefit  to  get  the  river  dredged. 

13.350.  It  was  left  entirely  to  the  option  of  the 
Board  whether  they  should  require  the  conservators 
to  supply  it,  and  the  conservators  were  to  supply  it 
at  cost  price.  There  was  no  obligation  to  apply  to 
the  conservators.  The  question  arose  on  the  contract 
with  Mr.  Fumess  ? — What  was  understood  distinctly 
was  that  Mr.  Fumess  was  to  take  the  stufi'  from  the 
conservators,  but  words  were  put  in,  "or  any  other 
"  material  satisfactory  to  the  engineer." 

13.351.  We  have  had  Sir  Joseph  Bazalgette  here, 
and  we  have  the  contract  here.  Neither  of  us  have 
the  trouble  of  construing  the  contract? — ^I  put  my 
interpretation  on  it,  and  so  did  many  other  members 
of  the  Board ;  and  we  maintained  that  our  interpreta- 
tion was  right. 

13.352.  No  doubt  you  put  your  interpretation  upon 
it,  and  I  am  sure  if  you  did  the  interpretation  was  the 
right  one.  I  am  speaking  of  the  evidence  given  by 
Sir  Joseph  Bazalgette  ?  —  The  conservators  were 
calling  upon  the  Board  to  perform  and  do  that  work. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr. 
Biehardton, 


(Mr.  Richardson.)  May  I  add  a  word.  I  think  I 
rather  conveyed  that  the  Board  initiated  the  appoint- 
ment of  Mr.  Tennant  to  examine  the  granite.    I  should 


have  said  that  it  was  the  Engineer  of  the  Board  who 
recommended  the  Board  to  appoint  Mr.  Tennant,  and 
to  be  associated  with  him  for  this  purpose. 


Mr.  George  Furness  recalled  ;  further  examined. 


Mr. 
O.  Furness. 


13.353.  (Chairman.)  The  Commission  have  heard 
your  statement,  and  have  heard  read  certain  state- 
ments which  were  made  by  you  in  1868.  It  is 
unnecessary  to  go  over  those  matters  again,  or  to 
repeat  anything  you  have  already  stated ;  if  there  is 
anything  new  you  wish  to  add  the  Commission  will 
hear  it  ? — I  should  like  to  make  one  or  two  statements 
witli  reference  to  Mr.  Roche's  statement  this  morning. 
Mr.  Roche  has  been  very  active  in  select! ug  parte  of 
letters  and  parts  of  the  evidence  taken  before  that 
Commission.  What  I  said  I  said  to  the  best  of  my 
knowledge,  and  I  believed  it  was  absolutely  true,  and 
I  am  prepared  to  swear  to  it.  Mr.  Roche  has  been 
selecting  a  letter  fit>m  Mr.  Doulton,  and  he  only  read 
it  in  part ;  if  he  had  read  the  other  portion  of  it  you 
would  have  seen  the  interest  that  he  had  in  this. 

13.354.  You  can  read  the  other  part? — Mr.  Roche 
has  made  statements  in  contradiction  of  my  statement 
before  the  Board,  which  was  an  hottest  statement, 
and  proved  by  my  books.  May  this  go  in  in 
evidence  ? 

13.355.  It  may  be  attached  to  your  evidence? — 
Mr.  Roche,  the  solicitor,  has  come  before  you  and 
gone  over  certain  points.  I  presume  you  will  take 
that  book  as  evidence  ? 

13.356.  Is  that  the  whole  of  the  evidence  ?— The 
whole  of  the  evidence  taken  before  the  Metropolitan 
Board? 

13.357.  Certainly  ? — ^And  Mr.  Roche's  evidence  too, 
and  Mr.  Doul  ton's  ? 

13.358.  Certainly  ;  we  will  read  the  whole  of  it? — 
If  you  will  be  kind  enough  to  i-ead  the  whole  of  it, 
I  shall  be  perfectly  satisfied  to  leave  it  in  your  hands. 
This  is  in  the  letter  of  the  26th  November  1863. 
*<  I  find  the  schedule  of  prices  you  have  sent  me  does 
^*  not  correspond  with  the  price  of  4j.  7ic/.,  to  average 
"  this  price ;  and  Mr.  Boulton  promised  at  the  time 
*'  of  my  signing  this,  that  it  should  be  five  per  cent. 
^*  less,  as  he  had  agreed  before  the  contract  was  sent 
"  in,  and  now  I  find  he  has  left.  He  promised  to 
**  arrange  this  before  he  left  for  Turin."  Mind  you, 
this  is  December  3rd,  1867.  It  was  sometime  in 
October  when  the  contract,  ais  yon  have  got  it  before 


you,  was  signed  by  Mr.  Roche.  Mr.  Roche  is  not  so 
innocent  as  he  appears.  "  This  is  not  done.  I  have 
**  been  putting  off  for  this  sending  in  my  proposition 
**  and  samples  that  Mr.  Lovick  now  requires  at  once. 
"*  Could  I  see  you  and  have  all  these  things  settled  at 
*<  once,  and  what  guarantee  is  offered  by  your  com- 
**  pany  for  the  delivery  of  all  the  stone  granite, 
"  according  to  my  contract,  ready  for  fixing  alongside 
"  in  the  Thames.  These  are  important,  and  will 
"  thank  you  to  let  me  have  them  to-morrow,  if 
*^  possible,  to  lay  before  the  engineer,  and  oblige 
"  yours  very  truly,  George  Fdrness."  There  is 
nothing  underhand  in  anything  I  did  in  that  respect. 
Mr.  Roche  wants  to  whitewash  himself  before  the 
Board.  I  had  no  communication  with  Mr.  Doulton 
as  regards  the  contmct  for  the  granite,  as  I  stated  in 
this  document,  and  Mr.  Roche  was  the  first  to  bring 
it  to  my  knowledge  as  far  as  the  contract  was  con- 
cerned ;  the  contract  was  not  accepted  at  that  time. 
My  object  in  being  there  was  to  see  what  was  going 
on  at  the  Board, — whether  I  should  be  required. 

13.359.  If  you  will  hand  that  in  we  will  look 
at  it? — ^Verj'  well,  {Handing  a  document  to  his 
Lordship.)  You  will  find  all  the  evidence  there  of 
Mr.  Roche^  Mr.  Doulton,  and  myself.  As  far  as  the 
granite  is  concerned,  I  knew,  and  I  told  Mr.  Roche 
at  the  time,  that  it  was  got  up  by  him.  He  said  it 
was  my  malice,  but  I  had  no  malice  to  Mr.  Roche 
or  anyone  else.  It  was  a  wrong  thing  for  him  to 
bring  me  before  them,  ind  a  nasty  trick.  That  room 
was  locked,  and  Mr.  Doulton  did  not  deny  it  when 
he  was  asked ;  he  had  to  knock  to  get  in.  I  was 
challenged  with  that  letter— -either  to  sign  that  letter 
or  they  should  oppose  me  at  the  Board.  That  letter 
of  Ridley's  was  put  into  my  hands,  and  if  you  take 
the  copy  of  the  letter  of  Ridley's,  or  take  that  letter 
of  mine  as  to  the  5  per  cent.,  Roche  agreed  to  tfee 
5  per  cent,,  Roche  agreed  to  the  discount,  whether 
it  was  5  or  10  per  cent.,  as  I  stated  before.  It  was 
necessary  to  have  a  referee  who  should  decide  which 
was  the  lowest  tender. 

13.360.  We  shall  find  all  that  here  ?— That  bi-ought 
in  Mr.  Doulton,  and  Mr.  Roche  proposed  Mr.  Doulton 


Digitized  by 


Google 


MINUTES  OF   EVIDENCE. 


467 


should  be  the  referee.  Now  my  contract  was  made, 
as  you  find,  for  the  granite,  subject  to  the  approval  of 
the  engineer.  The  samples  were  produced  at  the 
engineer's  office  at  that  time  when  the  contract  was 
in,  but  the  samples  were  not  approved  of  as  £Ar  as  the 
Lundy  granite  was  concerned,  and  I  did  not  think  it 
could  be  approved  of.  You  may  call  in  any  other 
evidence :  it  was  worth  less  for  the  labour  that  was 
necessary  for  it  than  any  other  granite  that  ever  was 
used.      It  was  softer  granite — softer  material.      I 


referred, to  that  before  but  not  in  that  detail.  There 
is  one  other  matter  I  should  like  to  put  in  and  that  is 
this :  there  has  been  a  discussion  as  to  the  fillirg  in 
behind  the  embankment.  Those  are  the  receipt 
books  of  every  load  that  was  put  in.  That  was  not 
only  during  my  contract,  but  during  Mr.  Brassey's. 
It  shows  the  price  it  was  worth,  and  the  price 
charged,  and  the  price  paid,  and  that  was  Sd.  a  load. 
Those  are  the  only  facts  that  we  have  got.  (Handing 
some  books  to  the  Commission,) 


Twenty-fourth 
Day. 

14  Aug.  1888. 

Mr. 
•  t?.  Fumess, 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  William  Eamaob  Lawson  sworn  and  examined. 


13.361.  (Chairman.)  You  are  connected  with  the 
"  Financial  News  *'  ? — ^I  am  the  city  editor. 

13.362.  Yon  paid  a  visit  to  the  Metropolitan  Board 
of  Works  with  the  view  of  ascertaining  how  the 
business  was  conducted  there  in  I'eference  to  the 
letting  of  sites  ? — Yes. 

13.363.  Will  you  briefly  tell  the  Commission  what 
was  your  experience  of  your  visit  to  Spring  GJardens  ? 
-—On  the  first  occasion  Mr.  Robertson  was  not  in 
the  office,  he  was  represented  there  by  a  clerk,  as  it 
is  set  forth  here  in  this  article,  reprinted  from  the 
"  Financial  News."  1  asked  him  for  some  informa- 
tion about  the  Shaftesbury  Avenue  sites.  He  pro- 
duced a  plan,  and  then  J  trie<l  to  get  some  further 
information  from  him.  On  this  plan  a  large  majority 
of  the  sites  were  ticked  off ;  I  asked  the  clerk  what  the 
ticks  meant.  He  said  that  those  sites  were  withdrawn 
from  sale ;  he  could  not  explain  to  me  for  what 
reason  they  had  been  withdrawn  ;-  he  could  not  say 
whether  they  had  been  sold,  or  not ;  in  fact,  it  wound 
up  by  his  telling  me  that  in  Mr.  Robertson's  absence, 
he  had  no  authority  to  give  the  public  any  information 
at  all. 

13.364.  Did  you  ask  him  how  tenderers  wei-e  to 
find  out  particulars  ? — ^Yes,  I  think  it  is  stated  here 
that  applicants  for  sites  had  to  go  to  their  own 
solicitors  and  surveyors.  It  gave  me  the  impi^ssion, 
altogether,  that  it  was  quite  an  unusual  thing  for  any 
member  of  the  public  to  appear  there  at  all. 

13.365.  A  few  days  afterwards  you  called,  I 
believe,  and  saw  Mr.  Robertson  ?  —  Yes,  I  found 
Mr.  Robertson  himself  in. 

13.366.  What  ])assed  then  ? — I  asked  Mr.  Robertson 
again  about  Shaftesbury  Avenue.  He  said,  "What 
"  do  you  want  to  know  ? "  I  said,  "  What  sites 
^'  about  there  are  letting  for."  He  said,  **  We  can- 
"  not  tell  you  that ;  it  is  not  our  business."  I  said, 
'*  But  you  know  what  previous  tenders  were  in  the 
'*  same  street."  "  Oh,  yes,"  he  said,  **  of  course  we 
<*  do."  Then  I  asked,  "Has  a  now  tenderer  no 
"  right  to  ask  anything  about  that?"  He  replied, 
"  Certainly  not  ;  he  may  find  it  out  in  other  ways 
"  but  we  cannot  tell  him."  I  said,  "The  tendere 
"  received  and  accepted  are  never  made  public  in  any 
"  way?"  He  said,  "No,  not  that  I  know  of."  I 
said,  "  the  public  have  no  access  to  them  whatever, 
"  either  as  ratepayers  or  as  tenderers  ?  "  Mr.  Robert- 
son said,  "  We  have  nothing  to  do  with  ratepayers 
"  here,  and  tenderers  can  employ  their  own  sur- 
"  veyors."  Then  I  said,  "In  fact  you  give  no 
*^  information  whatever  about  the  subjects  you  are 
"  trying  to  lease?"  **Well,"  he  said,  "We  give 
"  the  printed  form  of  tender  -with  the  plans ;  that  is 
"  all.  If  you  wish  to  learn  anything  more  you  must 
"  write  to  the  Boai'd."  I  said,  "  You  tell  me  quite 
"  deliberately  that  tenderers  must  tender  in  the  dark, 
"  and  that  there  is  no  one  here  to  tell  them  a  single 
"  fact  about  the  property  to  be  leased."  He  said,  "  I 
"  have  said  so,  and  if  you  can  understand  the  English 
"  language  you  will  understand  that.  Besides,  it  is 
"  past  four  o'clock"  (the  official  clock  had  just  finished 
striking  the  hour)»  ^and  I  have  no  more  time  to 
**  answer  questions  to-day," 

13.367.  I  believe  you  went  the  next  morning  for 
the  purpose  of  seeing  a  report  of  the  Board  ? — Yes,  I 
went  and  asked  for  a  report. 


13.368.  Did  you  pay  another  visit  after  that? — 
Yes,  not  to  Mr.  Robertson's  office,  but  I  paid  several 
visits  to  the  Board  offices.  I  saw  a  member  of  the 
Board  after  that. 

13.369.  Is  there  any  other  matter  with  reference  to 
the  mode  in  which  business  was  dealt  with  at  the 
Board,  ascertained  by  your  personal  interviews,  which 
you  desire  to  mention  ? — I  should  like  to  call  atten- 
tion to  the  fact  that  information  about  the  letting  of 
sites  could  only  be  got  from  the  minutes  of  the  Works 
Committee  which  are,  I  believe,  nominally  private. 
In  fact,  the  officers  of  the  Board  did  not  seem  to  be 
clear  in  their  own  minds  whether  those  were  private 
or  not.  They  certainly  refused  me  access  to  them  as 
representing  the  "Financial  News,"  but  when  I 
claimed  to  see  them  as  a  ratepayer  they  allowed  me 
to  look  through  them.  The  minutes  contained  very 
little  information  indeed.  In  fact,  the  whole  of  the 
information  that  I  could  get  about  the  letting  of  sites, 
Extending  over  a  period  of  possibly  10  or  12  years 
or  more,  is  condensed  into  two  or  three  pages  of  this 
article.  There  was  not  a  single  price  mentioned ; 
no  information  was  given  as  to  what  the  oonditiono  of 
letting  were.  All  that  was  mentioned  in  the  minutes 
was  mere  details  which  could  not  give  any  clue  to 
anyone  as  to  what  had  been  done  or  what  intending 
tenderers  should  do. 

13.370.  I  believe  you  have  examined  the  accounts 
of  the  Board  ? — So  far  as  they  are  published. 

13.371.  I  mean  so  far  as  they  are  published? — 
Yes.     I  believe  you  have  copies  of  thb  memorandum. 

13.372.  Yes.  Will  you  read  it,  and  we  will  take 
it  as  part  of  your  evidence  ? — ^This  memorandum  calls 
attention  first  to  the  fact  that  since  1855  rates  have 
been  levied  by  the  Board  to  the  amount  of  over 
15,000,000/.  I  give  that  approximately.  The  exact 
figures  are  very  difficult  to  get.  For  part  of  the 
period,  they  simply  give  the  assessment — the  rate  per 
pound.  For  the  rest  of  the  period,  for  the  last  15 
years  or  so,  they  give  the  actual  amount  of  the  rates. 
The  memorandum  goes  on  : — "  The  Coal  and  Wine 
"  Duties  have  yielded  an  annual  income  of  about 
"  250,000/.,  which,  from  1*856  to  1887  inclusive,  a 
"  period  of  32  years,  will  amount  to  8,000,000/.  The 
"  Board  has  raised  by  loans  very  nearly  37,000,000/., 
"  of  which  6,674,000/.  has  been  advanced  to  other 
"  local  authorities,  leaving  over  30,000,000/.  in  the 
"  hands  of  the  Board  itself  Reckoning  together 
"  15,000,000/.  of  rates,  about  8,000,000/.  of  Coal 
"  and  Wine  Duties,  and  over  30,000,000  of  borrowed 
^<  money,  the  Board  has,  in  32  years,  had  the  spend- 
"  ing  of  at  least  53,000,000/.  The  rateable  annual 
"  value  of  the  metropolitan  area  is  given  in  the 
"  Board's  own  report  for  last  year  at  30,758,000/. 
"  The  Metropolitan  Board  has  consequently  passed 
"  through  its  hands  in/ates,  duties,  and  loans,  a  sum 
"  equal  to  nearly  two  years  of  the  rateable  annual 
"  value  of  the  whole  Metropolis."  I  should  add  here 
that  the  Board  has  another  source  of  income  which 
I  have  not  taken  into  account,  that  is,  rentals  and 
interest,  which  sometimes  are  very  large  items. 

13.373.  But  the  rentals  and  interest  would  be 
rentals  and  interest  on  property  on  which  part  of  that 
capital  sum  you  have  spoken  of  would  have  been 
expended? — ^Yes.  For  this  year  it  is  390,000/.  I 
have  not  taken  that  into  account.      Then  there  is 
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another  item,  the  redemption  of  debt,  which  I  have 
not  taken.  I  think  there  are  about  6,000,000/.  3r 
7,000,000/,  of  redemption  of  debt ;  that  should  be 
credited  to  the  Board.  Roughly,  these  are  the 
amounts  which  the  Board  hns  been  dealing  with  over 
the  last  thirty  years.  The  memorandum  goes  on : 
"  For  this  huge  expenditure,  no  detailed  accounts 
"  have  ever  been  published.  All  the  iu formation 
**  given  to  the  ratepayers  on  the  subject  is  compressed 
**  into  half-a-dozen  pages  of  the  Board's  Annual 
"  Report.'*  This  is  the  annual  report  of  the  Board 
for  the  year  1887.  The  financial  transactions  com- 
mence on  page  98,  and  they  finish  at  page  107.  Part 
of  that  ie  taken  up  with  loans  by  the  Board  to  other 
public  bodies.  The  accounts  of  the  Board  itself  cover 
only  about  seven  or  eight  pages.  The  receipts  and  pay- 
ments of  the  Board  are  in  these  two  half  pages.  *'  The 
*'  income  and  expenditure  account  for  each  year 
"  covers  less  than  four  pages,  and  consists  simply  of 
**  lump  sums.  In  the  accounts  for  1887,  there  are 
"  single  items  of  898,000/.,  220,000/.,  128,000/;,  and 
".  112,300/.  respectively.  The  whole  cost  of  the  fire 
"  brigade  is  entered  in  one  item.  The  street 
**  improvements  are  grouped  under  the  various  Acts, 
*'  one  total  being  given  for  each,  though  the  amounts 
*'  range  from  a  few  hundred  pounds  up  to  nearly 
'*  129,000/.  A  note  to  the  statements  of  receipts  and 
**  expenditure  says  that,  *  further  particulars  may  be 
"  *  found  in  the  abstract  of  the  year's  account  pre- 
"  *  sen  ted  to  Parliament.'  That  is  at  page  101. 
^'  This  abstract,  however,  does  not  appear  ever  to 
"  have  been  printed,  and  no  trace  of  it  can  be  found 
"  at  the  Parliamentary  Paper  Office."  To  be  quite 
sure  about  this  point,  I  sent  down  yesterday, 
and  made  further  inquiry.  The  indexes  were  looked 
back  to  very  carefully,  and  at  the  office  they 
knew  nothing  at  all  about  these  accounts  which  are 
sent  to  be  laid  before  Parliament. 

13.374.  {Mr,  Grenfell.)  Do  you  mean  that  they 
were  not  present-ed  to  ParKament? — They  do  not 
seem  to  be  printed ;  no  doubt  by  consent  of  Parlia- 
ment. They  are  not  printed  as  a  Parliamentary 
Paper.  I  am  speaking  now  merely  from  a  public 
point  of  view. 

13.375.  {Chairman.)  You  mean  that  the^  are  not 
obtainable  by  the  public  ? — I  could  not  obtain  them 
at  the  Parliamentary  Paper  Office.  "  In  the  year 
"  1887- the  Metropolitan  Board,  according  to  its  own 
"  account!:!,  handled,  in  rates,  duties,  and  loans,  over 
**  4,000,000/.,  but  there  is  no  indication  to  be  found 
"  of  how  these  accounts  have  been  audited,  and  no 
"  check  whatever  on  them  can  be  exercised  either  by 
"  the  vestries  or  the  ratepayers.  This  practice  con- 
**  trasts  very  strangely  with  the  full  accounts  pub- 
**  lished  by  the  City  Corporation,  and  by  all  the 
**  principal  municipal  bodies  in  ihc  provinces.  Along 
'<  with  this  memorandum  is  submitted  to  the  Com- 
"  mission  a  copy  of  the  latest  *  Financial  Statement ' 
"  of  the  Borough  of  Birmingham,  a  quarto  volume 
"  of  over  400  pages,  in  which  the  income  and 
^  expenditure  of  the  borough,  its  loans,  and  all  its 
"  financial  affairs,  are  set  forth  in  full  detail.  Every- 
^*  thing  is  also  properly  vouched  by  the  signatures 
**  of  the  borough  treasurer,  and  of  all  four  auditors 
"  appointed  by  the  mayor,  the  finance  committee,  and 
**  the  ratepayers.  In  Birmingham,  fully  a  million 
"  sterling  a  year  is  turned  over  by  the  corporation, 
"  and  audited  accounts  are  published  for  every  penny 
*'  of  it.  In  London,  the  Metropolitan  Board  turns 
"  over  more  than  four  millions  sterling  a  year,  witli- 
^*  out  rendering  a  single  detailed  account.  Of  course, 
I  mean  so  far  as  the  public  are  concerned.  *'  It  is 
**  respectfully  submitted  to  the  Commission  that,  even 
'*  at  this  late  hour  of  the  day,  the  Board  might  be 
^  asked  to  furnish  detailed  statements  of  at  least  the 

**  more  important  branches  of  its  expenditure.  A 
*'  balance  sheet  might  be  required  for  each  of  its 
**  street  improvements  which  have  come  prominently 
"  before  the  Commission.     On  the  one  side  might  be 


shown  all  the  outlay  in  pnrclu^  of  property, 
parliamentary  and  legal  expenses,  compensation, 
construction,  and  administration.  On  the  credit 
side  would  appear  receipts  from  sales  of  property, 
the  capitalised  value  of  rents,  of  building  sites, 
reversions,  Ac.  In  honest  competent  hands  the 
making  of  such  a  magnificent  street  as  Shaftesbury 
Avenue  should,  within  a  reasonable  time,  have 
recouped  itself.  That  an  enormous  amount  of 
money  has  been  locked  up  in  it  is  self-evident,  but 
how  much  has  been  got  back,  or  ev<:r  will  be  got 
back,  is  as  yet  a  mystery.  There  should  be 
materials  in  the  Estates  Office  for  making  up,  at 
least,  rough  balance  sheets  of^  say,  half-a-dozen  of 
the  principal  improvements  recently  carried  out  by 
the  Board.  A  statement  of  the  original  cost,  and  the 
receipts  to  date,  from  the  Northumberland  Avenue 
improvement  has  already  been*  submitted  to  the 
Commission  ;  but  so  far  as  can  be  judged  from  the 
description  given  of  it  in  the  shorthand  writer's  notes, 
it  charges  only  actual  cost  of  property,  without  in- 
terest or  incidental  expenses,  such  as  arbitration 
fees,  compensations  to  tenants,  &c.  A  complete 
balance  sheet  would,  of  course,  include  all  these 
items.  Attention  may  also  be  called  to  the  fact  that, 
in  consolidating  its  loans,  the  Metropolitan  Board 
seems  to  have  very  peculiar  notions  of  a  sinking 
fund.  So  much  a  year  is  set  aside  for  redemption, 
but  this  money  cannot  be  applied  directly  in  pa}ing 
off  bonds.  It  has  to  accumulate  in  the  hands  of  the 
Board  till  the  loan  is  due.  Its  3  J  per  cents.,  of  which 
over  17,000,000/.  are  now  current,  cannot  be 
redeemed  for  fully  40  years.  How  bad  finance 
that  has  been  for  the  Board  is  proved  by  the  fact  of 
the  bonds  ^  now  commanding  a  premium  of  13. 
With  a  sinking  fund  directly  applicable  year  by 
year  these  3  J  per  cents,  could  have  been  gradually 
redeemed,  and  new  loans  raised,  when  necessary,  at 
3  per  cent,  or  less."  I  find  here  in  the  Report  that 
these  3 J  per  cents,  weix?  issued  from  1869  up  to  1880 
at  prices  varying  from  94/.  to  102/.,  at  an  average  of 
about  98/.  9*.  The  people  who  got  these  bonds  at 
98/.  9s.  can  sell  them  now  at  113/.  to  114/.,  and  they 
have  a  cun*ency  of  40  yeai-s.  I  think  they  are  the 
longest  dated  municipal  bonds  that  there  are  in  the 
market.  The  result  is  that  those  who  got  these  bonds 
years  ago  at  an  average  of  98/.  can  sell  them  now  at 
113/.,  whereas  had  there  been  a  direct  sinking  fund 
attached  to  them,  the  same  as  there  is  with  the  City 
Corporation  Bonds,  they  would  never  have  risen, 
perhaps,  over  103/.  or  104/.  The  Corporation  3^  per 
cents,  now  are  about  104/.,  the  difference  simply  being 
that  the  one  is  redeemable  and  the  other  is  not.  As 
soon  as  those  3 J  per  cents,  of  the  Corporation  fall  in 
they  can  borrow  the  money  quite  easily  over  pur  at 
3^  per  cent.  A  few  years  hence  they  might  be  able 
to  borrow  at  2|.  At  the  present  moment  the  Metro- 
politan Board  of  Works  3  per  cents,  are  105/.  They 
are  actually  higher  than  Consols  ever  rose.  I  do  not 
think  Consols  were  ever  105/.,  but  the  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works  3  per  cents,  command  that  price 
to-day,  simply  on  account  of  the  long  cun-ency. 

{Mr,  Meadows  JVhite,)  This  gentleman  has  come 
on  the  very  last  day,  and  being  connected  with  the 
**  Financial  News,"  I  suppose  he  has  been  in  attend- 
ance during  the  whole  currency  of  the  Commission. 
I  should  verj*  much  desire  to  have  a  little  time,  if  he 
would  kindly  wait  and  allow  roc  to  nsk  him  some 
questions  later  on.  Mr.  Gunn,  the  accountant^  is  not 
here. 

{Chairman.)  This  deals  with  points  of  a  simple 
character,  not  of  a  complex  character. 

{Mr.  Meadows  Hhite.)  No,  they  are  not  complex. 
Will  your  Lordship  allow  me  to  postpone  it  ? 

{Chairman,)  Certainly.  We  will  deal  with  this 
after  the  adjournment. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  If  this  gentleman  repre- 
btjntfi  the  "  Financial  News  "  it  is  a  pity  be  comes  so 
late. 


I'he  witness  withdrew. 
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Colonel  Alfred  Stowell  Jones,  V.C,  sworn  and  examiueil. 


13,376.  (Chairman.)  Before  putting  any  questions 
to  70U  I  should  desire  to  state  that  the  Commission  do 
not  propose  to  go  into  the  expediency  of  the  action 
which  has  been  taken  by  the  Metropolitan  Board  with 
reference  to  the  question  of  sewage.  It  will  be  quite 
beyond  the  scope  of  an  inquiry  of  this  description 
to  go  into  detail  on  any  such  matter.  I  understand 
there  is  some  observation  or  statement  you  wish  to 
make  with  reference  to  the  evidence  given  by 
Mr.  Rider  Cook  on  the  last  occasion.  The  Commis- 
sion will  be  glad  to  hear  what  you  wish  to  say  upon  any 
definite  point? — I  desire  to  appear  to  day,  in  the  first 
place,  specially  l^ecause  on  the  4th  oi  May  last  1  sent, 
whether  properly  or  improperly,  instead  of  handing  it 
over  in  open  Court,  a  memorial  to  your  Royal  Com- 
mission containing  five  very  clear,  definite,  and  precise 
charges  of  irregularities  of  procedure  ou  the  part  of 
the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works ;  not  having  seen  it 
on  the  published  records  of  this  Court,  as  appearing  in 
the  **  Times,"  I  felt  it  was  desirable  that  I  should 
be  here  to-day  to  be  examined  and  cross-examined 
with  reference  to  those  charges  if  necessary.  Seeing 
that  it  was  the  last  day  of  the  Court,  I*  felt  it  was  my 
duty  to  do  go.  Then  I  have  one  or  two  other  points 
to  make.  No  doubt  the  documentary  evidence  which 
is  in  the  possession  of  the  Court,  and  which  has  been 
called  for  from  the  Board,  is  sufficient  to  prove  the 
main  points  of  those  five  charges,  and  I  am  satisfied 
to  leave  it  in  that  way  if  the  Court  are  satisfied. 
There  is  one  point  as  to  which  I  think  I  ought  to  be 
allowed  to  speak,  and  that  point  is  that  the  Board  took 
no  complete  steps  to  ascertain  what  the  prolmble  cost 
of  the  permanent  remedy  recommended  by  Lord  Bram- 
well's  Royal  Commission  would  amount  to  before  they 
rushed  into  very  high  experimental  costs  in  attempt- 
ing to  avoid  that  permanent  remedy.  1  say  that  they 
did  not  take  the  proper  steps  to  ascertain  it,  because 
I  and  my  partner,  Mr.  Bailey  Denton,  have  been  for 
three  years,  since  July  1886,  endeavouring  to  induce 
the  Board  to  listen  to  our  view  of  what  those  costs 
would  be,  and  we  were  prepared  at  any  time,  if  we 
were  permitted  to  do  so,  to  bring  the  testimony  of 
independent  engineers,  who  had  gone  into  the  subject 
most  carefully,  to  show  that  the  cost  would  be  less 
than  that  at  which  it  has  been  estimated  by  Sir  Joseph 
Bazalgette,  which  we  suppobe  is  the  figure  on  which 
the  Board  have  rested.  Therefore,  I  maintain  that 
they  have  not  ascertained  the  cost.  Well,  then,  the 
other  point  is  this.  I  read  in  the  evidence,  as  re- 
ported in  the  "  Times,"  of  Mr.  Rider  Cook,  on  the  last 
occasion,  a  sentence  which  I  should  like  to  remark  upon. 
I  will  read  it  from  the  "  Times  "  report.  **Mr.  Rider 
"  Cook,  iho  present  Deputy  Chairman  of  the  Board, 
•*  stated  that  he  had  been  member  of  the  Board  for 
"  23  years.  He  was  a  chemist,  and,  as  a  member  of 
*<  the  Special  Pui-poses  Committee,  he  had  to 
"  deal  with  scientific  questions.  He  detailed  the 
"  various  steps  the  Board  had  taken  in  cjunexion 
"  with  the  purification  of  the  sewage.  He  considered 
<<  the  Board  had  taken  the  best  possible  means  to 
"  ascertain  how  they  could  deid  with  the  London 
**  sewage.  What  the  Board  was  now  doing  was  in 
"  conformity  with  the  recommendations  of  Lord 
"  BramwelPs  Commission,  but  they  were  not  doing 
*•  the  whole  of  the  works  at  once.  He  considered 
"  that  their  works  at  Crossness  are  the  most 
**  magnificent  sewage  works  in  the  world."  As 
against  that  I  have  to  point  out  that  on  the  part  of 
the  Board,  in  its  published  proceedings,  there  has 
been  a  perfectly  evident  intention  to  confuse  the 
public  reading  of  very  simple  and  clear  conclusions 
given  by  Lord  Bramwell's  Royal  Commission.  It  is  in 
pursuance  of  that  misunderstanding  that  this  '^in 
"  conformity  with'*  is  set  up  here.  The  Royal 
Commission  made  distinct  recommendations  as  to 
what  should  be  done  as  a  temporary  palliative  to 
provide  for  the  actual  nuisance  for  the  time  being, 
and  the  permanent  remedy.  The  works  that  are  now 
being  constructed  are  being  constructed  in  concrete 


and  in  iron,  to  the  amazement  of  the  world,  iu  most 
solid  and  magnificent  style,  in  order  to  try  temporary 
expenment4«,  whereas  &ir  Joseph  Bazalgette,  and  I 
appeal  to  his  evidence  given  before  that  Royal  Com- 
mission, set  forth  a  plan  to  convey  the  whole  of  the 
sewage  to  Sea  Reach,  to  Thames  Haven,  which  is 
only  a  mile  short  of  the  point  to  which  my  partner, 
Mr.  Bailey  Denton,  and  I  wished  to  carry  Ihc  sewage; 
consequently,  I  maintain  that  their  own  engineer, 
in  his  own  independent  testimony,  supports  our 
position. 

13.377.  The  cost  of  carrying  the  sewage  out  in  that 
way  would  be  very  great,  would  it  not  ? — It  would. 
He  estimated  it  roughly  at  4,000,000/.  before  the 
Royal  Commission.  But  we  have  not  been  allowed  to 
produce  an  independent  estimate  which  we  can  get 
from  an  engineer  of  the  very  highest  eminence,  a 
member  of  the  Institution,  who  has  promised  to  come 
before  any  committee  that  the  Board  will  allow  to 
inquire  into  it,  that  it  can  be  done  for,  I  will  say,  a 
little  more  than  half  that  amount.  Consequently,  I 
maintain  that  it  is  a  great  irregularity  of  the  Board  to 
rush  into  experimental  expenditure  without  ascertain- 
ing its  cost,  when  they  have  been  recommended  by  a 
scientific  Royal  Commission  to  adopt  the  permanent 
remedy. 

1 3.378.  The  suggestion  is  that  further  information 
and  experiments  since  that  date  have  produced  results 
which  might,  if  they  had  taken  place  earlier,  have  led 
that  Commission  to  think  that  it  was  worth  trying 
some  other  course  before  going  to  the  expenditure 
even  of  two  millions  ? — That  is  all  false  pretence,  as 
Sir  Henry  Roscoe,  the  Board's  Chemical  Referee,  has 
shown  that  the  case  to-day  stands  where  Lord  Bram- 
weirs  Commission  left  it.  I  think  it  will  be  admitted 
that  Sir  Robert  Rawlinson,  the  chief  engineer  of  the 
Local  Government  Board,  is  about  the  highest  autho- 
rity of  the  day  upon  these  matters.  He  also  was 
before  the  Royal  Commission.  I  should  like  to  quote 
a  few  lines  under  his  signature,  and  to  put  that 
parallel  to  the  evidence  of  ^r.  Rider  Cook.  This  is 
dated  only  last  Wednesday.  He  says,  with  regard  to 
the^e  particular  works  :  "  Before  embarking  on  these 
^*  enormous  works  now  on  hand,  the  Board  cannot 
"  have  informed  itself  of  the  position  of  the  sewage 
'<  question  of  this  day.  I  must  assume  that  they  do 
^'  not  know  what  good  progress  has  been  made  in  the 
<'  use  of  sewage  when  applied  to  land  in  broad  irriga- 
'^  tion  in  England  and  on  the  Continent,  where  the 
**  entire  sewage  of  the  town  is  disposed  of,  year  by 
*'  year,  and  all  the  year  round,  so  as  not  to  be  a 
"  nuisance."  Then  he  goes  on  :  "  The  Metropolitan 
"  Board  say  that  they  are  carrying  out  the  recom- 
'^  mendations  of  Lord  BramwelPs  Commission.  I  say 
^'  they  are  not,  and  I  am  in  a  position  to  know  that 
*'  they  are  not.  But,  apart  from  all  dispute  and 
"  argument,  time  will  show  that  the  50  acres  of  sludge 
*'  tanks  and  works  will  be  fifty  acres  of  an  abominable 
"  nuisance ;  that  the  mud  barges  will  be  costly  in- 
**  cumbrances  to  the  river,  and  that  the  working 
"  expenses  will  be  enormous,  and  all  waste." 

13.379.  This  subject  of  sewage,  and  of  the  disposal 
of  sewage,  and  the  possibility  of  utilising  sewage,  is, 
I  believe,  one  upon  which  there  has  been  a  great 
difference  of  opinion  amongst  people  who  have  devoted 
attention  to  it,  is  it  not  ? — Quite  so. 

1 3.380.  My  experience  has  rather  been  that  no  two 
people  are  agreed  about  what  is  the  system  that  is 
good,  or  what  is  the  system  that  is  bad  ? — Quite  so. 

13.381.  {Mr,  Grenfell,)  And  in  the  same  towns 
sometimes  ? — ^Yes.  I  maintain  that  n  scientific  Royal 
Commission  investigated  the  thing  fully,  and  that  its 
conclusions  have  been  supporteu  in  every  possible 
way. 

13.382.  {Chairman,)  In  short  your  point  against 
the  Board  is  that  they  ought  to  have  carried  out  what 
they  have  not  carried  out  hitherto — the  permanent 
remedy  ? — Yes,  and  I  protest  against  a  member  of  the 
Board  speaking  of  acting  ^*  in  conformity  '*  with  those 
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recommeudatious  when  they  only  introduced  a  tem- 
porary palliative,  and  apply  permanent  works  to  it. 

13,383.  {Mr,  Bosanquet,)  The  Board  themselves 
say  that  these  are  permaueot  precipitation  works. 
Do  you  say  that  they  could  have  carried  out  the 
precipitation  works  there  without  the  construction  of 
these  great  permanent  works? — They  might  have 
tried  the  temporary  experiments. 


13.384.  Could  they  have  used  precipitation  as  a 
means  of  clearing  the  sewage  without  this  great 
expense  ?  —Certainly ;  that  is  intended  by  the  Boyal 
Commission. 

13.385.  I  know  the  Royal  Commission  speaks  of  it. 
Do  you  say  it  could  have  been  done  without  the 
construction  of  these  great  permanent  works  ? — Quite 
80.     1  am  perfectly  satisfied  of  it. 


Counsel  for  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  with  its  engineer  and  chemist  sitting  by,  declined  to  cross- 
examine,  and  the  witness  withdrew. 

Mr.  William  Bobbins  Selway  recalled ;  further  examined. 


Mr*  13,386.  (Chairman.)    Mr.    White  desires   to    put 

fF.  B,  Selway,  some  questions  to  you,  but  before  he  does  so  I  should 
like  to  ask  you  this.  On  the  21st  December  1887  a 
letter  was  written  by  the  cleik  of  the  Board  to 
Mr.  WoUheim  to  this  effect :  •*  I  have  laid  before  the 
**  Board  your  letter  of  the  13th  instant,  and,  in  reply, 
"  I  have  been  directed  to  inform  you  that  your  letter 
"  of  the  13th  November  was  read  before  the  Board 
"  on  the  18th  of  the  same  month," — that  is  a  letter 
which  Mr.  Wollheim  complains  was  not  put  before 
the  Board.  Then  the  letter  of  the  clerk  goes  on, 
"  in  such  a  manner  as  that  all  the  members  present 
**  had  an  opportunity  of  learning  its  full  contents,  and 
**  the  reply  which  I  sent  you  in  pursuance  of  the 
'*  resolution  of  the  Board."  What  does  that  refer 
to,  "  that  the  letter  was  laid  before  the  Board  in  such 
"  a  manner  that  all  the  members  present  had  an 
"  opportunity  of  learning  its  full  contents."  Does 
that  mean  that  it  was  not  read,  or  that  it  was  read  ? — 
I  should  think  that  it  means  that  it  was  fully  set  out 
on  the  agenda  paper,  so  that  they  might  know  the 
whole  purport  of  the  letter. 

13.387.  No,  I  think  not ;  because  it  says :  "  Your 
'*  letter  is  recorded  in  the  minutes  of  the  Board,  but 
^*  with  respect  to  its  being  inserted  at  length  in  tlie 
'^  minutes,  I  have  to  state  it  is  not  the  practice  to 
^'  print  in  extemo  in  the  minutes  letters  laid  before 
**  the  Board.  That  course  is  only  taken  in  exoep- 
"  tional  cases  "  ? — Yes,  on  the  minutes ;  but  on  the 
agenda  I  should  think  very  hkely  it  must  have  been 
set  out  tolerably  fully. 

13.388.  I  suppose  Mr.  Wakefield  will  know  what 
that  refers  to  ? — Yes- 

(Mr,  Meadotci  White.)  Your  Lordship  will  find 
that  the  clerk,  or  some  officer  whose  duty  it  is,  makes 
an  abstract  of  the  letter,  and  a  full  abstract  is  put 
on  the  agenda  paper  in  that  form.  The  letter  is 
not  printed.  We  can  easily  see  how  it  was  in  this 
case. 

{Chairman.)  We  have  not  got  the  agenda  paper  ? 

{Mr.  Freeman,)  What  was  the  date  of  it  ? 

{Chairman,)  The  letter  of  the  15th  November  was 
laid  before  the  Board  on  18th  November  1887. 

13,889.  {Mr,  Freeman,)  We  will  get  the  agenda. 
{To  the  witness,)  One  or  two  questions  about  the 
Works  and  General  Purposes  Committee  as  dealing 
with  compensation  cases.  I  believe,  while  you  were 
the  deputy  chairman,  you  constantly  attended  the 
sittings  of  that  committee,  and  since  then  very 
frequently  ? — Yes,  both  before  and  since,  very  fre- 
quently, but  not  with  great  regularity.  In  my  two 
years  of  office  I  think  I  was  never  absent,  and  never 
late. 

13.390.  You,  I  believe,  were  also  a  member  of  the 
Board  when  the  small  committee  existed  which  used 
to  take  compensation  cases  before  it  was  transferred 
to  the  General  Pui-poses  Committee? — Yes,  I  was. 
A  change  took  place  soon  after  I  joined  the  Board,  to 
the  best  of  my  I'ecollection. 

13.391.  In  your  opinion  has  the  change  with 
reference  to  taking  the  cases  to  this  general  com- 
mittee acted  well  ? — I  think  it  has,  because  on  former 
occasions  claims  were  relegated  to  a  comparatively 
small  committee,  whose  report  was  brought  up  to  the 
whole  committee,  and  very  little  time  given  to  its 
discussion,  and,  indeed,  if  questions  were  raised^  or  a 


discussion  was  raised  upon  it,  it  was  a  common  obser- 
vation— the  thing  has  been  carefully  gone  into  by  the 
sub-committee,  and  in  that  way  many  of  us  felt  that 
we  had  not  the  opportunity  of  going  so  closely  into  it 
as  we  should  otherwise  desire, 

13.392.  {Chairman.)  Is  not  that  the  case  now 
when  the  report  of  the  Works  and  General  Purposeg 
Committee  comes  before  the  Board  ?— Oh  I  by  no 
means  always  so. 

13.393.  Why  should  the  Board  discuss  the  reports 
of  the  committee,  which  consists  of  all  the  members 
of  the  Board,  more  than  the  reporU  of  a  sub- 
committee ? — The  two  cases  are  scarcely  parallel. 
The  Works  and  General  Purposes  Committee  is  a 
committee  of  the  whole  Board,  and  is  very  largely 
attended,  in  fact,  quite  as  largely  as  the  Board  iteelf. 

13.394.  The  Board  does  not  discuss  over  again 
what  the  Works  and  General  Purposes  CcMnmittee 
have  discussed  ?— Not  always,  but  sometimes  they  do. 

13,396.  I  mean  these  compensation  cases  ? — ^In  the 
compensation  cases  they  are  not  dealt  with  by  the 
Board. 

13.396.  They  are  dealt  with  by  the  Works  and 
General  Purposes  Committee  ? — Yes. 

13.397.  I  do  not  quite  understand  why  there  should 
be  less  discussion  by  the  Board  of  the  report  of  a 
small  sub- committee  than  there  is  of  the  report  of  the 
Works  and  General  Purposes  Committee.  One  would 
think  there  would  be  more  discussion  ? — At  the 
Works  Committee,  these  matters  having  been  gone 
into  carefully,  as  it  is  always  said  by  the  sub-com- 
mittee when  the  report  is  brought  up  to  the  Works 
Committee,  many  members  of  that  sub-committee 
deprecated  much  discussion  upon  them,  saying  that 
they  had  gone  into  it  carefully,  and  fully,  and  so  on. 

13.398.  Is  it  your  experience,  as  a  matter  of 
business,  that  a  largo  body  can  deal  better  with 
matters  of  detail  than  a  small  one  ?— -No,  I  should 
not  say  so. 

13.399.  These  are  essentially  matters  of  detail,  are 
they  not  ?— They  are,  and  they  are  dealt  with  by  a 
comparatively  small  body. 

13.400.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  They  are,  or  they  were  ? 
— They  are,  now. 

13.401.  ^Chairman,)  That  is  to  say,  a  shifting 
body,  whoever  may  happen  to  be  present  out  of  a 
body  of  60  ?— I  should  hardly  call  it  a  shifting  body, 
because  it  is  a  class  of  work  which  is  taken  up  by 
some  members  of  the  Board  very  much  more  than 
others,  and  very  much  the  same  members,  as  a  rule, 
attend.  I  should  mention  particularly  a  member  of 
the  Board  who  has  given  evidence  here,  Mr.  Edwards. 
Excepting  in  the  case  of  temporary  illness,  or  bemg 
out  of  town,  he  is  never  absent,  and  never  has  been 
absent,  and  there  are  other  members  of  the  Board 
who  attend  with  great  regularity  to  this  work,  and 
when  an  improvement  takes  place  in  the  particular 
neighbourhood  in  which  a  member  is  interested,  he 
can  often  give  very  valuable  advice  to  the  committee. 
I  have  found  that  useful  in  my  own  case  where 
improvements  have  been  carried  out  in  my  own  neigh- 
bourhood. One  can  give  the  committee  information 
as  to  the  amount  of  trade,^and  so  forth,  and  also  some 
members  have  special  knowledge  upon  particular 
trades,  which  is  available.  Therefore,  on  the  whole, 
I  think  the  change  has  worked  beneficially. 
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13.402.  {Mr.  GrenfelU)  Did  the  small  committee 
ciODflist  of  specialists  ? — Not  of  specialists  ;  they  were 
taken,  J  believe,  from  the  members  generally. 

13.403.  {Chairman,)  Mj  inquiries  were  not  so 
much  directed  to  the  question  of  these  compensation 
cases  as  to  the  question  of  dealing  ^ith  the  property 
that  the  Board  had  to  deal  with.  You  never  had  a 
sub^committee  for  that  Y — ^Do  you  mean  letting  and 
selling  lands  ? 

13.404.  Yes  ? — No;  that  was  always  dealt  with  by 
the  larger  committee. 

13.405.  (Mr,  Freeman,)  In  this  General  Purposes 
</Ommittee  do  you  rely  entirely  on  the  reports  of 
your  ofiicers,  or  are  those  figures  constantly  challenged 
and  ()iscussed  ? — They  are  very  constantly  chal- 
lenged indeed —members  seeking,  as  I  believe,  to 
act  with  fairness  both  to  the  claimants  and  to  the 
ratepayers  ;  but  I  have  rather  sometimes  supposed  that 
the  committee  have  been  inclined  to  be  hard — to  lean 
rather  to  the  ratepayer  than  to  the  claimants,  and 
aertamly  the  special  knowledge  of  members,  as  I  have 
just  said,  frequently  comes  in. 

13.406.  That  answer  applies  to  compensation  cases  ? 
— I  am  speaking  of  compensation  cases. 

13.407.  When  it  is  a  question  of  letting  or  selling 
the  BoarcVs  land,  do  you  then  carefully  consider  the 
question? — Yes,  it  is  then  c^^ully  considered,  but 
upon  that  point  I  think  we  are  more  dependent,  and 
have  been  more  dependent  upon  the  officers  than  in 
compensation  cases, 

13^408.  I  want  to  direct  your  attention  to  one 
particular  compensation  case  which  has  been  men- 
tioned. The  case  of  No.  40,  Bridge  Bead,  Battersoa^ 
Mr.  Goose's  occupation;  do  you  recollect  that  ? — 
Yes. 

13.409.  In  that  case  it  was  used  as  a  butcher's 
shop,  with  a  projecting  place  running  on  to  the  pave- 
ment ? — Yes,  a  kind  of  outside  shop. 

13.410.  Can  you  tell  me  at  all  what  influenced  the 
committee  in  serving  a  notice  at  the  early  period  they 
did  ? — I  think  the  reason  was,  that  this  man  was  a 
pushing  tradesman,  and  carrying  on  his  business 
outside.  He  was  raising  a  business  which  might 
be  a  large  one,  and  it  wa«i  thought  advisable  to 
stop  it. 

13.411.  Was  the  most  important  part  of  the  business 
done  in  this  projecting  pent-house? — So  I  under- 
stand. 

13.412.  It  was  what  is  called  an  outside  trade  ? — 
It  was  quite  an  outside  trade,  as  I  understand. 

13.413.  Was  ihe  committee  desirous  of  preventing 
a  large  trade  being  built  up  which  they  must  hereafter 
have  had  to  purchase? — That  was  what  was  feared 
would  be  the  result. 

'  (Chairtnan,)  I  am  not  quite  sure  that  I  see 
evidence  of  any  consideration  of  the  matter  by  the 
committee.  They  seem  to  have  served  the  notice 
upon  everybody  as  soon  as  they  get  their  Act. 

13.414.  (Mr,  Freeman.)  Was  the  question  consi- 
dered by  the  committee  before  you  served  that  notice  ? 
— I  have  not  got  the  papers  in  the  case  before  me, 
but  as  a  rule  the  practice  has  been  this,  that,  after  a 
Bill  has  obtained  the  Boyal  Assent,  it  is  referred  to 
ihe  Works  Committee  to  carry  it  out.  Then  the 
committee  view  it.  They  take  the  plan  with  them, 
and  they  carefully,  upon  the  spot,  decide  as  to  which 
notices  shall  be  served  first.  I  was  not  present,  I 
believe,  at  this  view,  as  I  have  no  recollection  of  going 
to  this  particular  spot,  but  that  is  the  rule;  and  I 
presume  that  the  committee,  when  they  went  down 
there,  saw  what  was  going  on,  and  that  it  was  desirable 
to  serve  the  notice ;  that  is  the  practice. 

13,416.  Besides  the  report  which  is  laid  before  you 
by  the  ardiit^ct  and  by  the  accountant,  do  you  also 
have  a  report  from  the  solicitor  pointing  out  any 
special  circumstances  which  in  their  opinion  might 
fmake  it  advisable  to  deal  ¥rith  the  claim  in  any  parti- 
cular way  ?•— Do  you  mean  as  to  compensation  ? 

13,416.  As  to  compensation  ?^~Ye»;  as  to  compen- 
sation we  hare'  the  report  of  the  architect  with  regard 
■to  the  structure,  whether  freehold  or  leasehold,  or 
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merely  a  yearly  tenancy,  and  the  accountant  carefully  Twenty-fourth 
go0s  into  the  matter  of  trade  value,  and  the  solicitor 
reports  generally  on  the  bearings  of  the   case,  and 
whether  there  are  any  special  features. 

13.417.  For  instance,  in  such  a  case  as  a  business 
built  up  which  might  afterwards  largely  increase  the 
compensation,  would  the  solicitor  report  that  to  the 
committee? — I  should  think  in  all  probability  he 
would. 

13.418.  Inother  cases  that  has  happened  so? — ^I 
think  that  would  be  the  case,  and  experts  are  fre- 
quently called  in  to  advise  on  trade  claims. 

13.419.  In  this  particular  case  an  expert  was  called 
in  to  value  the  business  ? — I  am  not  quite  sure  as  to 
Mr.  Goose's  case. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  think  that  has  been 
before  the  Commission. 

•  13,420.  {Mr.  Freeman.)  While  you  are  mentioning 
the  calling  in  of  experts  in  certain  cases,  can  you 
recollect  in  some  of  the  cases  of  public-houses  that 
you  have  called  in  experts  to  advise  the  Board  ?— 
Y''e8,  that  is  very  frequently  done;  Lovejoy's  have 
been  called  in,  and  Mr.  Miles. 

13.421.  Take,  for  instance,  a  public-house  that  has 
been  mentioned  more  than  once — the  case  of  the  **  York- 
shire Grey"  ? — In  the  **  Yorkshire  Grey"  case  we  were 
advised  that  it  was  not  desirable  to  put  it  up  by  auction. 
I  may  mention  to  the  Commission  that  I  have  had 
taken  out  from  the  books  the  number  of  public-houses 
which  have  been  dealt  with  during  the  last  12  years, 
an'?  I  And  that  52  houses  have  been  dealt  with  ; 
46  of  those  houses  having  been  sold  by  public  auction 
and  six  of  them  having  been  dealt  with  by  private 
treaty ;  and  in  each  of  those  six  cases  there  have  been 
what  the  committee  have  felt  to  be  some  special  cir- 
cumstance :  either  the  risk  of  not  obtaining  the 
licerile,  or  something  of  that  kind. 

13.422.  {Chairman,)  Was  it  the  practice  of  the 
Board  to  preserve  and  maintain  the  license  so  as  to 
dispose  of  it  as  a  public-house  site  wherever  they 
could?— lean  hardly  say  wherever  they  could;  but 
that  was  generally  their  view.  In  many  instances 
licenses  have  been  suppressed. 

13.423.  You  did  not  at  all  consider  the  wants  of 
the  neighbourhood,  but  you  considered  it  merely  as 
a  commercial  question  ? — ^It  was  generally  considered 
as  a  financial  question. 

13.424.  I  have  been  rather  struck  with  the  number 
of  the  public-houses  about  the  Circus,  some  little  way 
up  Shaftesbury  Avenue  ? — Cambridge  Circus  ? 

13.425.  Yes  ;  the  number  of  pubUc-hou.ses  you  can 
see  if  you  stand  in  Cambridge  Circus  is  something — 
I  was  going  to  say,  appalling  ? — I  quite  agree  with 
your  Lordship  in  that. 

13.426.  And  some  of  them  are  new  and  very  sub- 
stantial buildings  erected  on  the  Board's  sites  ? — I 
am  speaking  now  only  from  memory,  but  I  think  t^e 
Boanl  suppressed  some  17  or  18  licenses  in  that  line 
of  thoroughfare. 

13.427.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  What  is  the  diminution 
of  value  from  a  license  being  suppressed  ?— That 
would  depend  a  great  deal  on  the  character  of  the 
house.  For  example,  I  may  mention  to  you  that  in 
some  eases  we  have  obtained  2,450/.  premium,  3,250/., 
2,670/.,  5,000/.,  5,300/.,  4,890/. ;  so  that  you  will  see 
that  the  premium  runs  pretty  high. 

13.428.  (Mr.  Freeman.)  And  in  one  case  I  think 
it  was  7,100/.  ? — Yes.  So  that  you  may  say  t^ie 
premium  would  average  between  4,000/.  and  5,000/., 
which  would  be  lost  to  the  ratepayers  if  the  license 
was  not  kept  up. 

13.429.  {Chairman.)  May  not  the  existence  of  a 
public-house,  or  so  many  public-houses,  injure  the 
value  of  the  neighbouring  properties  ? — I  am  hardly 
a  good  witness  upon  that  point,  because  I  am  so 
anxious  to  see  all  public-houses  shut  up  that  I  have 
urged  the  Board  very  frequently  to  do  away  with  the 
license,  but  witbout  success. 

13.430.  {Mr.  Freeman,)  I  believe  the  Board  have 
dealt  with  it  on  commercial  principles,  have  they  not  ? 
— They  have  entirely. 
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13.431.  Where  they  have  suppressed  licenses  it  has 
been  to  take  away  two  or  three,  and  dump  them,  as 
it  were,  on  one  good  site  ? — That  has  been  the  policy. 

13.432.  But  the  result,  from  whatever  cause,  of 
the  Metropolitan  street  improvements  has  been  to 
reduce  the  number  of  public-houses  along  those  lines? 
— Certainly. 

13.433.  Very  lai'gely  ? — Not  so  lai'gely  as  I  should 
like,  but  still  largely. 

13.434.  I  think  you  have  already  mentioned  that 
there  were  only  six  cases  where  the  houses  were 
offered  otherwise  than  by 'auction  r — Only  six  cases 
in  12  years. 

13.435.  And  I  see  that  in  those  cases  you  gene- 
rally fortified  yourself  with  the  opinion  of  an  expert, 
Mr,  Lovejoy  or  Mr.  Miles,  or  one  of  those  people, 
and  that  it  was  owing  to  peculiar  circumstances  or 
difficulty  in  obtaining  a  fresh  license  ? — Yes.  It 
would  be  either  a  case  where  a  large  portion  of  the 
site  was  thrown  into  the  public  way  or  from  the 
transfer  of  the  license  from  one  side  of  the  road 
to  the  other  where  it  was  thought  the  justices  might 
withhold  the  license,  and  there  it  has  been  thought 
advisable  lo  treat  privately  rather  than  by  public 
auction. 

13.436.  I  think  you  have  already  given  us  the 
number  of  public-houses  which  were  dealt  with  by 
auction  ? — Yes,  52  altogether ;  and  the  whole  of  them 
by  auction  with  the  exception  of  six. 

13.437.  The  ordinary  way  of  dealing  being  to  offer 
them  on  an  80  years'  lease  ? — Yes,  on  an  80  years' 
lease. 

13.438.  At  a  fixed  ground  rent  ? — Yes,  the  ground 
rent  being  fixed  by  the  Board,  and  the  auction  is  the 
premium  to  be  paid. 

13.439.  The  best  premium  you  can  get  being 
obtained  ? — Yes. 

13.440.  Now  to  deal  with  another  matter,  and  tliat 
is  the  question  which  has  been  raised  under  the 
Building  Act  as  to  warehouses  and  cubical  contents, 
especially  with  reference  to  Mr.  Whiteley's  buildings. 
Can  you  tell  me  at  all,  from  your  own  knowledge, 
what  the  general  view  with  reference  to  the  interpre- 
tation of  that  (jiause  has  been  on  the  Board,  and 
amongst  the  district  surveyors  ? — I  belisve  the  duty 
of  dealing  with  this  matter  rests  entirely  on  the  dis- 
trict surveyors,  and  they  need  never  come  to  the 
Board  at  all ;  but  the  surveyors,  in  case  of  litigation, 
not  nnfrequently  ask  the  Board  for  l^al  assistance. 
Sometimes  they  ask  for  the  opinion  of  the  Board. 
Then  if  it  be  a  case  of  cubical  contents  the  matter 
is  referred  to  the  Building  Act  Committee  for  con- 
sideration, and  it  has  been  the  practice  of  that 
committee,  and  the  Board  has  endorsed  it,  not  to  inter- 
fere, they  being  under  the  impression  that  the  Act 
related  to  warehouses  rather  than  to  retail  places  of 
business.  Perhaps  I  might  say  that  since  I  have 
been  a  member  of  the  Board,  at  any  rate,  that  opinion 
has  been  largely  fortified,  if  it  has  not  to  a  gi-eat 
extent  depended  upon  what  took  place  in  the  House  of 
Commons  in  the  year  1874.  The  Board  at  the  time 
of  my  becoming  a  member  in  1873  was  very  much 
engaged  in  promoting  a  Bill  to  amend  the  Building 
Act,  and  the  Local  Management  Acts.  It  was  a  large 
Bill,  perhaps  1  might  say  a  pretentious  Bill.  It  was 
referred  to  a  Select  Committee  of  the  House  presided 
over  by  Sir  Seymour  Fitzgerald.  That  Bill  was  not 
passed,  but  the  Select  Committee  made  their  recommen- 
dations, the  first  three  of  which  I  may  perhaps  trouble 
the  Commission  with.  I  mention  this  because  this  is 
interesting  with  reference  to  what  has  taken  place 
lately.  The  first  recommendation  was  **That  it  is 
"  not  desirable  to  fix  any  limit  as  to  the  height  of 
"  buildings  in  new  streets  above  50  feet  wide.''  Then 
the  second  recommendation  was,  "  That  it  is  not 
"  desirable  to  fix  any  limit  as  to  cubical  contents 
"  in  buildings  other  than  warehouses.''  Then  the 
third  recommendation  was,  "  That  where  a  building 
"  is  used  partly  as  a  store  for  goods,  and  partly  as  a 
'*  shop  for  selling  goods  by  retail,  the  portions  used 
**  for  storing  goods  be  regarded  as  a  warehouse,  and 


"  should  be  subject  to  the  limitations  as  to  cubical  con- 
<*  tents  provided  in  this  Bill " ;  and  my  recollection  ia 
that  the  Bill  extended  it  to  5,000  cubic  feet.  Soon  after 
that,  decision  there  was  a  case  as  to  Cassell,  Fetter, 
and  Galpin's  placa,  a  largo  place  at  the  back  of  Ludgate 
Hill.  That  came  bi»fore  the  Board,  and  the  Boarfl 
then  decided  it  was  not  desirable  to  take  any  action 
upon  it.  Cassell,  Potter,  and  Galpin's  case  was  in 
October  1874,  and  Whiteley's  was  in  May  1875,  and 
quite  recently  Messrs.  Carter,  Paterson,  and  Co.'s 
premises  in  Goswell  Koad,  Clerkenwell,  were  under 
the  consideration  of  the  Building  Act  Committee;  and 
the  Board  agreed  to  their  recommendation,  that  it 
was  not  desirable   to  take  any  action  in  regard  to 

^^ 

13.441.  {Chairman,)  What  action  could  the  Board 
take;  what  had  the  Board  to  do  with  it? — I  think 
the  Board  could  only  have  provided  the  district 
sur>^eyor  with  the  solicitor  to  help  him  fight  the 
case. 

13.442.  It  was  the  duty  of  the  district  surveyor 
to  do  what  he  thought  light? — Certainly. 

13.443.  It  looks  to  me  rather  like  taking  the  re- 
sponsibility off  the  shoulders  of  the  district  surveyor 
on  to  the  Board,  because  of  course  if  the  district 
surveyor  proceeded  the  magistrate  would  have  had 
the  duty  of  deciding  the  construction  of  the  statute, 
and  whether  the  case  came  within  it  or  not  ? Cer- 
tainly. 

{Mr.  Freeman.)  There  is  a  general  sort  of  power 
of  advice  in  the  architect  of  the  Metropolitan  Board 
of  Works  with  regard  lo  district  surveyors;  they 
consult  him  constantly  on  points. 

13.444.  (3/r.  Grenfell.)  Was  that  a  decision  of 
the  committee  of  the  House  of  Commons  to  which 
you  referred  ? — Yes,  a  committee  of  the  House  of 
Commons. 

13.445.  They  decided  entirely  against  what  is  the 
present  view  ?^ — ^Entirely. 

13.446.  {Chairman.)  Then  I  suppose  on  the  report 
of  tiie  committee  the  Act  was  got? — There  were 
several  other  suggestions,  and  the  Board  did  not  agree 
to  them. 

13.447.  And  they  dropped  the  Bill  ?— It  had  got 
to  be  so  late  in  the  session  that  it  was  impossible  to  pass 
it,  and  then  it  was  dropped  ;  but  I  am  quite  sure  that 
this  decision  of  the  Committee  of  the  House  had 
very  great  weight  with  the  members  of  the  Board. 

13.448.  {^fr.  Grenfell,)  They  were  against  it  in 
their  decision  ? — No  ;  because  Sir  Seymour  Fitz- 
gerald's Committee  said  it  was  not  desirably  to  ^^ 
any  limit. 

13.449.  (C/iairman,)  You  interpreted,  as  I  under- 
stand, this  resolution,  **  That  where  a  building  is  used 
"  partly  as  a  store  for  goods  and  partly  as  a  shop  for 
"  selling  goods  by  retail  that  the  portions  used  for 
"  storing  goods  be  regarded  as  a  warehouse,*'  as 
meaning  storing  goods  otherwise  than  as  in  show- 
rooms where  people  might  purchase  them.^ — Quite 
so. 

13.450.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  Do  you  mean  that  White- 
ley's  would  not  be  regarded  as  a  place  partly  used  for 
selling  goods  by  retail  and  partly  as  a  warehouse  ? 

{Mr.  Freeman.)  In  Whiteley's  case  there  was  part 
of  it  a  warehouse  and  there  were  the  special  provisions 
carried  out  ? — But  the  part  of  the  buildings  that  was 
under  consideration  in  1875  was,  as  I  always  under- 
stood, the  retail  sale  place. 

13.451.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  I  always  understood  that 
Whiteley's  had  got  off  being  bound  by  the  tei-ms  of 
the  Act  by  saying  they  were  a  retail  shop  and  not  a 
warehouse,  even  as  regards  the  warehouses  ? 

{Mr, Freeman.)  That  wa&  not  brought  in  question? 
— Their  warehouses  they  built  with  division  walls, 
they  kept  within  the  terms  of  the  Act. 

13.452.  {Mr.  Bosanguet.)  We  only  know  that  this 
was  what  the  builder  call^  a  warehouse  ? — Yes,  in 
his  notice  he  called  it  a  warehouse. 

13.453.  {Mr.  Freeinan)  The  section  only  deals  with 
the  use  made  of  the  building,  and  not  with  the  boildiDg 
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ing  itself? — That  is  scarcelj  for  me,  because  I  am  not 
a  lawyer,  but  I  suppose  that  is  so. 

18,464.  At  any  rate,  what  was  represented  to  the 
committee  was  that  the  part  you  were  asked  to  advise 
upon  was  to  be  used  as  a  retail  house  and  not  as  a 
warehouse  ? — That  was  what  we  were  told. 

13,456.  And  it  was  on  that  opinion  that  you  gave 
the  advice  you  did  ? — Yes,  and  dealing  generally  with 
the  opinion  which  the  Board  has  held,  as  shown  by 
these  other  cases. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White,)  The  sub-section  is  **  Every 
*'  warehouse  or  other  building  used/' 

13.456.  {Mr.  Freeman,)  Now  let  me  bring  you  to 
another  question,  the  question  of  the  theatres.  T 
believe  in  the  year  1877  your  Board  were  preparing  a 
Bill  to  amend  the  Building  Act? — Yes.  I  do  not 
think  they  did  anything  after  the  decision  in  1874 
until  1877,  when,  experience  having  shown  that  they 
conld  not  drive  a  very  large  team  through  the  House, 
they  took  a  smaller  one, 

13.457.  And  I  think  in  July  of  that  same  year  a 
Select  Committee  on  the  Fire  Hrigade,  over  which  Sir 
Selwyn  Ibbetson  presided,  made  certain  recommenda- 
tions as  lo  theatres? — Yes;  perhaps  I  may  read  them. 
The  rciwit  was  presented  to  the  House  of  Commons 
on  the  l7th  July  1877,  and  the  ninth  recommendation 
is,  "  That  no  new  theatre  or  large  music  hall  in  the 
**  Metropolis  should  be  finally  licensed  until  certified 
"  that  in  respect  of  position  and  structure  it  satisfies 
**  all  duo  requirements  tor  the  protection  against 
**  danger  from  fire,  and  that  the  Metropolitan  Board 
**  should  be  the  certifying  authority."  Then,  10th, 
"  That  with  respect  to  existing  theatres  and  halls,  the 
"  Metroi)olitan  Board  should  have  power  to  call  on 
"  the  proprietor  to  remedy  such  structural  defects  as 
"  appear  to  the  Board  to  be  the  cause  of  special 
"  danger,  and  to  admit  of  being  remedied  by  a  moderate 
"  expenditure,  option  being  allowed  to  the  proprietor 
*«  to  refer  the  whole  question  to  arbitration."  Thoso 
recommendations  were  embodied  in  clauses  in  our  Bill 
promoted  in  that  year. 

13.458.  And  thev  receive*!  the  Royal  Assent? — 
They  received  the  lioyal  Assent. 

13.459.  As  regards  the  requirements  which  you 
make  on  existing  theatrets,  they  have  to  be  approved 
by  the  Secretary  of  State  ? — Before  we  can  servo  re- 
quisitions under  the  seal  of  the  Board  we  have  to 
obtain  the  consent  of  the  Lord  Chamberlain  in  r^ard 
to  the  theatres  under  his  lordship's  jurisdiction,  and 
that  of  the  Home  Secretary  in  regard  to  music  halls 
and  theatres  under  his  jurisdiction. 

13.460.  llint  is  under  section  11  of  your  Act? — 
That  is  so. 

13.461.  I  believe  you  yourself.have  served  upon  the 
committee  which  dealt  with  the  theatres? — Yes.  I 
Avas  one  of  the  first  members,  imd  I  may  say  that  I 
had  recently  left  the  chair  of  the  Building  Act  Com- 
mittee when  this  Act  was  promoted  by  the  Board, 
and  thev  requested  me,  in  conjunction  of  course  with 
the  solicitor,  to  pilot  it  through  the  Committee  of  the 
House,  and  therefore  I  was  familiar  with  all  the  cir- 
cumstances attending  it. 

13.462.  You  subsequently  served  upon  the  Com- 
mittee which  originally  brought  up  all  the^e  theatres 
and  music  halls  to  consider  what  was  to  be  done  with 
them  ? — Yes. 

13.463.  It  has  been  mentioned  once  or  twice  that 
Mr.  Fowler  and  Mr.  Saunders,  who  were  upon  that 
committee,  Avere  architects.  Had  you  any  special 
qualifications  for  dealing  with  these  questions,  had 
you  had  professional  experience  ? — One  hardly  likes 
to  speak  of  oneself,  but  I  may  say  I  was  30  years  in 
the  office  of  one  of  the  first  architects  of  his  time,  who 
has  now  been  dead  some  years — certainly  one  of  the 
most  eminent  architects  of  the  day.  and  if  I  do  not 
know  anything  I  ought  to. 

13.464.  Who  was  he? — The  late  Mr.  Decimus 
Burton. 

13.465.  So  that  you  had  actual  experience  in 
(juestions  relating  to  architecture  ? — Yes,  I  think  so. 
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13.466.  The  Board  then  proceeded  to  prepare  thete 
regulations  as  to  new  theatres,  and  I  believe  they  haye 
been  applied  to  15  or  16  new  theatres? — ^Yes,  tbe 
regulations  were  prepared,  and  the  first  theatre  the 
plans  for  which  were  approved  was  the  Avenoe 
Theatre,  which  the  Commissioners  have  had  befinre 
them.  That  was  in  May  1880,  and  subsequently 
either  15  or  16,  I  am  not  quite  sure  which,  new 
theatres  have  been  approved. 

13.467.  And  at  the  time  when  the  Act  came  into 
existence  I  believe  there  were  38  existing  theatres,  all 
of  which  you  have  dealt  with  in  some  way  or  other  ? — 
Yes,  four  of  them  have  leen  closed,  seven  have  been 
altered  and  i-e- constructed,  and  27  have  had  structural 
defects  remedied,  and  in  addition  to  the  theatres  over 
100  mui'ic  hiills  and  other  places  of  entertainment 
have  l)een  dealt  with,  aud  about  40  new  ones. 

13.468.  In  1882  a  sub-committee  was  appointed  to 
consider  and  report  on  all  these  theatres  ? — Yes.  On 
its  first  appointment  there  wei'e  only  five  members  on 
the  committee,  but  in  the  following  month  another 
member  was  added,  and  the  number  remained  at  six 
I  think  for  a  year,  or  somewhere  thereabouts,  and  it 
has  ultimately  risen  up  to  10. 

?  3,469.  I  believe  in  Sei^tember  1882  was  the  first 
time  when  the  Lord  Chamberlain  applied  to  the  Board 
for  their  advice  on  the  question  of  theatres? — In 
September  1882  the  Lord  Chamberlain  wrote  request- 
ing the  Board's  opinion  upon  several  theatres. 

{Chairman.)  We  have  had  that. 

13.470.  {Mr,  Freeman.)  One  of  which,  in  pai- 
ticular,  that  your  attention  was  directed  to,  was  the 
Criterion,  I  think  ? — That  was  the  first. 

13.471.  I  do  not  want  to  go  in  detail  through  it 
again,  but  your  Committee  thoroughly  went  into  that, 
and  without  taking  any  responsibility  from  the  Lord 
Chamberlain,  advised  him  that  in  your  opinion  it  was 
unfit  as  a  place  of  entertainment  ? — That  was  so. 

13.472.  And  I  believe  the  same  remark  was  made 
as  to  the  Royalty,  the  Prince  of  Wales*,  and 
Hengler's  ? — Yes.  There  were  four  theatres  altogether 
reported  upon  in  tJiat  direction. 

13.473.  As  regards  Hengler's,  we  have  heard  the 
objection  whs  that  it  was  entirely  dominated  by 
lights  over  which  the  owner  had  no  control  ? — We 
did  not  know  that  tbe  owner  had  no  control  over 
them.  Certainly  the  Board  had  no  power;  we 
cannot  go  outside  the  premises  of  the  owner.  Wc 
tried,  in  a  case  of  a  music  hall,  with  some  doubt,  1 
must  say,  but  there  was  a  large  music  hall  for  which 
we  wanted  to  obtain  another  access,  and  we  made  a 
requisition  for  that  access,  but  the  arbitrator,  the  late 
Sir  Henry  Hunt,  at  once  threw  it  out,  saying  there 
was  no  power  in  the  Act  to  enable  us  to  go  outside 
the  bouiidai-y  of  the  owner,  so  that  we  could  not  deal 
with  it  at  all. 

13.474.  What  inducetl  you  to  pass  Hengler's 
Theatre  was  that  the  owner  did  obtain  power  to  close 
up  all  those  lights? — The  architect  came  to  the 
Committee,  and  brought  with  him  the  freeholder,  not 
only  of  the  building  itself,  but  of  the  surrounding 
property. 

13.475.  {Chairman,)  I  think  we  have  had  all  this 
before  ? — If  I  may  say  so,  1  do  not  think  it  was 
explained  to  your  Lordship  as  to  the  motive  which 
induced  the  Committee  to  give  way,  and  the  motive 
was  very  shortly  this,  that  the  freeholder  being  there 
said,  *•  I  will  close  all  those  windows.'*  There  was 
no  power  to  compel  him  to  do  so,  but  on  his  making 
the  site  entirely  surrounded  by  close  brick  walls  we 
gave  way. 

1 3.476.  {Mr,  Freeman .)  I  see  here  that  you  have 
remarks  upon  a  good  many  of  the  theatres,  but,  as  far 
as  I  can  see,  most  of  them  have  been  already  given  in 
evidence  by  other  witnesses  ? — The  Royalty  we  dealt 
with. 

13.477.  That  was  dealt  with  by  the  owner  volun- 
tarily taking  adjoining  land  and  throwing  it  in? — 
Yes. 

13.478.  The  Prince  of  Wales'  was  pulled  down 
entirely  and  removed  ? — With  regard  to  the  Prince 
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of  Wale8%  Mr.  Bruce  came  before  the  Committee, 
and  on  hearing  our  views  he  thanked  us  for  our 
candour  to  Urn,  as  he  put  it,  and  he  did  not  proceed 


any  £m*ther  with  that,  but  built  a  new  theatre  in 
another  part.  The  old  building  was  not  pulled  down, 
but  ceased  to  be  occupied  as  a  theatre. 


The  witness  withdrew. 
Adjourned  for  a  short  time. 


Sir  Joseph  Bazalokttb  recalled  and  further  examined. 


5fV 
J.  Bazalgett€, 


18.479.  (Mr.  Freeman.)  I  believe  you  desire  to 
offer  one  or -two  bbservations  with  regard  to  the 
question  of  the  bricks  used  in  the  Southern  Low 
Level  sewer  ? — Yes.  I  want  to  produce  a  specimen 
of  the  Gait  pressed  clay  bricks  and  the  wire-cut 
bricks,  and  to  state  that  the  difference  in  price  between 
those  two  bricks  as  quoted  is  Ss.  per  1,000  aod  not 
1/.  Taking  the  average  size  of  the  sewer  at  5  feet 
3  inches  in  diameter — it  varies  from  3  feet  9  inches 
to  7  feet,  and  the  average  is  5  feet  3  inches — if  a  mile 
pf  that  of  the  average  size  were  lined  with  the  second 
class  bricks  it  would  need  to  face  the'  sewer  between 
400,000  and  600,000  of  them,  which  at  5*.  a  1,000 
would  be  a  saving  to  the  contractor  of  1 16/. 
per  mile.  No  contractor  would  be  so  foolish  as  to 
attempt  to  put  in  the  second  class  bricks  to  effect 
that  saving  because,  even  if  he  could  bribe  the  clerk 
of  works,  the  assistant  engineer  and  I  could  not  fail 
to  see  it,  and  if  he  had  been  required  to  take  out  any 
portion  of  it  and  put  in  other  bricks  it  would  cost  him 
10  times  and  20  times  more  than  the  saving  he  would 
effect  This  is  a  pressed  Gait  clay  brick  {producing 
specimen)^  and  this  is  a  wire-cut  brick  {producing 
specimen).  The  price  of  this  is  60s.  a  1,000,  and  the 
price  of  this  is  55*.  a  1,000.  Id  point  of  strength 
they  are  both  the  same,  but  you  see,  upon  the  face  of 
this,  first  of  all,  it  is  a  rougher  brick ;  it  is  not  as 
square  a  brick  as  the  other,  and  the  face  of  it  is  cut 
with  a  wire  instead  of  being  pressed.  That  is  the 
whole  difference.  We  have  witnesses  here — other 
clerks  of  works — who  have  been  engaged  upon  that 
sewer,  who  will,  I  think,  satisfy  you,  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  that  those  Gait  clay  pressed  bricks  were  used, 
and  used  alone,  in  the  face. 

18.480.  So  far  as  your  own  knowledge  goes,  that  is 
so  ? — ^I  have  no  doubt  about  it,  but  I  cannot  speak 
from  recollection  so  long  back. 

13.481.  Those  clerks  of  works  ai-e  here  and  will 
give  evidence  on  the  point  ? — Yes,  and  I  hope  you  mil 
call  them,  or  at  any  rate  one  or  two  of  them. 

13.482.  I  think  the  next  point  you  desire  to  make 
some  observations  upon  is  as  to  the  granite  used  for 
the  embankment  works,  and  the  question  about  the 
Lnndy  granite  ? — Yes.  As  explained  by  Mr.  Richard- 
son, when  there  was  great  difficulty  in  the  selection 
of  granite,  and  a  great  number  of  persons  were 
interested  in  it,  I  thought  it  was  much  better  I  should 
be  fortified  with  the  opinion  of  Professor  Tennant^ 
then  Prpfessor  of  Mineralogy  at  King's  College,  and 
I  conferred  with  him  upon  every  specimen  of  granite 
we  thought  of  uring,  and  had  them  crushed  and 
examined  carefully.  I  condemned  the  Lundy  granite 
when  it  was  sent  on  the  Embankment,  and  had  it  sent 
avwty  again.  They  then  tried  to  play  me  a  trick,  and 
they  sent  it  in  mixed  with  some  Scotch  granite,- 
under  the  name  of  Scotch  granite,  and  I  have  no 
doubt  if  they  could  have  got  it  introduced  in  that 
way  it  would  have  been  said  that  under  another  name 
I  passed  it,  having  previously  rejected  it,  but  1  detected 
it  again. 

13.483.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  That  was  for  the  river 
frontage  ? — ^Yes.  It  was  under  water,  and  could  not 
be  seen. 

13.484.  Still  it  was  for  the  ornamental  part  of  the 
Embankment  ? — Yes ;  we  were  very  particular  with 
the  colour  of  it;  but  unfortunately  now  it  is  covered 
with  the  slime  of  the  river,  and  the  difference  in 
colour  would  not  have  been  of  so  much  importance. 

13,485-  I  want  to  direct  your  attention  to  a  question 
pat  by  Mr.  Bosanquet  when  Mr.  Furness  was  in  the 
box.    "  Had  you  an  undei-standing,  before  your  tender 


'^  was  .fux^ted,  that  you  should  be  allowed  to  put 
<'  in  that  stuff,"  that  is  the  stuff  at  the  back  of  the 
Embankment.  Then  the  answer  is,  '^  I  do  not 
"  recollect."  If  there  had  been  such  an  under- 
standing, it  must  have  been  with  you  ? — I  am  hardly 
surprised  at  any  witness  going  back  26  years,  and  a 
thing  comes  on  him  suddenly  that  he  does  not  well 
recollect.  When  I  was  first  questioned  I  did  not 
recollect  the  thing  at  all  as  well  as  I  do  now ;  but  I 
am  now  pi'epared  to  say  there  was  no  understanding. 
I  had  no  interview  with  any  contractor  before  the 
tenders  were  sent  in,  and  no  understanding  of  any 
kind.  It  not  unfrequently  happens  that  contractoi's, 
whilst  they  are  tendering,  do  not,  perhaps,  understand 
whether  the  specification  or  the  drawings  agree,  or 
wliat  the  exact  meaning  is,  and  we  have  to  give  them 
the  explanation,  and  whenever  we  have  found  there 
is  any  real  doubt  about  it,  I  have  always  adopted  the 
plan  of  having  a  lithographed  circular  sent  out  to 
every  person  who  is  supplied  with  plans  in  order  that 
every  contractor  may  have  the  same  information 
before  him  before  he  tenders,  and  I  say  distinctly  that 
each  contractor  for  the  Embankment  sent  in  his 
tender  based  upon  the  same  information,  and  with  the 
same  data  before  him.  They  were  all  on  equal 
terms. 

13.486.  I  think  that  is  all  you  desire  to  state  re- 
specting the  Thames  Embankment  ? — I  think  so. 

13.487.  Have  you  been  in  Court  this  morning  while 
certain  evidence  has  been  givon  as  to  the  sewage 
works  which  are  being  carried  out  by  the  Board,  that 
they  do  not  carry  out  the  recommendations  of  the 
Royal  Commission,  and  that  they  are  made  without 
due  regard  to  the  expense  at  which  the  permanent 
scheme  can  be  carried  out  ? — Yes.  I  can  fetate,  and  I 
can  do  it  very  shortly,  what  has  taken  place  with 
r^ard  to  that  sewage  question.  The  discharge  of 
sewage  into  the  Thames  commenced  in  the  year 
1864-5.  In  1868  there  was  a  complaint  in  the 
"Times"  that  the  channel  of  the  Thames  was  being 
blocked  up,  and  that  vessels  could  not  get  up  to  the 
port.  That  was  referred  to  Sir  Robert  Rawlinson, 
then  Mi\  Rawlinson,  and  in  1868  he  inquired  into 
the  matter,  and  reported  that  the  channel  of  the  river 
had  not  been  reduced,  and  that  there  was  no  evidence 
to  show  from  what  source  the  mud  on  the  bank  came. 
Then  things  went  on  till  1880,  when  there  was  a 
specific  allegation  that  certain  mud  banks  were  formed 
of  sewage  deposit.  That  was  reported  upon  by  Sir 
Frederick  i>  ram  well.  Sir  Charles  Hartley,  and  Sir 
Douglas  Galtou,  and  they  came  to  the  conclusion  and 
reported  tbat  those  banks  were  not  formed  by  sewBge 
deposit,  but  that  they  were  the  result  of  dredging 
fresh  channels  in  the  river  ;  that  is  to  say,  that  the 
water  coming  up  the  Thames,  passing  through  any 
particular  reach  could  scour  out  a  given  channel,  but 
if  you  widened  the  channel  in  any  particular  place, 
the  velocity  of  the  water  would  be  less,  and  it  would 
not  maintain  the  whole  of  that  channel,  and  it  did,  in 
point  of  fact,  run  round  the  new  channel  as  dredged, 
and  the  other  portion  of  the  channel  became  silted  up. 
Then  the  next  complaint  was  the  complaint  of  a 
nuisance  in  the  river,  which  was  referred  to  the  Royal 
Commission,  who  made  their  first  report  in  18^-1. 
Now  that  report  of  the  Royal  Commission  dealt 
entirely  with  the  condition  of  the  river,  and  reported 
it  to  be  bad.  That  was  in  January  1884,  but  in 
November  1 884  they  made  their  second  report,  which 
had  reference  to  the  remedy  for  the  evils  which  they 
found  to  exist,  and  I  think  I  can,  very  shortly,  give 
you  what  their  conclusions  were.     'ITiey  are  containe<l 
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on  the  66th  page  of  their  report.  ^'  Conchisionn  and 
**  reoommendations.'*  No.  3.  **We  are  of  opinion 
**  that  some  process  of  deposition  or  precipitation 
"  should  be  used  to  separate  the  solid  from  the  liquid 
"  portions  of  the  sewage."  4.  "  Such  process  may 
"  be  conveniently  and  speedily  applied  at  the  two 
**  present  main  outfalls.''  5.  "The  solid  matter 
**  dtposited  as  sludge  can  be  applied  to  the  raising  of 
"  low  lying  lands,  or  burnt  or  dug  into  land,  or 
**  carried  away  to  sea."  That  was  not  as  a  temporary 
measure.  It  is  a  permanent  recommendation.  That 
is  a  recommendation  which  the  Board,  so  far  as  it  has 
gone  up  to  this  point,  is  now  carrying  out.  It  could 
not  be  carried  out  without  the  large  works  we  are 
constructing.  We  are  dealing  with  160,000,000  gal- 
lons of  sewage  a  day,  which  requires  largo  precipita- 
tion tanks.  The  sewage,  after  being  mixed  with  the 
lime,  would  settle  down  in  those  tanks,  and  the  super- 
natant water  run  off,  and  the  sludge  removed  and 
carrieii  away,  and  the  quantity  of  sludge  produced 
there  would  be  equal  to  5,000  tons  a  day.  It  would 
be  reduced  again  by  allowing  it  to  wait,  but  that 
wants  more  tank  room.  You  can  reduce  it  to  3,000, 
and  we  are,  as  far  as  we  have  gone,  reducing  it  to 
3,000,  and  carrying  it  out  to  sea.  Then  the  Commis- 
sion went  on  to  say, "  The  liquid  portion  of  the  sewage 
'*  remaining  after  the  precipitation  of  the  solids  may, 
"  as  a  preliminary  and  temporary  measure,  be  suffered 
"  to  cscai>e  into  the  river."  That  is  the  temporary  • 
measure.  We  are  carrying  out  the  first  part  as  a 
permanent  work,  and  the  second  portion  as  a  tem- 
porary work.  *'Tts  discharge  should  be  rigorously 
"  limited  to  the  period  between  high  water  and  half- 
"  ebb  of  each  tide,  and  the  top  of  the  discharging 
"  orifice  should  be  not  less  than  six  feet  below  low 
**  water  of  the  lowest  equinoctial  spring  tides.  By 
"  these  means  much  of  the  existing  evil  will  be  abated. 
"  But  we  believe  that  the  liquid  so  separated  would 
"  not  be  suflScicntly  free  from  noxious  matters  to 
"  allow  of  its  being  discharged  at  the  present  outfalls 
"  ns  a  permanent  measure.  It  would  require  iurther 
"  purification  ;  and  this,  according  to  the  present  state 
"  of  knowledge,  can  only  be  done  effectually  by  its 
"  application  to  land."  No  v  that  which  I  may  call 
polishing  off— that  refinement  or  purification  of  the 
effluent,  we  have  not  yet  undertaken.  As  stated  in 
this  report,  according  to  the  present  state  of  know- 
ledge, it  could  only  be  done  by  application  to  land. 
"  In  the  case  of  the  Metropolis  the  best  method  of 
'^  applying  the  liquid  to  land,  with  a  view  to  its 
"  purification,  would  be  by  intermittent  filtration." 
That  means  filtering  it  through  the  land,  preparing 
land  at  very  great  cost,  under-draining  it,  and  pre- 
paring it  so  that  you  can  pour  it  over  one  portion 
and  filter  it  through,  and  then  after  a  few  hours  drain 
it  into  another  portion,  whilst  the  first  portion  is 
clearing  itself  and  filtering  it  through  ft,  and  intermit- 
tently filtering  it  through  large  filter  beds.  That  will 
req\iire,  if  ever  carried  out,  an  enormous  expenditure 
in  the  purchase  of  land. 

13,488.  {Mr,  GrenfelL)  Land  is  cheap  in  Essex  ? 
—It  is  very  cheap  in  Essex,  but  you  must  first  con- 
struct the  works  to  get  it  there,  and  then  you  must 
have  the  continual  additional  pumping.  The  fall  of 
the  sewers  cannot  be  less  than  two  feet  a  mile. 
Therefore,  every  mile  you  go  down  the  river  you  get 
two  feet  lower,  and  if  you  get  10  miles  down  you  get 
another  20  feet,  and  you  must  have  another  pumping 
establishment. 

J 3,489.  (Chairman,)  It  is  hardly  within  the  scope 
of  our  inquiry  to  go  into  these  questions  elaborately  ? 
— It  has  been  mention:;!  that  we  ought  to  have  gone 
further  down  the  river.  I  have  prepared  a  scheme 
for  taking  the  sewage  down  the  river  which  I  esti- 
mated to  cost  4,000,000/.,  besides  a  large  annual 
expenditure  for  pumping ;  but,  nevertheless,  T  should 
be  pleased  <o  see  it  carried  out.  I  think  it  would  be 
a  great  thing  gained  to  get  it  right  away.  I  think 
the  Board  are  doing  the  right  thing  at  the  present 
time  in  trying  a  measure  which  will  not  involve  so 
large  an  expenditure.     I  l>elieve  if  we  had  spent  that 
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four  millions,  with  the  additional  cost  of  "pumpiti^,  we  Twenty-fourth 
should  at  the  present  time  so  have  increased  the  rates  '^ 

— and  this  is  where  the  whole  thing  comes  in-— 
that  there  would  have  *been  a  perfect  revolution  in 
London  about  it,  and  therefore  I  am  sure  that,  as 
men  of  business,  the  Board  have  taken  the  right  course. 
I  believe  we  took  the  right  course  25  or  30  yenrs  ago 
in  taking  it  down  to  Barking  where  U  answered  for 
many  years,  and  then  waiting  tUl  the  rateable  value 
of  the  Metropolis  increased  and  enabled  us  to  do 
something  more,  and  the  necessity  arose  for  doing 
something  more  as  the  population  increased.  So  if 
we  go  on  the  rateable  value  of  the  Metropolb  some 
years  hence,  if  it  goes  on  increasing  as  it  is,  will  be 
much  larger  than  it  is  now,  and  the  necessity  for 
doing  something  more  will  arise;  but  the  people  will 
then  be  able  to  pay  for  it ;  and  if  we  required  them 
now  to  pay  an  enormous  rate  for  a  future  want  1  do 
not  think  the  Board  would  be  doing  what  was  justifi- 
able in  the  sight  of  the  ratepayers. 

13.490.  {Mr.  Freeman.)  Is  it  the  fact  that  you 
have  neglected  to  inquire  what  the  cost  of  this 
permanent  scheme  would  be  ? — No.  In  November, 
when  the  report  was  made,  the  Board  immediately  set 
to  work  to  make  experiments  to  ascertain  what  was 
the  cheapest  process  by  which  the  sewage  could  be 
purified,  and  I  should  like  to  call  your  attention  to 
the  first  report  of  the  Royal  Commission  in  which 
they  say  this. 

13.491.  {Chairman,)  t  think  we  can  hardly  go  into 
this  ? — What  I  want  to  say  is,  that  we  have  reduced 
the  cost  from  what  was  expected  by  the  Royal  Com- 
mission, namely  200,000/.  a  year,  to  76,000/.  a  year, 
and  we  have  called  in  chemists  to  advise  the  Board  on 
those  points,  and  we  think  that  the  result  has  justified 
the  experiments. 

13.492.  Do  you  mean  that  what  the  Commission 
anticipated  would  cost  200,000/.  a  year  you  are  doing 
no\;  for  76,000/.? — ^There  was  a  great  deal  of 
evidence  up  to  that  time  as  to  the  expenditure,  and 
the  Commission  wind  up  by  saying,  "  We  may  fairly 
**  conclude  that  the  cost  of  treating  the  sewage  of 
"  London  by  a  good  and  eflicient  chemical  precipita- 
"  tion  process  will  entail  a  cost  of  not  less  than 
"  200,000/.  u  year."  Now  we  are  going  to  do  it 
for  76,000/.  a  year — get  rid  of  the  sludge  and  every- 
thing— and  we  b<Jieve  that  has  been  the  result  of 
careful  experiments  justified  by  eminent  chemists. 

13.493.  {Mr,  Freeman,)  The  only  other  question 
is  this  :  will  the  works  which  you  are  tiow  carrying 
out  be  useful  when  you  have  ultimately  to  carry  it 
down  f iirther,  or  not  ? — Yes. 

13.494.  Or  is  it  money  being  thrown  away  ? — No. 
Supposing  some  quarter  of  a  century  hence  we  have 
to  go  down  to  a  lower  point  in  the  river,  our  reser- 
voirs will  then  act  as  compensating  reservoirs.  The 
quantity  flowing  is  very  unequaL  and  the  pumps  will 
not  take  it  as  it  comes,  and  therefore  if  you  have 
reservoirs  into  which  it  will  flow  and  give  it  off  into 
the  sewer,  so  that  your  pumping  stations  will  take  it, 
surely  that  will  be  an  economical  arrangement.  Then 
this  is  a  temporary  process  which  we  have  been  dealing 
with.  Until  we  had  the  reservoirs  we  could  not  deal 
with  it  permanently,  and  we  have  had  to  do  something 
in  the  meantime,  and  we  have  been  using  permanga- 
nate for  that  purpose.  We  began,  as  I  think  was 
stated  before,  by  a  very  lai'ge  expenditure.  In  1885 
it  was  48,000/.  ;  in  the  year  following  about  80,000/, 
Then  it  amounted  to  107,000/.,  of  which  10,000/.  for 
chemicals  was  reserved  to  the  following  year.  Then 
it  came  to  63,000/.  This  year  having  been  a  wet 
season,  we  have  used  very  little  chemicals,  and  we 
hope  next  year  the  permanent  process  will  commence. 
We  did  reduce  the  cost  of  permanganate  by  manu- 
facturing oui-selves,  from  40/.  to  6/.  17*.  per  ton. 

13.495.  {Chairman.)  We  have  had  that  fact  before, 
I  think? — I  think  you  had  14/.,  but  since  then  we 
have  reduced  it  to  0/.  17*. 

13.496.  (3/r.  Freeman.)  I  think  those  are  all  the 
points  on  which  you  desire  to  observe  ? — Tca 
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13.497.  {Mr.  Winch,)  One  questiou  about  those 
two  bricks.  1  think  you  told  roe  yourself  that  anyone 
^ho  went  to  see  could  see  at  once  what  bricks  were 
used.  H98  anyone  been  to  see,  because  that  would 
settle  the  point  ? — I  am  of  raid  they  could  not  see  at 
once  without  washing  them.  The  thing  is  so  covered 
with  sludge  now  that  it  could  not  be  detected. 

18.498.  I  was  in  hopes  that  that  would  settle  it, 
and  Usat  anyone  who  went  to  see  could  report  to  you  ? 
— Anyone  could  go  and  see,  but  they  would  have  to 
take  some  little  trouble  to  do  it.  I  U^d  you  I  made 
an  attempt  to  cut  right  through  and  bring  a  piece 
out  of  what  was  put  in;  but  that  would  not  answer 


the  qucF^ion,  because  supposing  1  went  to  one 
particular  part,  if  you  found  at  that  part  pressed 
bricks  it  would  not  prove  there  were  pressed  bricks 
all  the  way  through. 

13.499.  It  would  prove  there  were  some  in  that 
part,  because,  as  I  understand,  none  of  the  wire-cut 
bricks  ought  to  be  used  in  facing  at  all  ? — ^They 
ought  not.  I  am  going  to  produce  two  or  three  men 
who  were  in  charge  of  the  works  who  can  prove 
that. 

13.500.  You  only  make  the  difference  in  price  5^. 
a  thousand  ? — Yes,  those  are  the  prices  quoted  to  me 
— 50«.  and  65«.  a  thousand. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Kkywoeth  Eabnshaw  sworn  and  examined. 


13.501.  {Mr.  Freeman.)  You  were  engaged  upon 
the  low  level  sewer  works  at  certain  portions  beginning 
in  May  1863?— Yes. 

13.502.  Did  you  see  the  bricks  that  were*  employed 
in  the  fece  of  the  sewer  ? — Yes. 


13.503.  Was  anything  but  Gait  clay  pressed  bricks 
used  on  the  inner  ring  ? — ^No. 

13.504.  That  you  are  sure  of  ? — Yes. 

{Mr.   Winch.)  If  the  witness  says  that   is  so,   I 
cannot  ask  him  anjrthing. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Anthony  Dobson  sworn  and  examined. 


1 3.505.  You  are  now  the  surveyor  for  the  parish  of 
Wandsworth,  and  in  the  year  1863  were  you  clerk  of 
the  works  <^  the  Board  engaged  on  the  construction 
of  the  low  level  sewer  from  the  church,  CUpham 
Road,  to  Vauxhall  ? — Yes. 

13.506.  Did  you  observe  the  bricks  that  were  used 
in  the  sewer  ? — Yes. 

13.507.  Are  you  certain  that  none  except  Gait  clay 
pressed  bricks  were  used  in  that  length  for  the  inner 
ling  of  the  f^ewer  ? — I  am. 

13.508.  {Chairman^  Did  you  examine  them  ? — 
Yes.  They  were  all  pressed  bricks.  They  were 
sorted,  and  the  best  were  selected  for  the  inner  rinjj  — 
for  the  soffit  of  the  arch — and  the  outer  ring  .was  the 
worst  thut  cauiti  out  of  tliem ;  those  that  were  hot 
so  good. 

13.509.  {Mr,  Freeman^  Were  the  bricks  carefully 
selected  ? — They  were  selected. 

13,*'>10.  And  tested  by  an  iron  gauge  to  see  they 
were  all  of  the  same  measure  ? — Yes,  to  see  that  they 
were  all  of  parallel  width. 

13,511.  Were  the  bricks  outside  of  the  inner  ring 
of  the  best  quality  ? — The  same  quality  of  material, 
only  the  best  were  picked  out  for  face- work. 


'     13,512.  They  were  just  as  good  in  point  of  hard- 
ness ? — Equal  in  quality. 

13.513.  But  not  quite  so  beautiful  in  shape? — 
No. 

13.514.  In  your  experience  could  any  work  be 
better  done  than  that  was  ? — It  could  not. 

13.515.  Both  with  regard  to  the  materials  and 
workmanship-? — Both  as  to  materials  and  workman- 
ship. 

13,510.  1  think  Mr.  John  Grant  was  the  engineer 
in  charge  ? — He  was. 

13.517.  And  he  was  very  particular  in  superin- 
tending the  work  ? — Very  particular. 

13.518.  And  would  not  allow  any  irregularities  at 
all  ? — No,  not  in  the  least. 

13.519.  And  your  work  was  quite  uniform  all 
through  ? — Perfectly  so,  from  beginning  to  end. 

13.520.  {Mr.  Winch,)  Do  I  understand  you  that 
there  were  no  wire-cut  bricks  there  at  all  ? — ^1  am  not 
aware  of  a  wire-cut  brick  in  that  work  at  all. 

13.521.  None  at  all  ? — None  at  all.  It  was  only 
nine-inch  work. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Richard  Lynn  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr.  B,  Lynn,       13,522.  {Mr.  Freeman.)  You  were  employed  upon 
— —      the  sections   of  the  southern    low    level    sewer    in 
Douglas  Street,  Deptford,  and  also  at   Kennington 
Oval  ?— Yes. 

13,523.  Can  you  say  whether  any  wire-cut  bricks 
were  used  on  the  face  of  the  work,  or  not  ? — No. 


13.524.  None?— No. 

13.525.  Was  the  work  well  and  properly  done  ? — 
Yes.  No  such  work  was  done  outside.  All  the 
bricks  were  selected  and  gauged  with  a  steel  gauge. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  HsNBT  Abbl  Noble  sworn  and  examined. 


Mr. 
H.  A.  NMe. 


13.526.  {Mr,  Freeman.)  You  superintended  the 
section  from  the  Surrey  Canal  bridge  to  the  Turk's 
Head  in  the  Old  Kent  Road  ?^l  did. 

13.527.  Were  they  all  pi-essed  bricks  used  on  the 
face  of  the  sewer  ? — All  pressed  bricks  on  the  fece, 
and  gauged. 

13.528.  Did  you  see  yourself  that  it  was  so, 
speaking  of  your  own  knowledge  ? — Undoubtedly  I 
did. 

13.529.  Were  the  bricks  carefully  selected  as  we 
have  heard  ? — ^Most  carefully. 

13.530.  Was  the  work  as  well  and  carefully  put 


together  as  it  could  be  ? — All  put  together  in  the  most 
workmanlike  manner. 

13.531.  I  believe  Mr.  Bennett  came  round  most 
days  three  or  four  times  a  day,  according  to  the 
difficulty  of  the  work  ? — Genersdly  twice,  sometimes 
more,  but  never  less. 

13.532.  Did  Mr.  Grant  come  round  three  times  a 
week;  and  I  believe  if  difficult  work  was  on,  he 
would  come  in  the  night  ?-— Mr.  Grant  was  a  great 
observer  of  brickwork,  and  as  good  a  judge  as  the 
men  he  had  under  him.  Everything  for  Mr.  Grant 
had  to  be  done  perfect,  or  else  it  would  not  suit. 
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13.533.  As  far  as  you  know,  was  it  perfectly  done  ? 
— It  was. 

13.534.  {Mr,  fFinch.)  I  suppose  such  precautions 
were  observed  that  you  could  not  have  got  a  wire- 

The  witness  withdrew, 


cut  brick  in  edgeways  ?^-No,  uor  yet  on  the  face. 
There  is  no  mistake  about  that.  There  it  is  to  be 
seen. 


Twenty,  fotutli 
Day. 

14  Aug.  1888. 

Mr. 
H.  A.  Noble. 


Mr.  Ramagb  Lawson  recalled  and  further  examined. 


13.535.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Are  you  the  writer 
of  the  articles  in  the  "  Financial  News"  ?— Yes. 

13.536.  I  congratulate  you  on  your  literary  ability. 
They  are  very  amusing,  and  have  given  me  great 
pleasure  in  reading  them.  There  is  a  very  graphic 
account  of  the  first  interview,  which  was  in  the 
vacation,  was  not  it,  or  in  the  holidays  ? — Yes,  that 
must  have  been  in  September,  I  think. 

13.537.  On  that  occasion  you  say  you  saw  "A 
"  showy-looking  youth  who  had  reached  the  age 
"  when  a  man's  chief  anxiety  and  solicitude  are  his 
"  moustaches."  Have  you  seen  that  gentleman  here  ? 
—Yes,  I  think  he  is  sitting  behind  you.  Well,  he 
has  grown  since.  I  would  not  undertake  to  recognise 
him  now. 

13.538.  However,  you  had  not  the  pleasui-e  of 
s»eeing  Mr.  Robertson  on  the  first  occasion  ?-^No, 
certainly  not. 

13.539.  When  you  did  see  Mr.  Robertson,  did  you 
go  as  a  proposing  tenderer  ? — Certainly.  I  had  gone 
in  the  first  instance  as  a  proposing  tenderer.  When 
I  went  there,  it  was  before  I  made  any  inquiry  at  all. 

13.540.  You  went  as  a  proposing  tenderer? — 
Mr.  Marks  and  I  agreed  that  we  should  go  right 
through  the  thing.  He  was  quite  prepared  to  tender, 
and  it  would  have  cost  him  a  great  deal  less  if  he  had 
got  a  site  than  he  has  spent  on  the  Commission. 

13.541.  Which  particular  site  did  you  desire  to 
have  ? — There  was  a  bond  fide  intention  to  tender  for 
a  site,  and  go  right  through  with  it. 

13.542.  Was  there  ?— Yes. 

13.543.  You  had  not  formed  it  when  you  saw  this 
plan.  Did  you  then  become  a  little  more  definite  in 
your  idea  as  to  what  site  you  proposed  to  tender  for  ? 
—  I  had  no  definite  idea  whatever  as  to  location.  It 
might  have  been  Shaftesbury  Avenue  or  Northumber- 
land Avenue.  We  simply  agreed  that  we  would  go 
right  through,  and  do  whatever  was  necessary. 

13.544.  Now  you  went  in  the  holidays  and  saw  a 
young  man  who  was  carefully  attending  to  hb 
moustaches  ? — ^It  was  not  in  the  holidays. 

13.545.  I  think  so,  because  you  say  it  was  in  the 
middle  of  September,  when  Mr.  Robertson  was  still  at 
his  shooting  box  ? — This  article  appeared  on  the  25tli 
October,  I  think. 

13.546.  This  was  your  first  visit.  I  do  not  want 
to  occupy  time  with  immaterial  matters ;  but  you  did 
pay  your  first  visit  in  the  middle  of  September,  when 
Mr.  Robertson  would  be  at  his  shooting-box.  Is  that 
true  ? — ^Yes. 

13.547.  Then  you  contented  yourself  with  the 
gentleman  who  bad  reached  the  age  when  a  man's 
chief  anxiety  and  solicitude  are  his  moustaches  ? — 
Yes. 

13.548.  You  and  the  editor  of  the  **  Financial  News  " 
had  a  bond  fide  intention  of  carrying  through  a 
tender  ?— Certainly. 

13.549.  Did  you  think  it  was  likely  that  it  having 
been  discovered  you  were  the  representative  of  the 
"  Financial  News,"  when  you  saw  Mr.  Robertson, 
that  that  might  perhaps  have  influenced  his  reception 
of  you  ? — I  do  not  see  why  it  should  have  done  that, 
because  the  gentleman  I  saw  first  knew  nothing  at  all 
about  the  "  Financial  News." 

13.550.  You  had  begun,  I  suppose,  some  time  when 
you  saw  Mr.  Robertson  ? — You  are  asking  me  about 
my  first  visit. 

13.551.  I  have  passed  from  that? — Between  my 
first  and  second  visits  an  article  had  appeared,  and 
when  I  went  back  Mr.  Robertson  knew  quite  well  who 
I  was. 


13.552.  That  is  exactly  what  I  suggested,  and  you 
think  that  might  have  influenced  his  reception  of  you  ? 
—Yes ;  that  does  not  apply  to  my  first  reception. 

13.553.  {Chairman,)  What  the  learned  counsel 
sayi»  is,  when  you  saw  Mr.  Robertson,  his  reception 
of  you  would  not  have  been  that  which  he  would  have 
given  to  an  ordinaiy  tenderer  ? — Certainly.  I  did  not 
expect  it  after  the  first  article. 

13.554.  {Mr.  Meadows  IVkite.)  On  the  next  occa- 
sion you  went  at  a  quarter  past  four  ? — I  beg  your 
pardon ;  4  o'clock  struck  while  I  was  there.  What  I 
mention  here  took  place  because  I  wrote  it  the  same 
evening. 

13.555.  I  am  not  doubting  that  you  have  not  only 
written  with  a  little  literary  ability,  but  substantially 
correctly  for  a  newspaper.  The  third  time  you  went 
at  a  quarter  past  four? — ^No.  Mr.  Robertson's 
memory  is  wrong  in  that  again.  It  was  on  a 
Saturday. 

13.556.  I  do  not  know  what  Mr.  Robertson  said, 
but  I  am  taking  it  from  your  book.  Then  you  went 
on  a  Saturday  half -holiday  ? — ^No  ;  I  was  there  a 
whole  Saturday  morning.  At  one  time  1  was  there 
about  three  days. 

13.557.  That  is  ^together? — Parts  of  three  days. 

13.558.  That  is  when  you  were  looking  at  the 
minutes,  but  I  am  speaking  of  your  having  your 
interview  ? — On  the  third  occasion,  when  I  called  on 
Mr.  Robertson,  he  knew  me  perfectly  well,  and  there 
was  no  question  of  tender.  He  knew  perfectly  well. 
I  had  been  upstairs  for  two  days. 

13.559.  I  think  at  the  time  you  saw  Mr.  Robertson 
the  articles  had  appeared,  and  that  was  at  a  quarter 
past  four.  I  may  be  wrong  about  that,  but  I  thought 
one  of  your  complaints  was  that  the  offices  were 
closed  before  the  time  when  they  ought  to  be  closed  ? 
—I  went  to  the  secretary's  office  at  a  quarter  past 
four. 

13.560.  The  secretary  then  was  bound  to  stay  after 
four  ? — No ;  I  had  seen  Mr.  Robertson  up  to  4  o'clock. 
1  lefl  his  offices  at  4  o'clock,  and  then  I  thought  that, 
as  I  could  get  nothing  out  of  him,  I  would  get  a 
report. 

13.561.  We  will  not  go  further  into  these  things, 
because  we  know  what  you  did,  <*  Is  it  not  written  in 
**  the  Book  of  Judges  ?  "  Now  we  will  come  to  a 
more  important  matter  about  these  accounts,  because 
you  are  connected  with  a  very  important  office  in  the 
"  Financial  News,"  and  therefore  you  know  more 
about  accounts  than  I  do.  First  of  all,  do  you  know 
what  the  ratepayers  privileges  are — it  may  be  you 
were  depending  on  them — about  the  inspection  of 
accounts  under  the  Act  of  Parliament.  Do  you  know 
them  ? — ^Yes. 

13.562.  You  have  referred  to  the  reports.  Is  it  the 
best  information  you  have  acquired  that  you  really 
believe  at  the  present  moment  the  abstract  in  the 
reports  is  all  that  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works 
furnish  the  public  with  ? — That  is  all  that  I,  as  one  of 
the  public,  could  get. 

13.563.  Whom  did  you  apply  to  ? — In  the  first  place, 
on  this  occasion,  at  a  quarter  past  four,  I  went  to  the 
secretary's  office,  and  there  was  nobody  there,  just  as 
I  described.  The  next  day  I  sent  down  to  the  office 
for  the  report.  I  was  told  there  that  I  should  have 
to  go  to  the  Parliamentary  Papers  Office.  At  the 
Parliamentary  Papers  Office  they  told  me  that  they 
did  not  keep  them  for  more  than  four  or  ^\e  years. 
I  have  got  everything  that  could  be  got  out  of  the 
Parliamentary  Papers  Office. 

13.564.  I  am  now  upon  the  accounts.  Fiwt,  I 
want  to  knojv  whether  you  have  read  the  Metropolis 

30  3 


Mr. 
R.  Lawaon. 
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Local  Maoagement  Act,  so  £»r  as  refers  to  the  accounts 
and  the  audita  and  so  forth  ? — ^I  have  not  read  that 
Act. 

13.565.  Do  you  know  that  under  sections  60  and  61 
the  Metropolitan  Board  are  bound  to  keep  account 
books  ? — Yes. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  "Every  such  board  and 
'<  vestry  shall  provide  and  keep  books  in  which  shall 
"  be  entered  true  and  regular  account-s  of  all  sums  of 
«*  money  received  and  paid  by  them  or  under  their 
"  authority,  and  of  all  liabilities  incurred  by  them, 
**  and  of  the  several  purposes  for  which  such  sums  of 
"  money  are  received  and  paid  and  such  liabilities 
"  incurred,  and  copies  of  all  contracts  entered  into 
"  by  any  such  board  or  vestry.'* 

( Cfuurman.)  The  point  is  not  as  to  their  keeping 
I)00k8,  but  as  to  their  making  public  those  accounts. 

(>/r.  Meadows  White.)  It  i?  impossible  for  us  to 
print  all  the  books  of  account. 

13.566.  (Chrnnnan.)  The  witness  has  not  suggested 
hat  you  do  not  keep  accounts,  but  he  suggests  that 

you  do  not  publish  accounts? — That  is  exactly  so. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  am  perfectly  aware  of 
that,  but  still  I  want  to  show  what  the  publication  is. 
Then  under  section  61 :  "All  such  books  shall  at  all 
"  reasonable  times  be  open  to  the  examination  of 
**  every  niembc»r  of  the  board  and  vestry  respectively 
**  to  which  such  books  belong,  and  of  every  owner  of 
"  property,  churchwarden,  overseer,  and  ratepayei* 
"  within  the  Metropolis,  as  regards  books  of  the  said 
**  Metropolitan  Board  *'— those  are  the  account  books 
in  which  every  payment  shall  be  entered — **aud  of 
"  every  owner  of  property,  churchwarden,  overseer, 
**  and  ratepayer  within  any  district  or  parish,  as 
**  regards  books  belonging  to  the  district  board  or 
"  vestiy  thereof  (as  the  case  may  be),  and  of  every 
"  creditor  on  the  rates  raised  under  this  Act  by  any 
"  such  board  or  vestry  respectively,  without  fee  or 
**  reward,  and  they  respectively  may  take  copies  of, 
"  or  extracts  from,  such  books  or  any  part  thereof, 
"  without  paying  for  the  same  ;  and  in  case  the  mem- 
**  bers  of  the  board  or  vestiy,  or  any  of  them,  or  any 
*'  of  the  officers  or  servants  of  the  board  or  vestry 
'*  haviug  the  custody  of  the  said  books,  being  there- 
*'  unto  reasonably  requested,  refuse  to  permit,  or  do 
*'  not  permit,  any  such  owner  of  property,  church- 
**  warden,  ovei*seer,  ratepayer,  or  creditor  to  examine 
"  the  same,  or  take  any  copies  or  extracts,  every  such 
"  member,  officer,  or  servant  so  offending  shall,  for 
"  every  such  offence,  upon  a  summary  conviction 
*'  thereof  before  two  justices,  forfeit  any  sum  not 
"  exceeding  10/." 

(Chairman.)  I  confess  personally  I  think  that  is 
very  worthless.  I  do  not  mean  to  say  it  may  not  be 
of  some  value  to  tell  a  man  he  can  go  through  the 
accounts. 

(Mr.  Meadows  IVhite.)  Your  Lordship  does  not 
know  what  I  am  coming  to. 

(Chairman.)  If  I  direct  your  attention  to  wliat  is 
in  my  mind,  perhaps  your  questions  would  be  more 
pointad  to  remove  it.  The  only  point  to  my  mind 
seems  to  be  whether  the  Boai*d  publish  as  much  of 
their  accounts  as  it  is,  in  the  public  interest,  desirable 
they  should. 

(Mr,  Meadows  White.)  First  of  all  I  wanted  to 
know  this.  The  witness  has  named  one  or  two  lump 
sums  that  he  had  his  attention  directed  to  in  the 
report.  This  is  not  at  all  the  full  abstract,  but  your 
Lordship  sees  you  cannot  put  everything  into  the 
report . 

(Chairman.)  According  to  the  witness  what  you 
say  is  presented  to  Parliament  is  not  to  be  got  by  a 
member  of  the  public. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Oh  1  no,  my  Lord; 
{Chairman.)  Ho  says  he  sent  to  the  Parliamentary 
Papers  Office. 

(Mr.  Mendows  White.)  That  is  their  fault. 
(Chairman.)  We  hnve  not  Only  to  inquire  into  the 
action  of  the  Board,  but  to  inquire  into  this  matter  as 
regards  the;.pablic. 


13.567.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  suppose  there  is 
not  a  great  demand  for  them. 

(The  Witness.)  I  wish  to  be  fair  to  the  Board. 

13.568.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  am  sure  you 
would  ? — But  I  have  mentioned  these  very  accounts. 
I  have  never  doubted  they  existed,  only  I  have  said  I 
could  not  get  them,  and  the  public  could  not  get 
them^ 

13.569.  I  suppose  it  is  fair  to  suggest  what  you 
might  have  done.  You  have  got  the  report  ?-— I  have 
the  whole  of  the  reports  as  far  back  as  I  could  get 
them. 

13.570.  Yon  have  very  fairly  in  the  statement  of 
yours  mentioned  one  or  two  lump  sums  you  objected 
to  as  being  too  lai^e  ? — No.  What  I  mean  to  sug- 
gest in  tl-iit  memorandum  is  this.  I  put  in  the  report 
of  a  provincial  borough,  the  Borough  of  Birmingham, 
as  a  specimen  of  a  good  financial  statement  to  be 
given  to  the  ratepayers.  If  you  would  allow  me  to 
explain  i^  further,  I  have  repeatedly  sent  to  diflferent 
provincial  boroughs  and  municipal  councils  twenty  at 
a  time,  and  got  back  at  once  their  reports,  and  I  have 
got  here  the  Birmingham  report ;  but  I  send  to  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  and  they  refer  me  to 
the  Parliamentary  Papers  Office.  ThiU;  is  the  argu- 
ment. 

13.571.  I  only  ask  you  this.  You  say,  "  For  this 
**  huge  expenditure  no  detailed  accounts  have  ever 
"  been  published.''  That  is  the  -first  complaint. 
Then  yon  go  on  to  give  illustrations.  In  the  accounts 
of  1867,  there  are  single  items  of  898,000/.  and 
222,000/.  Take  one  of  those  items:  having  your 
mind  upou  that,  and  knowing,  tt&  I  assume  you  knew, 
what  your  rights  wei'e  as  a  ratepayer,  did  you  go  to 
the  accountant  of  the  Board,  and  ask  to  look  at  the 
accounts  which  isolate  to  this  particular  item?  — 
No.  1  had  asked,  in  the  first  case,  for  the  Board's 
report,  and  1  was  refused  the  i-eport.  If  you  mean 
whether  J  asked  for  special  information  at  the  office, 
I  certainly  did  not. 

13.572.  I  can  assure  you,  if  you  had,  you  would 
have  got  it  ? — Why  should  I,  as  a  ratepayer,  or  as  a 
public  writer,  have  to  take  special  trouble  to  go  to 
the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  Office  when  the 
City  0<jrporation — 

13.573.  It  is  a  question  oF  degree,  and  if  you  ulti- 
mately have  an  account  open  to  the  last  penny,  then 
1  should  say  that  the  duty  of  keeping  accounts  is 
admirably  performed. 

( Chairman.)  It  is  all  a  question  of  degree,  and  the 
question  is  whether  four  or  fiyQ  pages  of  accounts, 
such  as  are  supplied  in  that  book,  is  a  detailed 
account. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  do  not  wish  to  be  long, 
but  I  wish  to  take  your  Lordship's  mind  with  me  on 
this  point,  that  a  particular  detail  attracts  attention, 
and  if  your  Lordship  were  to  go  to  the  Board,  your 
Lordship  would  be  able,  as  quickly  as  you  have  had 
papci-s  produced  here,  to  find  that  out  to  the  last  penny. 

(Chairman.)  I  ebouid  think,  if  I  were  a  ratepayer 
looking  after  it,  I  should  say  here  is  an  item  of 
222,000/.,  and  I  should  like  further  particulars  of  it  ; 
but  if  1  am  to  go  down  to  the  office,  and  look  at  the 
books.  I  have  not  time  to  do  it.  That  is  the  whole 
point. 

(The  Witness.)  I  will  give  you  another  example. 
The  City  Corporation  accounts  are  published  in  a 
volume  larger  than  this. 

13.574.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  am  going  to 
show  you  there  is  much  more  than  that  report 
published?— I  could  get  this  account  from  the  City 
Corporation  at  once  at  any  time. 

13.575.  I  do  not  know  whether  you  have  been  to 
the  proper  office,  but  it  is  published  as  a  blue  book. 
Perhaps  you  will  kindly  allow  me  to  ask  you  a  few 
consecutive  questions.  I  do  not  say  your  articles  are 
not  written  very  graphically,  but  perhaps  you  will 
allow  me  to  show  that  this  is  what  you  might  have 
done.  You  talk  about  the  audit.  Do  you  know  the 
further  sections  of  the  Act,  192  and  193,  about  the 
audit.     Do  you  know  that  it  is  i  stated  that  in  the 
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month  of  April  every  year  the  auditor  is  appointed 
by  the  Treasury,  and  audits  the  accounts  under  those 
sections,  and  do  you  know  that,  under  the  61st 
section,  an  abstract  of  accounts  is  to  be  printed  and 
published,  and  do  you  know  that  this  is  the  annual 
account  which  is  every  year  publislied  ? 

{Mr.  Winch.)  Is  that  the  one  for  1887  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  IVfiite,)  Yes  {handing  in  same). 

{Mr,  Winch,)  That  contains  no  more  information 
than  your  own  report. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  hope  that  will  be  taken 
down  with  my  contradiction,  which  is  made  in  the 
most  respectful  terms  ;  but  I  say  it  does  contain  a 
great  <ical  more,  and  is  as  useful  as  the  Birminghani 
account.  I  do  not  say  that  it  states  that  Mrs.  A.  B^^ 
the  charwoman,  has  received  5*.  a  week  for  three 
weeks. 

{Mr.  Winch.)  Why  not? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Or  that  Mi-s.  C.  D.  has 
received  6«.  for  the  next  three  weeks. 

(Chairman.)  Is  this  published  ? 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  Yes. 

{Chairman.)  Does  anybody  get  that? 

{3Ir.  Meadows  White.)  All  the  vestries. 

{Mr.  Winch.)  It  is  published  by  Judd  A  Co., 
Doctors  Commons,  Printers  to  the  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  But  all  the  district  boards 
and  vestries  have  it  in  that  form. 

{Chairman.)  I  can  get  it  as  a  blue  book. 

{The  Witness.)  I  never  could  see  this.  This  is 
printed  by  private  printers,  and  not  to  be  got  at  the 
Parltamentary  Papers  OtSce. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  You  may  be  very  anxious 
on  this  matter,  but,  at  Uie  same  time,  this  is  published 
in  a  blue  book.  Then  here  is  1881  and  1880  (pro- 
duciug  same).  If  you  go  to  the  Blue  Book  Office, 
or  any  Parliamentary  agents,  you  can  get  it.  This 
is  printed  in  the  Stationery  Office  form.  That  is  the 
very  same  thing  as  is  presented  to  the  district  boards. 
Having  those  in  your  hand,  it  is  a  question  of  degree 
whether  those  are  full  enough. 

{Mr.  Bosanquet.)  Is  the  blue  book  different  to  this 
small  one  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Yes.  It  goes  very  much 
into  detail.     There  are  only  a  couple  of  pages  there. 

13.576.  {Chairman.)  This  seems  a  much  fuller 
account  than  what  we  have  in  the  small  browu 
book  ? — It  is  not  very  much  fuller. 

{Mr.  Winch.)  I  do  not  know  whether  your  Lord- 
ship has  looked  at  the  Birmingham  account. 

{Chairman.)  Yes. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Your  Lordship  lent  it  to 
me,  and  Mr.  Gunn  has  looked  through  it. 

(  The  Wittiess.)  I  take  this  point.  It  says,  "  Further 
"  particulars  may  be  found  in  the  abstract  of  the  year's 
"  accounts  presented  to  Parliament."  I  naturally 
assume  that  would  be  found  at  the  Parliamentary  Papers 
Office,  and  they  told  me  twice  they  had  not  got  it. 

( Chairman.)  That  may  have  arisen  from  this  :  As 
1  understand,  it  forms  an  appendix  to  the  Annual 
Eeport  of  the  Metropolitan  Boaixi  of  Works,  and 
perhaps,  if  you  had  asked  for  the  Annual  Report  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  you  would  have  found 
that  as  an  appendix  to  it  ? — This  {showing  volume)  is 
the  Report  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works. 

13.577.  At  the  end  appear  the  accounts  prefaced 
by  the  report  of  the  auditors? — What  is  generally 
given  as  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  Report  is 
this  smaller  book. 

{Mr.  Meadotos  White.)  That  is  not  a  Parlia- 
mentary Paper ;  that  report  is  •  printed  in  the 
Parliamentary  Papei-. 

{Chairman.)  Aje  the  accounts  at  the  end  of  the 
Parliamentary  E*aper  the  same  as  the  accounts  that 
appear  in  that  brown  book  ? 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  No;  very  much  fuller. 
It  will  be  for  your  Lordship  to  see  if  it  is  reasonable. 
It  has  received  the  sanction  of  expiTienced  persons, 
and  the  auditors,  and  is  submitted  to  Parliament  and 
the  public   in   piUftUaiici'  of  the  duty  imposed  on  the 
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Metropolitan  Boai*d  of  Works.     Your  Lordship  will   Twenty-fourth 
look  at  the  bulk  of  it.  Day. 

{Chairman.)  This  is  obviously  much  fuller  than 
the  small  brown  book. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  may  state  to  your  Lord- 
ship that  complaint  being  made  that  the  audit)  being 
late,  did  not  allow  a  sufficient  time  for  the  consider- 
ation by  the  public  of  the  accounts,  the  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works,  of  their  own  motion,  got  the  year 
altered  as  it  is  by  a  subsequent  Act  of  Parliament 
from  the  Ist  of  January  to  the  1st  December,  aad  all 
that  was  then  done  in  May  and  April  is  now  done  in 
January. 

13,578v  {Chairman.)  There  are  29  pages  of  the 
accounts  on  this  size  paper,  and  obviously  theit; 
must  be  a  great  deal  more  than  in  the  brown  book  ? 
— Yes.     That  includes  all  the  loans. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  The  accounts  are  audited 
by  a  public  auditor,  and  Mr.  Rider  Cook,  I  think, 
told  your  Lordship  how  admirably  these  accounts 
were  kept.  This  gentleman  asks  for  ceitain  things 
to  be  done,  and  if  your  Lordship  likes  it  to  be  done, 
it  can  be  done  at  any  moment,  and  any  ratepayer,  it 
he  will  only  take  the  proper  steps,  can  see  them. 
There  is  the  balance  of  every  improvement,  and 
under  every  heading  there  is  every  detail  of  the 
expenditure.  I  will  take  one  which  is  mentioned  in 
this  document.  The  whole  cost  of  the  fire  brigade  is 
entered  in  one  item.  That,  your  Ijordship  will  find 
in  the  document  I  have  pnssed  up,  is  very  much 
fuller. 

{Chairman.)  Yes;  this  is  a  regular  statement  of 
account. 

{Mr.  Meadows  IVhite.)  And  then,  further  qn,  your 
Lordship  will  see  the  capital  account  of  the  fire 
brigade.  Mr.  Lawson  acted  in  perfect  good  faith, 
and  I  do  not  for  a  moment  suggest  he  did  not. 

13.579.  {Chairman.)  I  should  think  how  it  arose 
was  either  from  mistake  in  the  mode  in  which  the 
document  was  asked  for,  or  from  stupidity  at  the 
Stationery  Office. 

{The  Witness.)  Allow  me  to  observe  that  it  has 
been  asked  for  at  the  Metropolitan  Board. 

13.580.  {Mr.  Meadows  Tfhite.)  The  audit  is  ex- 
tremely strict.  Mr.  Beal  called  attention  to  two 
large  items,  but  it  is  marvellous  how  little  objection 
has  been  made  during  all  these  years  by  the  auditors, 
and  a  very  strict  auditor  has  been  appointed  by  the 
Treasury  to  the  accounts  of  the  Metropolitan  Board 
of  Works.  It  is  a  public  audit  after  advertisement, 
and  can  be  attended  by  the  ratepayers,  if  they  please. 
I  think  I  have  indicated  the  points  to  Mr.  Lawson, 
and  he  cannot  think  I  am  treating  him  with  disrespect 
if  I  stop  there,  because  Mr.  Gunn  will  be  in  the 
witness  box,  and  will  deal  with  one  or  two  matters 
better  than  I  shall,  which  are  the  subject  of 
Mr.  Lawsou's  memorandum.  T  think  there  are  one 
or  two  mistakes  in  it,  and  I  will  point  out  one.  You 
have  assumed  that*  the  Board  have  had  control  of  the 
share  of  the  Coal  and  Wine  Duties  since  1856.  1 
think  the  real  fact  is  they  only  had  the  control  of  a 
portiou  of  the  Coal  and  Wine  Duties  since  1862. 
That  would  reduce  your  item  from  8,000,000/.  <o 
6,000,000/.,  but  that  is  a  matter  of  detail.  Tht  n,  you 
say,  they  have  had  the  spending  of  at  least  53,000,000/. 
That  is  not  quite  right,  because  you  would  have  to 
reduce  it  by  the  amount  I  have  named,  and  other 
matters.  However,  15,000,000/.  of  rates  ai-e  spent 
on  current  expenses,  are  they  not — sewers,  and  so  on  ? 
— 3ince  the  morning,  I  have  found  this  rate-paper 
for  the  parish  of  St.  John,  Hampstead.  The  total 
fate  is  there,  I  see,  2s.  4J.,  of  which  the  Metropolitan 
Board  gets  \s.  Id.  in  the  £,  nearly  half,  and  there  is 
this  peculiar  note  at  the  foot — "the  parish  autho- 
**  rities  have  no  control  over  the  sums  raised  foi 
•*  these  piurposes " — those  purposes  covering  about 
half  of  the  whole  rating  of  the  vestry. 

13.581.  Will  you  allow  me  to  look  at  that?— It  is 
an  ordinary  rate-paper  {handing  in  same). 

13.582.  {Chairman.)  They  have  this  control,  that 
the  whole  sum  is   raised  by  a  body  whom  the  vestries 
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seud    their   representatives    to  ? — Just   so,   but    the 
vestries  think  they  have  no  control  over  the  Board. 

13.583.  They  have  no  control  ovei*  the  expenditure 
except  by  the  people  they  send  to  expend  it  ? — Just 
so. 

{Mr,  Meadows  IVhite,)  I  think  U.  Id,  is  too  high. 
If  your  Ijordship  would  like  to  know  the  number  of 
the  Parliamentary  Paper  this  year,  it  is  No.  159 : 
House  of  Commons. 

'^Chairman.)  This  abstract  of  accounts  is  to  be 
found  in  the  document  called,  *'  Report  of  the  Metro- 
"  politan  Board  of  Works." 

13.584.  {Mr,  Meadows  While.)  Because  by  Act  of 
Parliament,  it  is  their  duty  to  furnish  fo  these  two 
documents,  and  they  are  furnished  and  printed  to- 
gether. (To  the  Witness,)  I  think  you  have  mis- 
taken your  ttgure  in  this  document  you  have  handed 
me.  Have  you  added  them  up? — I  have  added  the 
starred  figures. 

13.585.  That  is  police  and  county  rates.  That  has 
nothing  to  do  with  us.  Then  the  Metropolitan  Poor 
Fund.  Then  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  in 
respect  of  the  consolidated  rate,  and  main  drainage; 
metropolitan  fire  brigade,  and  other  expenses  of  that 
>K)ard  3i'i.,  and  \d, — that  is  id,  instead  of  \s.  Id, 
You  have  added  up  the  starred  items  ? — I  have  only 
had  that  within  the  last  hour. 

13.586.  But  you  do  not  take  an  hour,  as  a  member 
of  the  staff  of  the  **  Financial  News,"  to  add  up  those 
few  figures.  It  might  look  very  well  in  an  article 
to  say  that  1*.  Id.  is  required  by  the  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works,  but  one  has  to  probe  these  things 
a  little  ? — How  much  do  you  make  it  ? 

(Chairman.)  It  seems  to  be  id. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White,)  Yes. 

{Chairman.)  You  have  added  the  police  and  county 
rates  and  the  Metropolitan  Common  Poor  Fund. 

{Mr.  Meadows  Whitt,)  And  the  school  board  loo. 

{Chairman,)  Those  two  together  make  Of/.,  and 
you  have  added  that  to  the  4d.  which  makes  \3d. 

(Mr.  Meadows  White.)  Then  this  always  accom- 
panies the  money  bill  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works  {handing  in  set  of  tables).  A  statement  is 
always,  by  desire  of  Parliament,  appended  to  the 
money  bill,  which  shows  in  tables  the  various  financial 
positions  of  the  Board  ;  the  rating  of  the  metropolis 
by  the  Board  ;  the  unexhausted  borrowing  powers  of 
the  Board  ;  the  Iwrrowing  powers  of  the  Board,  and 
the  money  raised  and 'applied  by  the  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works  between  1856  and  1887.  Your 
J^ordship  will  see  that  the  rating  of  the  metropolis  by 
the  Boai'd  gives  exactly  the  amount  of  rates  in  the 
pound.  It  has  increased  since  1856,  because  Parlia- 
ment has  thrown  many  duties  on  the  Boani  since 
1850,  which  are  costly  in  discharge,  and  also,  I  think 
this  rate  includes  interest  on  loans,  and  also  the 
sinking  fund. 

13.587.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  The  redemption  of  debt 
io  which  Mr.  Lawson.  refen*etl  ? — Would  you  allow 
me  to  point  out  that  in  the  Board's  own  statement  for 
1888  the  rate  is  put  at  8-39</.,  so  that  it  must  be 
more  than  4d.  on  those  figures. 

13.588.  {Mr.  Meadows  White.)  You  produced  a 
half  year  ? — Just  so. 

{Chairman.)  What  he  suggests  is  that  they  bor- 
rowed for  too  long  periods,  and  without  a  sinking 
fund,  and  that  they  have  been  borrowing  larger  sums 
than  they  needed. 

{Mr.  Meadows  IFhite.)  I  think  your  Lonlship  will 
find  that  the  document  now  before  the  Commission 
in  the  last  table,  Table  5,  shows  exactly  the  amount 
of  money  brought  to  a  balance  of  1,497/.  which  has 
been  spent  in  redemption  of  the  debt,  but  I  will  leave 
that  to  Mr.  Gunn. 

13.589.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  Have  you  compai'ed  the 
terms  upon  which  various  boroughs  have  raised  lately 
their  consolidated  loans,  and  are  you  aware  that  they, 
most  of  them,  have  rather  prolonged  the  period  before 
they  are  paid  off  than  reduced  it  ? — Yes ;   but  the 


<lifference  here  is  that  there  is  no  annual  redemption. 
I  think  all  the  local  loans  have  an  annual  redemption. 

13.590.  The  old  local  loans  ?— Yes. 

13.591.  But  as  to  those  new  loans  that  have  been 
raised,  which  are  now  the  Corporation  Stocks  so  much 
invested  in,  have  you  examined  them  to  see  whether 
they  have  not  rather  followe<i  the  example  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  than  followed  those 
examples  to  which  you  alluded  amongst  the  old  local 
loans  ? — No ;  I  think  the  tendency  now-a-days  is 
towards  shortening  the  currency,  because  it  is  found 
that  extending  a  currency  beyond  25,  or  30  years  at 
the  outside,  is  throwing  away  money  while  money 
is  tending  steadily  downwards. 

13.592.  As  long  as  it  does  that  ?— That  is  the 
assumption,  I  think,  on  which  local  loans  are  made. 

13.593.  Are  you  alluding  to  the  Corporation  Stock, 
or  old  local  loans  ? — I  would  compare  the  Metro- 
politan Board  at  3^  per  cent,  with  a  currency  of  40 
years  with  the  City  Corporation  bonds  of  the  same 
rate,  t)ut  being  redeemable  annually.  The  Metro- 
politan Board  o^  per  cent,  are  113  to  114,  while  tlie 
City  Corporation  3^  per  cent,  are,  1  think,  104  to 
105,  but  I  have  not  looked  lately,  say  103  to  104. 
The  whole  difference  is  that  they  are  redeemable 
annually. 

13.594.  You  think  there  is  no  difference  in  the 
credit  of  the  two  bodies  ? — I  think,  practically,  none. 

13.595.  {Mr,  Meadows  White,)  I  think  there 
is  ? — At  any  rate  that  is  an  important  difference. 
That  is  the  reason  always  given  in  the  market  for 
the  City  Corporation  being  so  low,  that  they  are 
redeemable  annually,  and  to  have  a  bond  that  is  not 
redeemable  for  a  long  period  is  a  great  attraction  for 
insurance  companies  or  bankers  or  trustees. 

13.596.  {Mr,  Grenfell)  Therefore,  they  have  raised 
these  loans,  and  will  continue  to  do  so,  on  very  good 
terms  ? — Certainly. 

{Mr,  Meadows  White.)  In  the  statement  appended 
10  the  money  bill,  you  will  see  the  amounts  which 
have  been  raised  by  redemption.  There  is  no  loan 
raised  by  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  that  will 
not  be  wiped  off  within  60  years. 

13.597.  {Mr,  Winch,)  We  have  now  the  Parlia- 
mentary Report  you  tried  to  get  and  could  not  get.  In 
that  report  with  the  detailed  items  the  sums  are  still 
lumped,  and  there  is  no  uiention  of  the  names  of  the 
persons  to  whom  the  money  has  actually  been  paid. 
You  may  take  that  to  be  so  from  me  ? — It  is  so. 

13.598.  If  you  take  the  Birmingham  report  in  your 
hand, 'down  even  to  the  sum  of  10^.,  the  name  of  the 
peison  is  mentioned  who  has  had  it  ? — That  is  so. 

13.599.  A  ratepayer  getting  that  Birmingham  book 
can  trace  every  shilling  of  public  money,  and  into 
whose  hands  it  has  gone  ? — Certainly,  and  that  is  my 
argument. 

13.600.  Can  you  from  that  Parliamentary  Report 
trace  who  has  had  it  in  the  case  of  the  Metropolitan 
Board  ? — No. 

13.601.  Can  you  get  the  name  of  a  single  indi- 
vidual who  has  had  it  ? — No,  I  cannot  even  from  this 
larger  report. 

13.602.  {Mr.  Meadows  l^hite.)  You  cannot  trace 
th^  charwomen,  1  quite  admit,  but  you  could  by  going 
to  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  and  asking  to 
see  the  item  ? — The  account  in  this  volume  extends 
to  30  pages,  but  I  believe  there  are  nearly  500  pages 
in  that  Birmingham  ^iccount. 

13.603.  But  look  at  the  immense  number  of  items 
there  are  in  the  case  of  the  Metropolitan  Board. 

{Mr.  f Pinch.)  That  is  no  reason  why  the  public 
should  not  know  where  the  money  has  gone  ? — With 
regard  to  the  3 J  per  cent,  bonds,  I  have  not  men- 
tioned the  very  strong  fact  that  these  bonds,  amount- 
ing to  over  17,iK)0,000/.,  carry  a  premium  of  2,000,000/., 
the  greater  part  of  wliich  the  Metropolitan  Board  could 
have  saved  by  having  them  redeemable  annually — by 
having  an  annual  sinking  fund.  13  per  cent,  on 
17,000,000/.  amounts  to  over  2,000,000/.,  and  that  is 
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simply  what  has  been  lost  to  the  Metropolitan  Boards 
or  very  near  all  of  it. 

13,604.  (J/r.  GrenfelL)  You  do  not  suppose  they 


would  have  raised  the  money  on  the  same  terms  if 
they  had  that? — There  would  not  liavo  been  very 
much  difference. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Arthur  Gunn  sworn  and  examined. 
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13.605.  {Mr,  Meadows  JFhite.)  You  ai*e  the  chief 
of  the  accountant's  office  in  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works  ? — I  am. 

13.606.  And  have  been  so  for  a  long  time  ? — Since 
1869. 

13.607.  Have  you  got  a  list  of  the  officers  in  your 
department  ? — I  have  not,  made  up  to  date  but  it  has 
been  furnished,  I  think. 

13.608.  Before  you  go  generally  to  the  keeping  of 
tlie  accounts,  I  should  like  you,  while  the  matter  is 
fresh  in  our  minds,  to  state  what  is  the  course  with 
regard  to  these  documents  which  are  found  printed  in 
the  Blue  Book,  and  also  as  to  this  account  and  abstract 
furnished  to  the  district  boards  and  vestries? — Up 
to  1871  there  was  a  delay  tliat  was  noticed  fre- 
quently in  Parliament,  in  not  getting  the  accounts  of 
the  Board  sufficiently  early.  The  year  ran  from 
Ladyday  to  Ladyday,  the  audit  took  about  two 
months,  and  the  printing  perhaps  another  month,  and 
really  the  accounts  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of* 
Works  were  not  before  Parliament  till  virtually  the 
session  was  over.  The  Metropolitan  Board  then, 
quite  of  its  own  motion,  proposed  to  the  Treasury 
that  its  accounts  should  run  for  the  calendar  year. 
That  view  was  adopted  by  the  Treasuiy,  and  incor- 
porated in  an  Act  of  Parliament.  The  accounts  are 
now  audited  within  two  months,  and  at  once  the 
printing  is  proceeded  with,  and  the  yellow  copy  which 
I  present  is  issued.  The  report  takes  as  long  in 
preparation,  but  as  soon  as  possible  the  report  is 
sent  to  the  Home  Secretary,  together  with  the 
account  in  abstract,  and  the  two  are  presented  to 
Parliament.  This  yeai>  the  account  in  abstract 
and  the  report  were  presented  on  the  11th  May 
to  the  House  of  Commons.  They  were  ordered 
to  be  printed  on  the  14th  May  by  the  House  of 
Commons,  but  owing  to  delay  on  the  part  of  the 
printers,  they  have  not  yet  been  published.  I  in- 
quired to-day  at  the  printing  office,  after  the 
evidence  was  given  this  morning,  and  the  statements 
are  not  yet  printed  or  procurable  by  the  public. 

13,6()9.  (Chairman.)  What  day  were  they  ordered 
to  be  printed  ? — May  14th.  That  must  account,  I 
think,  for  the  last  witness  not  having  been  able  to  get 
the  account ;  but  last  year  I  am  told  that  it  was  in  the 
month  of  June  that  the  print  was  sent  out,  and  every  • 
year  these  accounts  are  accessi))le  in  the  form  of  a 
Blue  Book  to  the  public  and  purchasable  by  any  of 
the  public. 

13,610.  You  imagine  that  what  they  understood  at 
the  Parliamentary  Office  would  be  the  report  for  this 
yenr,  and  that  tliey  had  not  yet  in  print  ? — If  I  may 
go  into  such  a  matter  of  detail,  this  morning,  having 
heard  what  Mr.  Lawson  had  given  in  evidence,  I  called, 
on  going  back  to  Spring  Gardens,  at  the  Parliamentary 
Paper  Office  in  King  Street,  and  was  told,  "  We  have 
**  not  got  it  yet,  and  we  think  it  lias  not  been  printed." 
I  went  on  at  once  to  tlie  Home  Office,  and  there  1  found 
it  was  presented  on  May  1 1  th  to  the  House  of  Commons 
and  ordered  to  be  printed  on  May  14th.  I  came  back 
at  once  to  King  Street,  and  said, "  This  has  been  ordered 
*'  to  be  printai,"  and  the  clerk  there  said,  **  Oh,  since 
**  you  were  away  1  found  it  was  under  another  head — 
**  under  the  head  of  Returns."  I  can  only  account  for 
Mr.  Lawson  not  being  able  to  get  the  information  through 
some  accident  of  that  kind.  The  Blue  Books  are  all 
purchasable  by  the  public  annually,  and  this  gives 
you  what  has  been  considered  by,  I  may  say,  financial 
officials  in  London  an  excellent  form  of  account.  The 
Birmingham  accounts  show,  as  your  Lordship  will  see^ 
the  names  of  individuals  who  receive  very  small  sums 
For  instance,  opening  it  at  almost  any  page,  here  are : 
*<  Loans  repaid  :  John  Harston,  the  executors  of  the 
i    5414S. 


"  late,  200/.;  Samuel  Bolton,   1,000/.;  Julia  Bates,    Mr,  A.  Gunn. 

"  300/.;    John   Dear,   400/."— items   of  no   interest 

whatever  or  use  to  the  general  public.  If  the  Metro- 
politan Board  were  to  do  that  with  reference  to  the 
dividends  on  the  Metropolitan  Consolidated  Stock,  the 
volume  would  be  simply  enormous.  It  would  be  not 
only  useless,  but  worse  than  useless,  because  there 
would  be  so  much  good  information  to  be  sifted 
out  of  a  whole  quantity  of  waste  information,  and 
it  has  been  considered  by  high  financial  authorities 
under  Govt?rnment  that  this  is  the  best  form  of  accounts 
that  could  be  prepared. 

13.611.  (Mr.  GrenfelL)  Is  that  form  approved  by 
the  Treasury  ?  —That  form  is  approved  by  the  auditor. 
This  is  really,  according  to  the  Act  of  Parliament,  an 
abstract  of  the  accounts,  and  every  heading  is  recognised 
very  clearly. 

13.612.  (Mr.  Meadows  fVhite.)  And  the  allowance 
of  the  auditor  also  appears  ? — Yes  ;  the  allowance  of 
the  auditor  appears  on  the  front  page,  showing  what 
he  disapproved  of,  and  drawing  attention  to  every  item 
disapproved  of;  and  this  is  printed  verbatim  in  the 
Blue  Book  of  the  House  of  Commons. 

13.613.  I  think  that  is  done  under  the  200th  section 
of  the  Act  of  1855,  and  his  Lordship  will  find  it  under 
the  head  of  annual  report,  but  the  abstract  of  accounts 
as  well  as  the  report  is  presented  to  Parliament  by  the 
Secretary  of  State,  and  is  to  be  furnished  to  the 
vestries  and  district  boards,  to  the  Commissioners  of 
Her  Majesty's  Works  and  Public  Buildings,  to  the 
General  Board  of  Health,  to  the  Lord  Mayor  of  the 
city  of  London,  and  then  vestries  and  district  boards 
in  other  parts  of  the  metropolis.  In  addition  to  that, 
under  the  61st  section,  all  your  detailed  account  books 
are  open  to  the  ratepayers  ? — Yes ;  we  very  seldom 
have  applications. 

13.614.  Have  you  ever  had  one  ? — Yes,  certainly. 

13.615.  Are  you  confident  that  in  your  office  you 
can  at  once  turn  to  the  items  that  require  to  be  verified 
or  explained  ? — Yes,  certainly. 

13.616.  It  is  mentioned  by  Mr.  Lawson  that  he 
would  think  it  a  good  thing  if  a  debit  and  credit 
account  of  each  improvement  were  furnished.  Could 
that  be  done  ? — Yes.  You  have  it  there  in  a  return 
{same  handed  to  witness).  The  last  witness  proposed 
that  the  balance  sheet  of  each  of  the  street  improve- 
ments should  be  made  out  to  sliow  what  the  expenditure 
has  been.  We  have  kept  up  to  the  end  of  each  year  the 
accumulated  expenditure  on  every  one  of  the  improve- 
ments. Whatever  improvement  account  is  required, 
here  we  have  it,  and,  of  course,  could  provide  it  if  his 
Lordship  desired  that  it  should  be  so  provided.  Take, 
for  instance,  the  Artizans  and  Labourers  Dwellings — 
that  happens  to  be  open  now.  Thei-e  I  give  the 
heading  of  every  one  of  the  artizans.  improvement*) 
since  the  Act  was  passed,  and  the  amounts  paid  under 
the  heads  of  compensation,  professional  charges,  works, 
wages,  rates  and  taxes,  and  incidental  expenses.  That 
applies  to  every  improvement  the  Board  has  done. 
Then  there  is  the  fire  brigade  statement,  and  there 
you  have  the  amount  expended  on  every  station  from 
the  time  the  Board  undertook  the  management  of  the 
fire  brigade.  Those  accounts,  so  to  say,  in  total 
really  lead  up  to  the  statement  which  is  presented 
annually  on  (he  Money  Bill  to  Parliament.  This 
statement,  which  is  in  the  preface  to  the  Money  Bill 
before  your  Lordship,  shows  every  penny  that  has  been 
received  by  loan  by  the  Board  from  the  commencement, 
and  what  it  has  been  expended  upon.  As  remarks 
have  been  made  by  the  last  witness  upon  it,  rather 
than  reading  it,  perhaps  your  Lordship  would  allow 
this  to  be  put  on  the  notes,  because  it  shows  how 
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every  penny  of  ciftpital  has  been  expended  {handing  in 
table y  vide  appendix), 

13,617.  Perhaps  you  will  now  give  some  information 
as  to  the  redemption  of  the  debt,  and  what  has  been 
spent  upon   that? — As  to  the   redemption   of   debt, 
under  the  Loans  Act  of  1869,  the  Board's  Stock  is  to 
run  for  60  years,  and  the  Board  has  to  provide  in  its 
annual  precept  so  much  as  the  Treasury  may  direct 
as  being  necessary,  so  that  the  whole  of  the  stock  may 
be  liquidated  in  60  years,  but  before  the  Metropolitan 
Board  issued  any  stock  it  seriously  debated  the  con- 
dition of  redemption,  and  it  agreed  it  should  charge 
a  sixtieth  part  of  the  capital  raised  every  year.     That 
brings  a  greater  charge  for  the  redemption  of  debt  on 
the^present  ratepayers  than  if  the  money  were  raised 
by  terminable  annuity,  wherein  your  Lordship  is  aware 
only  the  interest,  or  very  little  more,  is  raised  the  first 
year,  but  a  good  deal  of  capital  is  raised  in  the  last 
year,  and  seeing  that  the  Act  gives  60  years,  and  it 
looked  rather  more  improvident  than  raising  one  actual 
sixtieth  eveiy  year,  the  Board  adopted  the  principle 
of  mising  one-sixtieth,  and  money  has  been  raised  on 
precept  every  year  for  the  redemption  of  debt,  and 
Table  6  of  the  Preface  to  the  Money  Bill,  which  your 
Lordship  has  before  you,  shows  exactly  the  amount 
of  sinking  fund   formed   from    the  very   beginning. 
The  total  amount  raised  for  redemption  of  debt  from 
1869  to  1877  in  the  rates  alone  is  no  less  a  sum  than 
4,151,000/.      Then    the   statement  that   there   is   no 
sinking  fund  for  the  3  J  per  cents,  is,  of  course,  totally 
erroneous,  if  I  may  be  allowed  to  say  to.     It  is  simply 
from  want  of  information,  which  I  should  have  been 
very  glad  to  have  supplied  to  Mr.  Lawson  if  he  had 
applied  to  me.    At  pages  9  and  10  of  the   annual 
estimates,   your   Lordship   will    see    that  you   have 
the  debt  separated  between  the  3^  per  cents,  and  the 
3  per  cents.,  and  in  the  same  table,  on  the  ninth  page, 
in  the  first  colunm,  you  will  see  one-forty-second  part 
chargeable  on  the  rate  of  1888  is  236,981/.,  that  is 
for  the  3^  per  cent,  stock  that  had  to  he  raised  in  the 
present  year.     Then,  if  you  follow  on  to  the   top  of 
the   next  page,  you  will  find  in   the   same  column 
137,522/.   is  raised   on   account  of  the  3  per  cent, 
stock.     Those   moneys  are    actually   levied   on    the 
ratepayers   in   the   present  year,  and   constitute   the 
sinking  fund  of    the   debt.     These   also   are   under 
Treasury  direction.     The  Act  of  Parliament  states 
most  specifically — the  Loans  Act  of  1869 — that  the 
Board   shall   raise   as  much   in   its    annual    rate  for 
redemption  as  the  Trecwury  shall    approve   of,  and 
therefore  the  security  to  the  public  creditor  on  this 
Metropolitan  Stock — the  3^  per  cent. — is  perfectly 
inviolable,  and  the  suggestion  that  there  is  no  pro- 
vision  made  for  it    can    only    come  from    a    mis-  ' 
undei*standing  of  the  mode  in  which  the  accounts  are 
framed.     Then  this  sinking  fund  statement,  Table  6, 
shows  exactly  what  is  done  with  the  money ;  that  so 
mnch  has  been  applied  in  redemption  of  debt ;  that 
80  much  has  been  invested  in  securities,  and  there 
having  been   raised   altogether  no  less   a  sum  than 
8,631,000/.  since  1869 — ^including  sales  of  land — the 
whole  of  that  has   been  applied  either   in  securities 
or     redemption    of     debt,    with    the    exception    of 
1,497/.       Instead    of    reading    that,    perhaps   your 
Lordship    will    allow    me   to    put   it  on   the   notes 
(handing  in  the  tabky  vide  appendix).     The  rating 
that  has  been  spoken  of  by  the  last  witness  includes 
not  only  current  expenditjire  but  also  sinking  fund 
of  debt  and  interest  of  debt,  and  we  very  carefully 
show  Parliament  every  year  how  the  rating  has  gone 
up  year  by  year,  so  that  Parliament  has  full  possession 
of  tlie  figures ;  and  the  reason  why  the  rate  is  now 
larger  than  last  year,  8Jrf.,  is  simply  because  the  Coal 
and  Wine  Duties  are  coming  to  an  end.     Those,  as 
your   Lordship  may  know,  expired,    as  regards   the 
Board,  in  July  of  the  present  year.     They  still  exist 
for  the    redemption    of    tolls    on    bridges    outside 
the  meti*opolitan  area,  but  in  July  1889  they  cease 
entirely.     The  result  of  that  is  that  the  Metropolitan 
Board  rate  must  be  increased   to  an  extent,  and  we 
say  that  2\d,  or  3^.  will  have  to  be  added  to  the 


rates  in  consequence  of  the  cessation  of  the  Coal 
and  Wine  Duties,  but  the  ratepayer  may  get  it  back  in 
the  saving  of  the  duty  on  coal. 

13.618.  I  think  that  the  rate  in  the  £,  whatever  it 
may  produce,  the  30,758,796/.,  to  take  the  year  1888, 
would  include  the  interest  of  the  money  borrowed  ? — 
Yes. 

13.619.  And  also  include  the  interest  of  money 
borrowed  by  other  bodies,  would  that  be  so  ? — No,  the 
tnterest  the  Board  receives  from  other  bodies  is 
deducted. 

13.620.  Out  of  what  fund  are  the  moneys  lent  to 
other  bodies  ? — Moneys  can  be  lent  either  out  of  the 
produce  of  stock  created  or  out  of  the  sinking  fund 
temporarily. 

13.621.  That  is  all  done  under  parliamentary  sanc- 
tion ?  —  Yes ;  the  Money  Act  every  yqar.  For 
instance,  the  Act  passed  last  week  specifically  allows 
that  those  loans  shaU  be  advanced.  The  School 
Board,  the  Receiver  of  Police,  the  Metropolitan 
Asylums  Board,  the  Local  Boards  and  Vestries, 
borrow  at  a  cheaper  rate  through  getting  it  by  means 
of  the  Metropolitan  Consolidated  Fund. 

13.622.  Besides  what  yon  have  told  us  as  to  the 
cessation  of  the  Wine  and  Coal  Duties,  Parliament  has 
also  laid  some  burden  on  the  rates  which  the  Metro- 
politan Board  of  Works  have  to  collect  from  the  rate- 
payers ? — ^Yes.  As  regards  the  public  parks,  the 
transfer  has  already  told  on  the  present  year. 

13.623.  That  would  account  in  part  for  the  rise 
from  7  •  55  to  8  •  39  ?— It  would. 

13.624.  Perhaps  you  would  explain,  as  suggesieti 
by  Mr.  Lawson,  as  to  the  length  of  time  allowed  for 
redemption,    namely,   60  years.      I  think  you  have 
explained  that  that  is  owing  to  the  Loans  Act,  the 
32  &  33  Victoria,  Chapter  102  ?— I  happened  to  be 
appointed  by  the  Board  jusi  at  the  time  when  the 
Loans  Bill  of    1869  was  brought   before  its  notice. 
The  late  Mr.  Ayrton  was  then  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury.     It  was  almost  impossible   for  the  Board 
to  raise  money  for  the  purpose  of  main  drainage  and 
other  purposes,  indeed,  a  loan  had  been  put  out  for 
150,000/.  to  be  raised  on  bonds  in  the  year  1869,  and 
the  result  was  too  small,  and  by  suspending  the  closing 
of   the   loan   for  several   days,  the   result  was  only 
149,f)00/.    out   of    the   150,000/.     Seeing    there   was 
such    a    pinch    for    money,   and    that  great  works 
had  to  be  constructed,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
considered   the   matter   very   closely,  and   with    the 
Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer,  came  to  the  conclusion 
that  to  spread  this   kind   of  indebtedness   over  two 
generations,  twice  30  years,  was  about  fair,  because, 
although  some  of  these  works  may  be  more  temporary, 
such  as  fire  brigade  stations,  yet,  when  you  look  at  the 
Thames   Embankment  and   the  great   thoroughfares 
that    are    constructed,     two    generations    seems    to 
be   fair.     Then   60  years   having  been    put   as   the 
run  of  the  stock,  it  has  been  found  that  the  price 
which  has  been  commanded  for  the  stock  has  been, 
upon  the  whole,  good.     I  think  it  must  be  borne  in 
mind  in  the  consideration  of  this  matter  of  municipal 
finance  which  is  a  very  important  subject,  not  only  to 
the  Metropolitan  Board,  but  to  the  country  generally, 
that  the  Metropolitan  Board  was  the  first  to  issue  stock 
of  this  kind,  and  before  that  time,  with  the  exception 
of    mortgage   securities,   there    had    been   no  great 
raising   of  money  by   corporations.     The  raising  of 
money  for  gas  and  water,  and  all  those  gi*eat  purposes, 
has  been  entirely  since  the  Metropolitan  Board  first 
went  into  the  market.     Therefore,  it  is  not  surprising 
that  when  this  security  first  came  before  the  public, 
the  price  at  which  money  was  msed  was  not  equal 
to    the   price  that  is    now  received  on  the  issue  of 
stock.      The   Board,    therefore,  had   to   raise  money 
at  3^  per  cent.,  and   it  was   a  long   while  creeping 
up   to   par.     It   reached    par   in  1876.     The  3A  per 
cent,  was  issued  at    102/,   in    1880,   and  the   Board 
issued  stock  at  3  per  cent,  as  soon  as  it  saw  it  was 
right  to  do  so,  and  that  graditally  has  been  creeping 
up  till  now  to-day  you  see  it  is  at  104.     I  am  sure 
the  President  wiU  allow  me  to  say  that  the  raising 
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of  money  for  the  city  of  London  on  bonds  is  hardly 
comparable  with  the  raising  of  a  large  amount  of 
money  for  the  metropolis  as  a  whole.  The  bonds 
of  the  city,  as  you  will  see,  are  measured  by  a  few 
millions  comparatively,  whereas  the  d^t  of  the 
metropolis — the  gross  debt,  before  you  take  the 
assets  off— is  really  27,000,000/.  It  would  be  im- 
possible to  raise  an  immense  sum  of  that  kind 
by  the  is^ne  of  bonds,  and  if  the  bonds  be  redeemable 
by  lot  every  year,  it  is  at  the  present  mo- 
ment, I  bilieve,  quite  unprecedented  to  think  of 
such  an  issue.  A  body  like  this,  whether  it  be  the 
Metropolitan  Board  or  any  other,  having  to  raise  such 
large  sums  must  take  the  best  financial  advice  obtain- 
able at  the  time,  and  that  advice  is  really  such  as  I 
think  has  always  been  reliable  from  the  very  com- 
mencement. One  of  the  representatives  of  the 
Treasury  attends  at  the  Hank  of  England  every  time 
an  issue  of  stock  is  made,  and  the  minimum  price  at 
which  the  stock  is  to  be  issued  is  settled  with  his  sanction 
as  well  as  with  the  sanction  of  the  Af  etropolitan  Board. 
If  there  Ls  a  means  of  raising  money  cheaper  for  the 
ratepayern,  as  a  whole,  I  am  sure  the  Metropolitan 
Board  itself  would  only  be  tod  glad  to  welcome  any 
such  measure  that  could  be  proposed,  but,  at  the 
present  time,  s^ing  what  great  works  had  to  be 
done,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  money  has  been  raised 
in  a  very  provident  way.  There  is  no  doubt  that  the 
moneys  raised  by  the  Indian  Government,  for  example, 
are  raised  for  a  shorter  period,  but  they  have  very 
much  larger  balances  in  hand  with  which  to  command 
the  market,  and  larger  balances  than  it  is  possible  for 
a  rate-raising  body  such  as  the  Metropolitan  Board  to 
have.  The  balances  must  be  kept  at  the  smallest 
amount,  and  the  stock  being  spread  over  two  genera- 
tions, if  you  were  to  raise  a  30  yeai's  stock,  you  would 
be  leaving,  for  redemption  at  the  end  of  that  30  years  a 
large  sum  of  money  for  which  no  provision  is  made. 
It  is  simply  trusting  to  chance  to  say  that  at  the  end 
of  that  30  years  the  money  market  would  be  in  such 
a  condition  as  that  you  could  in&tantly  put  10,000,000/. 
upon  it.  There  has  been  no  sucJi  transaction  at  all, 
1  believe,  by  a  financial  body,  at  any  rate  it  would 
be  leaving  it  very  much  to  chance,  and  it  could  not  be 
done.  As  regards  the  money  raised  for  shorter 
periods,  that  is  r^ularly  paid  off  within  the  shorter 
period.  Some  of  the  expenditure  is  spread  over  only 
lo  years.  The  fire  brigade  plant,  and  things  of  that 
kind,  which,  of  course,  are  to  some  extent  perishable, 
are  all  repaid  within  the  15  years.  All  the  fire 
brigade  stations  are  paid  for  within  30  years,  and 
parks'  expenditure,  such  as  the  outfit  of  a  park  and 
fencing,  and  things  of  that  kind,  are  all  spread  over 
a  short  period,  and  all  paid  ofi*  within  the  short  period. 
I  think  the  more  you  inquire  into  the  principle  on 
which  the  finances  are  controlled  and  regulated,  I 
think,  the  more  satisfactory  they  will  be  found.  I 
have  never  heard  yet  of  a  financial  authority,  not  at 
all  using  that  expression  invidiously,  who  has 
questioned  the  issue  of  stock.  When  you  see  how 
it  has  led  to  the  issue  of  stocks  of  various  corporations, 
and  that  those  corporations  have  been  able  to  get 
their  gas  and  their  water  and  rajse  the  stock  them- 
selves (and  it  has  facilitated  that  very  much) ;  and  of 
late  you  have  seen  that  the  Government  has  passed  the 
Local  Loan  Act,  which  is  for  the  purpose  of  assisting 
smaller  bodies  throughout  the  country,  I  think  it 
shows  that  the  history  of  the  past  20  years  has  been 
rather  on  the  side  of  the  finances  of  the  Metropolitan 
Board  than  not. 

13,626.  I  think  I  gave  his  Lordship  the  reference 
to  the  Act  under  which  all  this  was  done,  and  there  is 
no  specific  time  mentioned  in  the  Act,  but  it  says  in 
section  4 : — "  The  Board  for  the  purpose  of  raising 
"  such  portion  of  the  loans  authorised  by  the  Acts 
*<  mentioned  in  the  first  schedule  to  this  Act  for  the 
"  purposes  of  those  Acts  as  the  Treasury  may  from 
**  time  to  time  sanction,  m^  create  capital  stock,  to 
<<  be  called  the  Metropolitan  Consolidated  Stock,  in  this 
'<  Act  referred  to  as  consolidated  stock,  and  to  be  issued 
'<  in  such  amounts  and  manner,  at  such  price  and  times. 
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^  on  such  terms,  subject  to  such  conditions,  with  such  Twen^-fourth 
"  dividends,  and  redeemable  (at  the  option  of  the  '^ 

**  Board)  at  par,  at  such  times  and  on  such  conditions 

"  as  the  Treasury,  before  the  creation  thereof,  may  

"  from  time  to  time  approve."     On  this  question  of   Mr^A^Guntu 

finance,  is  there  anything  more  you  want  to  bring 

before  the  Commission  ?  —  Not  on  this  question 
generally.  I  should  like  the  Commission  to  be 
satisfied  that  the  mode  of  presenting  to  the  public 
our  accounts  is  good.  I  do  not  know  that  I  can  add 
more  under  that  head,  but  it  would  be,  I  think,  im- 
possible to  print  the  returns  of  the  Metropolitan 
Board  in  the  same  manner  as  the  provincial  corpora- 
tions do. 

13.626.  How  many  volumes  of  accounts  per  annum 
have  you  ? — I  could  not  really  say,  but  they  would  l)e 
interminable. 

13.627.  It  would  be  impossible  to  print  the  whole 
of  them  ;  to  print  every  volume  ? — I  should  think 
practical  men  would  see  that  when  a  government 
auditor  goes  through  every  amount  and  item  of  expen- 
diture, and  a  public  audit  is  held  by  advertisement, 
and  the  public,  being  freely  admitted,  and  he  asking 
the  question  whether  any  of  the  public  are  present 
before  he  goes  into  the  declaration  of  the  audit,  that 
that  must  be  suflicient  protection  to  the  public.  He 
goes  into  the  smallest  item,  the  figures  of  every  weekly 
wage.     I  think  there  is  not  an  item  escapes  him. 

13.628.  {Chairman.)  Do  any  of  the  public  ever 
attend  ? — Yes ;  we  have  had  a  great  many  of  the 
public  on  certain  occasions.  On  the  question  of  the 
Water  Bill  they  attended,  and  I  recollect  a  memorable 
occasion  in  connexion  with  the  seats  in  Hyde  Park, 
when  the  public  attended ;  but  there  is  not  a  large 
number  usually. 

13.629.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  At  any  rate,  you 
could  without  difiibulty,  and  at  a  moment's  notice, 
trace  any  item,  however  minute,  into  the  proper  place 
in  the  books,  and  if  the  sum  were  too  much  lumped, 
in  the  opinion  of  any  ratepayer,  in  the  accounts,  you 
could  analyse  that  sum  ? — Yes. 

13.630.  Now  take  one  or  two  matters  in  your  office. 
You  have  told  us  that  the  greater  part  of  your  duties 
already  as  to  this  matter  of  finance ;  but  I  think  the 
first  item  of  duty  you  have  is  the  receipt  of  money. 
That  is  all  under  your  control  ? — Yes.  I  think  the 
regulations  are  perfect.  All  officers  who  receive 
moneys  have  to  pay  them  over  to  one  cashier.  There 
are  several  clerks  and  several  receivers,  but  they  all 
go  to  the  cashier,  who  can  issue  no  receipt  unless  it 
is  countersigned  on  my  behalf  by  someone  sitting 
in  the  room  representing  me.  The  Treasurer  of 
the  Board  receives  the  precepts  direct.  The  receipts 
by  the  cashier  are  about  900,000/.  a  year,  and  the 
total  receipts  of  the  Board  are  from  three  to  five 
millions  a  year ;  that  is  the  total  receipt  of  capital  and 
revenue. 

13.631.  I  think  the  receipts  by  the  cashier,  that  is, 
excluding  the  sums  received  by  the  bank  on  precepts, 
are  about  900,000/.  per  annum  ? — ^Yes. 

13.632.  I  believe  every  one  who  actually  receives 
money  has  to  give  security  ? — Yes. 

13.633.  Then  I  think  the  next  item  is  examining 
the  accounts  and  claims  against  the  Board.  That 
also  is  in  your  department  ? — ^That  is  in  my  depart- 
ment. The  accounts  connected  with  the  current 
expenditure  of  the  Board,  such,  for  instance,  as 
parks,  main  drainage,  dangerous  structures,  and 
those  various  heads,  and  also  the  heavy  contracts,  are 
examined  by  my  department ;  but  what  I  think  will 
be  particularly  right  for  me  to  speak  of  will  be  the 
claims  for  compensation  for  trade  disturbances.  They 
are  all  done  in  my  department,  and  they  constitute  a 
very  important  branch  of  the  work.  Those  claims 
are  made  by  persons  removed. 

13.634.  I  will  take  it  in  order,  and  I  think  I  may 
ask  you  whether  this  is  not  accurate,  that  for  works 
and  current  purposes  paid  out  of  rates,  such  as  main- 
tenance of  bridges,  the  main  sewerage  system,  the 
Thames  Embankment,  and  so  on ;  open  spaces,  parks, 
fire  brigade,  and   the  various   payments  relating   to 

3P  2 


Digitized  by 


Google 


484 


METROPOLITAN    BOARD    OF    WORKS    INQUIRY    COMMISSION 


Twenty-fourth 
Day. 

14  Aug.  1888. 

Mr.  A  Guttn. 


duugorous  structures  and  contagio'is  diseases  (animals, 
Ac),  those  accounts,  I  think,  number  3,800  a  year? — 
Yes. 

13.635.  Exchisivo  of  weekly  vouchers  under 
contracts,  which  number  about  1,900? — I  think  that 

i«30. 

13.636.  Then  with  regard  to  the  heavy  contracts 
paid  for  out  of  loans  ? — Those  heavy  contracts  are 
sucli  as  the  main  drainage  works  and  street 
impi-ovements. 

13.637.  Now  we  come  to  comiKinsation  for  damage 
lo  trmle  and  business  ? — Yes. 

13.638.  I  think  the  examination  of  those  claims  is 
a  separate  branch  of  the  accountant's  department  ? — 
It  is  so. 

13.639.  And  is  usually  done  on  the  premises  of 
the  tradesman  or  manufacturer  disturbed  ? — That 
s  so. 

13.640.  I  believe  from  1878  to  1884  there  were 
about  900  ? — I  have  altered  those  figures  since  I 
prepared  the  proof.  I  should  like  to  say  first,  that 
when  an  improvement  is  to  be  carried  out  uud 
houses  removed,  the  tradesman  or  manufacturer 
makes  a  claim  in  respect  of  his  business,  and  sends 
a  claim  in.  The  first  step  is  to  see  the  claimant,  with 
his  adviser,  such  as  his  surveyor  or  his  solicitor.  That 
is  an  interview  which  I  conduct  myself  personally,  as 
a  rule,  and  I  have  always  made  it  a  rule,  and  the  same 
with  all  the  clerks  or  assistants  who  investigate  these 
trade  claims,  that  I  never  go  singly  to  keep  any  one 
of  there  appointments.  The  assistant  who  investigates 
the  case  is  always  accompanied  himself  by  a  clerk, 
and  then  the  officers  under  me  who  examine  the 
claims  actually  sit  in  the  warehous?  or  place  of 
business  and  examine  the  books.  Sometimes  they 
may  be  away  for  a  fortnight,  or  a  week,  or  a  few 
hours;  but  in  all  cases  we  consider  this  most  con- 
fidential work,  and  the  officers  who  have  been  employed 
in  it  by  the  Board  are  all  men  of  reputation,  and  they 
have  proved  their  reputation  as  far  as  my  knowledge 
goes.  After  the  investigation  has  taken  place  at 
the  premiues  the  officer  sees  me,  and  we  judge 
whether  it  is  necessary  to  get  an  expert,  because,  of 
course,  simply  as  accountants  we  cannot  go  into  the 
intricacies  of  the  business.  I  have  always  got  such 
experts  as  appeared  to  me  to  be  thoroughly  reliable, 
and  1  have  found  it  wise  only  to  get  such  gentlemen 
as  1  might  haive  known,  or  who  have  been  introduced  lo 
me  by  personal  knowledge,  because  this  is  the  most 
delicate  part  of  the  Board's  transactions.  Then  the  ex- 
l)ert  having  given  in  his  views  relating  to  the  business, 
I  go  through  the  papers  again,  and  ^x  on  the  amount 
to  Ik'  recommended  to  the  Committee ;  but  before 
that  goes  to  the  Committee  the  papei-s  go  to  the 
solicitor,  and  he  considers  the  whole  from  a  legal 
point  of  view,  because  wo  have  to  consider  these 
trade  compensations  in  the  light  of  a  jury,  and  say 
wiiat  a  juiy  would  award,  and  the  two  reports  go  up 
simultaneously  to  the  Committee.  If  the  Committee 
approve  of  the  figures,  the  sums  are  offered  lo  the 
claimants ;  but  if  the  Committee  sec  there  is  more 
subject  for  inquiry  they  make  further  inquiries,  and 
the  case  may  be  adjourned.  If  it  goes  to  trial  the 
assistant — who  has  gone  right  through  the  books 
on  the  premises — goes  through  the  trial,  and  assists 
counsel.  In  10  years — I  have  the  figui-es  taken  out 
— ftom  1878  to  1887,  we  had  in  the  Accountant's 
Department  1,590  of  these  trade  claims;  in  523  of 
them  the  trade  compensation  was  merged  into  the 
general  settlement  and  cannot  be  traced ;  but  in  the 
remaining  1,067  the  amounts  claimed  for  trade  were 
1,243,000/.,  the  amount  which  was  awaixled  was 
555,000/.,  and  adding  250,000/.  for  those  which  I  have 
excluded,  because  they  were  merged  into  the  general 
settlement,  the  total  award  for  trade  within  these 
10  years  has  been  805,000/.  I  should  be  exceedingly 
sorry  to  hear  that  there  was  the  least  suspicion  ever 
cast  upon  the  settlement  of  these  tra<le  claims.  I 
have  not  heard  of  any  individual  coming  forward  and 
saying  that  there  has  been  the  least  bribery  or  attempt 
to  do   anything  of  the  kind   at  all.     Of  course  the 


amount  is  one  of  great  magnitude,  consisting  of  a 
very  large  number  of  details  and  claims.  These 
amounts  are  altogether  exclusive  of  the  bridge  com- 
pensations. The  toll  bridges  across  the  Thames  have 
been  acquired  during  those  10  years  by  the 
Metropolitan  Board. 

13.641.  That  is  freeing  the  bridges  from  toll? — 
Yes,  freeing  the  bridges  from  loll,  and  those  accounts 
were  also  investigated  by  my  department.  Of  course 
in  that  case  the  settlement  included  also  the  strwHure 
of  the  bridge  besides  the  good- will  of  the  businc^ss. 

13.642.  And  other  property  ? — Yes.  Those  amounts 
were  very  large,  something  over  1,000,000/.  The 
total  of  those  was  1,376,000/.  1  am  particuhirly 
anxious  to  draw  the  attention  of  the  Commission  to 
the  trade  compensation  branch  of  the  work,  because 
it  is  one  of  the  most  delicate  that  the  Board  has  to 
deal  with,  from  the  fact  that  the  assistants  have  to 
be  at  the  houses  nnd  places  of  business,  and  the 
claimants  would  gain  veiy  much  by  an  inflated  view 
being  taken  of  their  business;  but  I  have  heard 
nothing  affecting  the  reputation  of  anybody  connected 
with  it.  At  present  there  are  few  improvements  going 
on.  There  is  only  the  street  from  Gray's  Inn  Lene 
to  the  "Angel"  which  is  of  any  size.  While  the 
clearance  of  the  ground  was  going  on  for  Shaftesbury 
Avenue  and  Charing  Cross  Road  and,  at  the  same 
time,  for  various  artizans'  dwellings  I  sometimes  had 
four  or  five  assistants  at  this  work,  each  one  with 
his  duplicate  assistant,  going  through  the  accounts. 

13.643.  Passing  from  that  you  have  the  work  to 
do  in  respect  of  the  dividends  falling  due  on  the 
Metropolitan  Consolidated  Stock  ? — Yes,  the  total 
issue  of  the  dividends  is  940,000/.  a  year  at  the  Bank 
of  England. 

13.644.  Then  you  have,  I  believe,  to  examine  and 
report  on  all  applications  made  by  other  local  autlio- 
rities,  for  loans  under  the  Board's  Money  Acts,  which 
amount  to  about  70  in  the  year  ? — Yes,  and  the 
total   loans    advanced   to   March    of   this    year   was 

ia5oo,ooo/. 

13.645.  Then  you  also  have  the  drawing  of 
cheques  ?  —  Yes,  and  paying  wages.  There  are 
guaranteed  clerks  of  the  Board  who  do  this,  travelling 
weekly  throughout  the  whole  of  London,  and  the 
firemen's  wages  are  paid  by  guaranteed  men  on  the 
fire  brigade  staflT.  The  total  nnmber  of  employes 
paid  weekly  is  1,441,  and  the  total  number  of  officers 
in  the  Board  is  1,660. 

13.646.  Then  another  head  of  your  work  is  to 
apply  for  money  dne  to  the  Board  ? — ^We  have  a 
number  of  loan  accounts  open — 750  of  them,  and 
applications  for  interest  have,  as  a  rule,  to  go  out 
quarterly  for  those,  and  then  we  have  rent  to  collect. 
This  has  b^^come  a  large  part  of  the  Board's  business. 
There  are  620  ground-rents  now  in  existence,  and 
these  yield  93,780/.  a  year.  They  are  coUected 
quarterly  and  the  rents  of  premises  number  about 
200  exclusive  of  the  weekly  rents;  three  years 
ago  they  were  very  much  more  than  at  present.  The 
weekly  i*en ts  are  now  225 ;  a  few  years  ago  they  were 
double.  The  officers  in  this  case  are,  of  course, 
all  guaranteed  in  the  same  way. 

13.647.  Then  I  think  there  are  the  expenses  you 
have  to  pay,  incurred  on  dangerous  structures  ?— Yes, 
we  have  about  2,500  of  these  cases  a  year.  Then 
there  are  the  chinmey  fire  penalties,  which  ai*e  re- 
covered at  the  police  courts.  Then  we  have  also  the 
contributions  of  the  fire  insurance  offices  to  the  fire 
brigade,  and  also  by  Parliament,  and  a  branch  of  the 
work  is  i*ecording  all  the  financial  transactions, 
commonly  called  the  book-keeping.  The  Board  has 
also  to  make  out  the  annual  rateable  value  of  the 
Metropolis,  because  although  that  is  prepared  by  the 
Metropolitan  Asylums  Board,  there  is  a  good  deal  of 
revision  as  regards  some  of  the  older  parts  of  the 
Metroi)olis,  and  that  has  all  to  be  examined.  We 
also  have  to  examine  policies  of  fire  insurance  of 
premises  built  on  the  Board's  land;  575  of  these 
policies  are  in  foroe,  and  they  represent  property  of 
the  value  of  1,750,000/.     We  also  eflTeet  insurances 


Digitized  by 


Google 


MINUTES   OF    EVIDENCE. 


485 


on  the  Board's  own  property.  We  have  to  prepare  an 
estimate  which  I  lay  before  the  Committee  every  year 
of  the  expenditure  required  for  the  rate.  That  gives 
everything  in  detail,  and  the  eetimate  of  the  Con- 
solidlated  Loans  Fund,  which  goes  to  the  Treasury  for 
the  sanction  of  the  Treasury. 

13.648.  I  believe  there  is  the  apportionment  of  the 
total  rateable  value  of  the  Metropolis  in  every  vestry 
according  to  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  Metropolis 
Management  Act  ? — That  is  so,  and  then  when  a 
vestry  declines  to  pay  the  rate,  the  Board  has  to  levy 
a  rate  in  default.  That  very  rarely  occurs.  It  does 
collect  rates. 

13.649.  I  think  the  Temple  and  Lincoln's  Inn  are 
the  only  defaulting  bodies  you  have  to  compel  to  pay 
rates  ? — That  is  so. 

13.650.  You  have  to  prepare  the  periodical  state- 
ment of  money  required  for  capital  ? — When  capital 
money  is  required  it  is  raised  on  stock — 1  partly 
explained  the  process — by  sealed  tenders  at  the  Bank 
of  England,  and  the  issues  of  stock  have  been  16 
in  all.  The  last  was  made  in  November  last  year  for 
600,000/.,  and  the  Annual  Money  Bill  authorising  the 
borrowing  of  monfy  takes  much  time  and  attention. 
The  Boaixl  is  relieved  of  carrying  the  Bill  through 
Parliament,  because  it  is  a  Govemmeut  Bill.  Of 
course,  as  regai*ds  details,  there  is  a  great  deal  of 
anxiety  or  rather  care  connected  with  it. 

13.651.  I  believe  we  have  heard  that  a  Finance 
Committee  is  appointed  by  the  Board,  who  are 
engaged  chiefly  in  these  transactions  ? — Yes. 

13.652.  They  receive  reports  from  you  ? — They  do. 

13.653.  And  you  consult  with  them  upon  these 
matters? — Yes.  The  Finance  Committee  manages, 
under  the  Board,  the  finances  of  the  Board,  reporting 
to  the  Board.  Everything  goes  through  the  Finance 
Committee,  or  through  the  Works  and  General 
Purposes  Committee. 

13.654.  ( Chairman.)  You  do  not  mean  to  say  that 
Lincoln's  Inn  and  the  Temple  are  defaulting  bodies, 
but  that  you  have  to  collect  the  rate  direct  from  them 
and  do  not  get  it  collected  for  you  by  the  other  autho- 
rities?— The  phrase  used  in  the  Act  of  Parliament  is 
*<  default." 

13.655.  That  is  because  they  pay  you  direct  instead 
of  the  rate  being  collected  by  the  body  collecting 
the  poor  rate  of  the  parish? — We  actually  have  to 
collect  the  rate. 

(Chairfnan.)  It  is  an  extra  parochial  Ixxly  and 
that  is  the  reason  why  the  Metropolitan  Board  collect 
it  from  them. 

13.656.  {Mr.  Meadows  fVhite,)  They  would  require 
the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  to  do  it.  There  ii 
a  machinery  provided  by  the  Act  which  these  bodies 
may  choose  to  adopt  but  they  do  not  do  it? — The 
Middle  Temple  pays,  and  Gray's  Inn  pays,  but  the 
Inner  Temple  and  Lincoln's  Inn  have  not  yet  seen 
their  way. 

13.657.  {Mr,  fVinch.)  1  am  glad  to  s.iy  that  I  am 
a  member  of  the  Middle  Temple.  Your  statement 
has  been  as  far  as  we  arc  concerned  so  ample  and 
satisfactory,  that  I  do  not  propose  to  nsk  you  a 
question  on  the  financial  point.  The  only  question 
I  ask  you  is  this.  Do  you  see  any  objection,  when 
tlie  annual  report  is  published,  why  your  accounts 
should  not  be  published  with  it  as  an  appendix,  or  in 
some  form  or  other,  so  that  a  man  who  wanted  to  get 
one  part  could  get  them  both  at  the  same  time.  At 
the  present  time  you  have  to  go  to  the  Metropolitan 
Board  for  a  report,  and  have  to  go  to  the  Parlia- 
mentary Papers  ofeca  for  another  part  ?  —  The 
parliamentary  book  contains  both  the  report  and  the 
accounts. 

13.658.  {Chainnan,)  Your  report  is  out,  and  has 
been  available  for  some  time,  but  you  cannot  down 
to  the  present  day  purchase  the  parliamentary  paper  ? 
— ^The  report  is  presented  under  Act  of  Parliament 
to  the  Home  Secretary.  I  am  not  sure.  I  will  not 
express  an  opinion  one  way  or  the  other,  but  I  think 
so  long  as  it  is  presented  to  the  Home  Secretary,  and 
he  presents  it  to  Parliament,  it  should  come  out  as 


a  public  document.     The  fault  appears  to  be  in  the  Twenty-fourth 
slowness  of  the  printing.  Day- 

13.659.  {Mr,  Winch.)  Do  not  pray  let  me  suggest         . 

they  do  things  better  at  Birmingham  tlian  in  Tx)ndor?,         Aug.  1888 
but  in  one  respect,  without  getting  the  charwoman's    jjf,..  ^.  Gunn, 

name  in  and  that  sort  of  thing,  do  not  you  think  there       

are  some  things  as  to  which  it  would  be  as  well  to 

publish  the  names  of  the  persons  to   whom  moneys 
were  paid  ? — I  should  be  very  happy,  if  so  directed. 

13.660.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  do  not  think  there  is 
the  name  of  a  single  individual  from  beginning  to  end  ? 
— We  have  given  contractors. 

13.661.  That  is  a  small  part  ? — As  to  every  contract 
entered  into  by  the  Metropolitan  Board,  the  name  of 
the  contractor  is  given  and  the  amount  is  printed 
here  and  is  presented  to  Parliament. 

13.662.  I  have  got  one  for  1884,  and  I  see  this 
large  item :  **  Piccadilly  and  Oxford  Street,"  spent 
during  the  year  2,370,000/.  Unless  I  attended  at 
the  Board  of  Works,  and  told  you  I  wanted  the 
details  of  that  and  looked  at  the  books  I  could  not 
get  any  details  ? — It  states  the  heading  **  Piccadilly 
and  Oxford  Street  Improvement."  Then  you  get 
purchase  of  property  190,000/. 

13.663.  But  that  is  all  the  information  I  get. 
Why  cannoi  I  have  «  Paid  Jones,  3,000/.  "  ;  "  Paid 
Robinson,  7,000/.,"  and  somebody  else  10,000/.? — 
Of  course,  as  a  public  body,  what  we  wish  to  do  is  to 
avoid  repeating  unnecessary  infoimatiou.  The  name 
of  every  person  who  receives  compensation  is  printed 
in  the  Board  Minutes.  A  copy  of  the  Board 
Minutes  goes  into  every  parish  in  London,  and  is 
accessible  to  any  vestryman  in  London.  There  are 
120  vestrymen  in  the  parish,  so  that  nothing  is 
withheld. 

13.664.  Do  you  mean  at  the  vestries  I  can  go  and 
get  details  of  the  190,000/.  ?— It  is  all  there. 

13.665.  I  know  it  is  there  ;  hut  we  are  not  all  up 
to  the  mark  like  you.  If  I  had  got  that  Birmingham 
book,  taking  myself  as  a  man  of  moderate  intelligence, 
I  could  trace  every  shilling  of  it.  I  do  not  want  to  bo 
an  accountant  to  understand  that? — If  you  start 
giving  the  persons  names  under  one  head  of  expen- 
diture you  must  give  the  names  under  another  head. 

13.666.  Why  not?— It  seems  to  follow  almost. 

13.667.  So  as  to  satisfy  the  public,  that  that  is  how 
you  have  spent  your  money,  and  those  are  the  people 
who  have  had  it? — It  is  not  for  me  to  argue  a  point 
of  that  kind. 

13.668.  I  ask  you  for  your  opinion — what  do  you 
say  to  it  ? — That  information  having  been  given  from 
week  to  week  in  the  Board's  Minutes,  it  would  seem 
almost  to  be  a  waste  of  public  money  to  reprint  it 
a  year  pfter  in  the  annual  accounts. 

13.669.  Take  the  four  or  ^y^  millions  of  people  in 
the  Metropolitan  area,  how  many  of  those  can  get  at 
the  Board's  Minutes? — As  a  matter  of  private  opinion 
I  should  say  that  more  read  the  Board's  Minutes  than 
reml  the  annual  reports. 

13.670.  They  see  where  the  money  goes  in  the 
Minutes  ? — Certainly. 

13.671.  Is  it  not  convenient  at  the  end  of  the  year 
to  recall  it  to  their  minds  that  such  and  such  amounts 
have  been  spent  ? — I  do  not  know. 

13.672.  {Mr,  Meadows  White,)  There  is  only  one 
question  arising  out  of  this  cross-examination.  I 
believe  a  quarterly  return  of  all  the  compensations 
settled  whether  by  jury  or  arbitration,  or  private 
settlement,  is  reported  to  the  Board,  and  that  appears 
on  the  Board's  minutes  ? — Always ;  every  quarter. 

13.673.  There  is  a  summary  of  all  compensations, 
giving  every  name  and  every  amount  ? — The  name 
and  every  cheque  of  the  Board  to  every  individual 
for  compensation  of  this  kind  is  distinctly  set  out,  and 
the  purpose  it  was  paid  for  is  all  printed. 

13.674.  All  cheques  passed  by  the  Board  signed  by 
the  chairman,  and  they  appear,  however,  small  upon 
the  Board's  minutes  ? — Yes. 

13.675.  And  I  believe  the  editors  of  local  news- 
papers concern  themselves  with  these  matters,  and  the 
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Twen^-fourth    iQ^al  matters  are  extracted  from  the  minutes  ?— Very 
*^*  often  so. 

13.676.  (Mr.  Grenfell.)  I  presume  you  saw  the 
Question  No.   13,248  in  Mr.  Rider  Cook's  evidence 

Mr.  A.  Gunn,    upon  the  subject  of  the  interest  received  at  the  London 
and  Westminster  Bank  ? — Yes. 

13.677.  1  suppose  you  prepared  that  ? — Yes. 

13.678.  Lord  Magheramorne's  evidence  was  that 
the  averaeje  amount  of  interest  was  about  5,000/.  or 
6,000/.  a  year  that  you  received  from  the  London 
and  Westminster  Bank ;  but  your  account  makes  it 
198,380/.  15*.  6rf.,  which  for  22  years  would  be 
9,000/.  a  year.  Is  that  about  what  you  received  ? — 
The  amount  varies  a  good  de^L  The  actual  amount 
received  in  1886  was  5,290/. ;  the  amount  received  in 
1887,  5,395/.  This  year  we  have  estimated  a  very 
small  amount,  only  4,000/. 

13.679.  That  is  not  all  receipts.  Lord  Maghera- 
morne  seemed  to  take  it  as  if  it  was  net  profit ;  but  T 
presume  it  is  the  difference  between  the  rate  at  which 
you  borrow  money  and  the  rate  given  you  by  the 
London  and  Westminster  Bank  ? — But  there  is  a 
great  deal  more  in  the  balances  than  that.  Our 
precepts  are  all  put  in  the  balances.  The  amount 
raised  by  the  consolidated  rate  is  1,075,000/.  alone. 

13.680.  {Chairman,)  You  mean  a  portion  of  that 
would  be  for  some  time  receiving  interest  until  you 
had  used  it  ? — Yes.  We  receive  these  precepts  half- 
yearly.  Therefore  half-yearly,  say,  half-a-million  goes 
to  swell  the  balance. 

13.681.  {Mr.  Gi'cnfell.)  I  thmk  it  was  Mr.  Beal 
stated  that  you  had  at  times  made  loans  and  borrowed 
money  earlier  than  you  need  have  done,  and  kept  the 
money  at  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank  and 
received  interest  upon  it.  I  wish  to  point  out  that 
that  would  only  be  the  difference  -between  3i  per 
cent,  at  which  you  raised  the  money  and  the  rate  of 
interest  allowed  by  the  London  and  Westminster 
Bank.  That  was  stated  by  Mr.  Beal  in  his  evidence 
here,  and  what  I  want  to  ask  you  is  what  ha^  been 
the  average  rate  of  interest  ? — If  I  may  reply  to  the 
first  pait  of  the  question,  it  is  this :  The  Board  is 
always  advised  that  in  going  into  the  City  to  borrow, 
the  larger  the  amount— -of  course  within  bounds — 
the  better  the  produce  of  the  loan.  That  has  been 
the  uniform  advice  that  has  been  given  to  the 
Board,  and  therefore  the  Board  only  going  once  a 
year  or  once  in  18  months  into  the  market,  must  ask 
for  more  than  its  immediate  purposes  require,  so  that 
is  not  all  loss. 

13.682.  Taking  that  as  the  advice  you  receive,  you 
will  easily  observe  there  are  two  ways  of  dealing  with 
it ;  one  is  to  borrow  the  money  first  on  temporary 
loan  as  you  want  it,  and  then  when  your  wants  have 
reached  a  certain  pitch  to  borrow  a  large  sum  by 
issuing  permanent  stock  ;  and  the  other  is  to  borrow 
a  larger  sum  than  you  want  at  first,  and  keep  it 
at  interest  a  long  time.  Many  corporations  have 
borrowed  the  money  first  up  to  a  certain  sum  so 
as  to  make  it  profitable  to  make  the  loan ;  whereas 
it  has  been  suggested  in  the  case  of  the  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works  that  they  have  done  the  contrary 
and  borrowed  the  large  sum*  rather  sooner  than 
they  wanted  it,  and  kept  it  at  a  lower  rate  of 
interest  at  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank  ? — Of 
course  that  statement  being  on  the  notes  it  is  rather 
important  that  one  should,  if  possible,  try  to  go  into 
it.  The  bodies  in  the  country  which  have  to  borrow 
temporarily  the  moneys  they  require  possibly  do  not 
require  the  snnie  amount  as  the  Metropolitan  Board 
of  Works,  and  they  can  borrow  temporarily  a  few 
thousand  pounds,  and  then  go  for  the  accumulations 
of  their  few  thousand  pounds  all  at  once ;  whereas  if 
the  Metropolitan  Board  wete  to*  borrow,  say,  300,000/. 
this  quarter,  and  300,000/.  next  quarter  temporarily, 
it  might  be  in  a  vice  when  it  wanted  to  go  in  the 
market  with  stock.  The  same  question  arose  last 
year. 

13.683.  I  want  to  get  this  from  you,  because  it  is 
exactly  the  point  on  which  it  is  suggested  that  you 
would  have  no  difficulty  in  borrowing  these  sums  of 


300,000/.  if  necessary,  and  the  fact  is  that  yon  did  so 
for  a  long  time  from  the  Bank  of  England  ? — No. 

13.684.  We  have  it  here  that  there  were  various 
loans  for  main  drainage,  and  so  on  ? — They  were  not 
borrowed  temporarily  ;  those  loons  from  the  Bank  of 
England,  which  were  prior  to  the  issue  of  the  Metro- 
politan Consolidated  Stock,  were  specific  loans.  One 
of  the  loans  for  the  main  drainage  was  for  three 
millions  of  money,  and  the  next  was  for  over  one 
million.  The  loans  for  the  Thames  Embankment  from 
the  Bank  of  England  were  all  ordinary  loans.  The  last 
loan  from  the  Bank  of  England  was  1,850,000/.  That 
was  the  last  loan  the  Board  took  from  the  Bank  of 
England. 

13.685.  It  was  to  be  procured  very  much  more 
easily,  no  doubt  ? — The  point  is  this  :  whether  the 
Board  should  borrow  temporarily  first,  and  then  for 
those  temporary  sums  to  be  raised  as  stock. 

13.686.  Yes ;  the  accumulation  of  them  to  be  raised 
as  stock.  That  is  what  other  corporations  have  done  ? 
— I  understand  you  to  say  that  the  Board  has  done 
so  from  the  Bank  of  England.  The  Board  has  never 
borrowed  temporarily  from  the  Bank  of  England — I 
speak  under  correction.  The  last  loan  was  1,850,000/. 
for  the  Thames  Embankment,  and  that  became  a  per- 
manent loan  of  1,250,000/.,  600,000/.  of  it  having 
been  foregone  by  the  Bank  when  the  Board  raised  the 
stock. 

18.687.  That  seems  to  me  to  be  exactly  what  I 
say ;  that  you  borrowed  certain  sums  from  the  Bank 
of  England  for  a  certain  time,  and  that  some  of  that 
has  gone  into  your  stock  ? — I  am  very  glad  of  this 
opportunity  of  explaining  it. 

13.688.  {Chairman.)  I  understand  when  you  bor- 
rowed 3,000,000/  from  the  Bank  of  England  you 
only  borrowed  in  the  same  way  as  you  borrowed 
3,000,000/.  of  stock?— Yes  ;  not  temporarily,  but  for 
a  period  ;  but  it  is  very  curious  when  the  Board  began 
its  first  issue  of  stock  it  made  overtures  to  its  other 
creditors,  to  the  insurance  offices,  to  the  Government, 
the  National  Debt  Commissioners,  and  also  to  the 
Bank  of  England ;  the  National  Debt  Commissioners 
accepted  repayment  of  a  loan  out  of  stock.  One  of 
the  insurance  offices  did  the  same  thing,  but  the  Bank 
of  England  declined  to  do  so,  and  we  have  never  paid 
any  of  the  loans  of  the  Bank  of  England  off  out  of 
stock.     The  Board  has  paid  them  as  they  became  due. 

13.689.  {Mr.  Grenfell.)  I  come  back  to  where  we 
started  from.  1  want  to  know  as  to  these  sums  you 
received  from  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank, 
say,  8,000/.  or  9,000/.  a  year  for  interest,  if  you  bor- 
rowed these  large  sums  before  they  were  wanted, 
paying  3^  per  cent,  interest  for  them,  whether  there 
must  not  be  a  great  deal  of  money  for  which  you  are 
only  getting  from  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank 
2  per  cent.  That  is  the  substance  of  Mr.  Beal's 
suggestion  ? — It  only  wants  explaining  from  the 
Board's  side.  They  get  a  better  price  for  this  stock 
by  issuing  it  in  a  tolerably  large  amount.  Then 
admitting  that  they  are  not  paid  3^  per  cent,  or  3  per 
cent,  on  the  Bank  balaiice,  yet  if  they  have  made  a 
better  price  than  they  otherwise  would,  they  get  some 
of  it  back  in  that  way. 

13.690.  They  might  have  equally  made  a  better 
price  if  they  had  postponed  the  time  by  taking  ad- 
vances previous  to  the  time  tliey  wanted  them? — 
Then  I  say  we  should  be  fastened  in  a  vice,  because 
at  the  time  the  Board  wanted  to  issue  the  stock  it 
might  be  an  inconvenient  time  with  the  market  going 
up.  The  same  thing  has  occurred  with  regard  to  the 
metropolitan  bills.  Last  year  the  Board  made  great 
inquiries  about  those.  It  has  had  for  several  years 
in  its  Money  Bills  authority  to  raise  money  on 
metropolitan  bills,  and  the  Board  has  never  yet  issued 
those  bills.  It  may  seem  somewhat  remarkable  because 
bill  interest  is  often  less  than  stock  interest,  but  the 
Money  Act  is  so  worded  that  any  money  raised  on 
bills,  when  the  time  comes  to  repay  it,  must  be  met 
by  money  raised  on  stock.  The  Board  has  no  power 
of  renewing  these  bills,  and,  therefore,  when  they 
became  renewable  the  money  market   might   be  in 
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such  a  condition  as  that  the  Board  would  be  forced  to 
raifie  money  at  a  less  profitable  price  than  otherwise. 
The  Metropolitan  Board  tried  to  get  this  clause 
altered  bj  the  Government,  but  the  reply  was 
that  they  would  rather  not.  The  Chancellor  of  the 
Exchequer  thought  it  was  better  to  leave  it  as  it  is. 
The  Board  has  all  the  power  that  the  honourable 
CommisHiouer  alludes  to,  the  power  of  issuing 
bills  to-day  for  either  three  or  six  months, 
and  very  careful  and  deliberate  attention  was  given 
to  it  nine  months  ago  before  the  issue  of  the  last  loan 
as  to  whether  we  should  not  issue  bills.  Some  of  the 
members  of  the  Finance  Committee  thought  that  bills 
should  be  issued,  but  the  majority  saw  that  it  is 
simply  thrusting  yourself  on  to  a  time  of  year  perhaps 
when  it  would  be  difficult  to  raise  the  stock. 

13.691.  Otherwise  there  is  nothing  in  your  Act 
of  Parliament  to  prevent  your  taking  advances  froiji 
a  bank  ? — From  our  own  bank  ;  no. 

13.692.  There  would  be  no  objection  to  your  taking 
loans  from  your  bankers  with  a  view  of  waiting  nine 
or  10  months  hence  till  the  time  came  for  issuing  a 
new  loan  ? — No ;  the  limit  is  six  months*     We  cannot 


borrow  for  longer  than  six  months,  and  that  is  under  Twenty-lourtb 
Treasury   control.     I   think  it   would   be  a  difficult          I>»y. 
plan  to  carry  out  the  suggestion,  

13.693.  That  is  what  is  done  by  almost  every  other    ^^  ^"^-  ^^^• 
body?— But  the  largeness  of  the  amounts  required    j^r  A  Gunn 

and  the  floating  contracts  out  for  the  Metropolitan         '     " 

Board  are  so  much   lai^r  than  the  contracts  with 

regard  to  local  bodies. 

13.694.  I  want  to  ask  you  one  fqrther  question 
about  your  powers.  I  asked  you  whethef-  you  could 
borrow  money  under  certain  terms,  and  now  I  wish 
to  ask  you  whether  there  is  anything  in  your  powers 
to  prevent  you  lending  money  if  necessary  to  do  bo 
in  case  your  balances  are  too  large  or  anything  of  that 
sort,  whether  you  are  able  to  lend  money  on  Treasury 
bills,  or  anything  of  that  sort  ? — The  Board  does  now 
lend  money  on  Treasury  bills,  and  in  the  last  tinancial 
year,  at  the  beginning  of  the  year  it  had  in  Treasury 
bills,  446,900/.  It  invested  during  the  year,  tem- 
porarily, 696,800/.,  and  it  sold  out  during  the  year 
the  whole  of  this  amount,  1,143,000/.,  so  that  the 
principle  was  kept  in  view  in  making  use  of  the 
money. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  William  Robins  Selway  recalled  and  further  examined. 


13,605-  (Mr.  Freeman.)  In  looking  through  your 
evidence  I  see  that  what  you  have  to  say  as  regards 
most  of  the  theatres  has  been  already  dealt  with,  and 
therefore  I  would  only  ask  you  with  re^rd  to  St.  James' 
Hall.  That  was  first  relerred  to  at  Question  4727  by 
Mr.  Eraden,  who  stated  that  they  had  experienced 
great  difficulties  with  your  Board  with  regard  to 
that — that  you  originally  required  20,000/.  to  be  spent, 
and  they  finally  finished  by  spending  only  4,000/.  In 
the  first  place,  was  any  unnecessary  delay  put  upon 
them  by  your  Board  ? — On  the  contrary.  I  think  the 
delay — ^whatever  delay  there  vas — was  from  their 
side.  I  might  mention  that  St.  James'  Hall,  as  the 
Commissionei-8  will  be  aware,  is  a  very  large  building. 
It  comprises,  in  addition  to  the  large  hall,  four  smaller 
halls,  a  restaurant,  a  buffet,  and  a  grill  room.  The 
architect  of  the  Board  had  plans  made  of  the  whole 
building,  and  he  suggested  numerous  points  for  the 
Committee's  consideration  The  Committee  viewed 
in  November  1884,  and  met  two  gentlemen  counected 
with  the  hall.  We  spent,  I  might  almost  mx,  the 
whole  day  at  the  hall,  but  nearly  so.  I  think  we  got 
there  at  midday,  and  remained  till  dark.  We  then 
considered  it  in  committee,  and  to  be  very  brief,  we 
sent  in  30  requisitions,  and  on  the  7th  of  February, 
we  served  a  draft  notice.  On  the  23rd  of  that  month 
Mr.  Emden  first  appeared  in  connexion  witli  this  hall, 
and  asked  us  for  a  month  to  consider  our  requisitions. 
This  we  at  once  agreed  to.  A  very  few  days  after- 
wards he  wrote  again,  and  asked  that  the  months 
might  date  from  1st  March.  He  was  then  told  that 
if  he  contemplated  further  improvements  to  the  hall 
beyond  what  we  had  asked,  and  wanted  to  make  plans, 
we  would  extend  it  still  longer,  and  gave  him  to 
14th  April,  but  if  it  was  for  merely  considering  what 
we  had  asked  then,  we  thought  the  month  should  be 
adhered  to.  The  conference  took  place  at  the  end  of 
the  month.  Several  points  were  agreed  upon  at  the 
conference,  and  six  of  Mr.  Emden's  suggested 
modifications  were  accepted  by  the  Committee,  and 
one  of  them  we  had  asked  for  was,  at  his  request, 
waived.  He  then  again  asked  for  time,  which  was 
agreed  to,  to  enable  him  to  send  in  his  plans.  On  the 
12th  May  he  attended  with  some  drawings,  and  the 
chairman  told  him  he  must  furnish  full  plans.  On 
the  19th  of  May  he  sent  us  a  sample  of  some 
wire- work  he  proposed  to  substitute  for  some  walls 
we  had  asked  for  to  enclose  staircases.  The  Com- 
mittee said  they  would  approve  of  that  kind  of 
division,  but  he  must  furnish  drawings  showing 
how  it  w&s  to  be  carried  out.  He  sent  some 
drawings,  and  asked  still  for  further  time.  On  the 
24th  of  July  the  Committee  recommended  the  sealed 


notice  to  be  approved,  and  the  Home  Secretary's 
consent  was  obtained,  and  it  was  served  on  the 
owner  on  the  21st  August  1885.  In  the  following 
April  1886  we  viewed  and  found  that  the  plans  had 
been  departed  from  in  several  instances.  Mr.  Emden 
was  then  written  to,  and  in  the  following  month  he 
attended  the  Committee,  and  still  late;-  on  at  the  end 
of  June  he  was  informed  that  unless  the  works 
were  immediately  completed  the  solicitor  would 
be  instructed  to  take  proceedings  under  the  Act. 
Then  on  July  27th  the  architect  was  obliged  to 
report  that  some  of  the  works  were  even  then  not 
begun,  and  it  was  not  until  October  29th  that  he  was 
able  to  report  that  the  works  were  completed.  Thus 
altogether  there  was  spent  on  this  place,  exclusive 
of  the  uecessaiy  time  for  making  the  surveys  and 
preparing  plans,  no  less  than  two  years  and  six 
months.  No  additional  land  or  property  was  required 
to  be  taken,  and  1  cannot  at  all  understand  the  state- 
ment that  we  asked  for  a  very  largo  sum  to  be 
expended,  and  that  we  accepted  a  very  much  smaller 
sum.  I  think  if  the  Commission — I  will  not  ask  them 
to  do  so,  but  still  if  they  could  compare  the  plans, 
they  would  see  there  was  no  very  great  difference. 
The  principal  difference  was  that  we  gave  way  upon 
making  the  enclosures  to  all  the  staircases  with  brick- 
work. That  would  have  necessitated  taking  down 
and  rebuilding  to  a  large  extent.  That  was  the 
biggest  item,  and  we  allowed  them  to  be  enclosed  with 
wire*  work. 

13.696.  Was  this  two  years  and  six  months  owing 
to  Mr.  Emden's  request  for  further  delay  ? — A  great 
deal  of  this  delay  was  caused  by  his  requiring  time, 
and  the  dilatory  manner  in  which  the  works  were 
carried  out. 

13.697.  We  have  heard  from  Mr.  Hebb  all  the 
dates  and  details  with  r^ard  to  the  Novelty.  Theatre. 
Do  you  agree  with  his  evidence  as  to  the  delay^there 
not  being  through  any  fault  of  the  Board,  but  to 
efforts  of  the  proprietor  to  reduce  their  demands  ? — 
Yes,  entirely.  That  was  due,  as  I  think,  to  the 
architect  in  the  first  instance  n^lecting  to  reply  to 
the  Board's  requisitions,  and  ultimately  sending  in 
fi'esh  plans,  and  they  were  approved  within  a  verv 
short  time.  He  sent  them  in  in  December,  and  they 
were  approved  in  January. 

13.698.  The  only  other  matter  I  want  to  ask  you 
upon  is  this  :  as  regards  the  position  of  Mr.  Saunders 
and  Mr.  Fowler.  Were  you  aware,  with  the  exception 
of  the  Pavilion,  Ihat  Mr.  Saunders  was  interested  in 
any  property  before  the  Board? — No.  I  think  I 
have  already  stated  that  before  the  Commission. 

3  P  4 
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13.699.  And  as  regards  Mr.  Fowler,  nothing 
except  the  Avenue  ? — Nothing  except  the  Avenue. 
I  think  I  might  explain  that  by  Baying  that 
Mr.  Saunders,  although  he  was  a  member  of  the 
sub-committee,  and  although  his  name  appears  on 
the  minutes  as  having  been  in  attendance,  yet  it  is 
only  fair  to  say  he  was  not  regular  in  his  attendance; 
nor  was  he  in  the  habit  of  staying  the  whole  time, 
sometimes  a  very  few  minutes,  sometimes  half  an 
hour  in  all ;  but  as  a  rule  attending,  I  should  ventui^ 
to  say,  badly  as  a  member  of  the  Committee  whose 
sittings  were  often  very  protracted.  On  the  other 
hand,  it  is  only  feir  to  Mr.  Fowler  to  »ay  that  he  did 
attend  the  Committee  with  tolerable  regularity,  and  I 
am  bound  to  say  I  have  often  thought  his  advice  was 
very  useful  to  the  Committee. 

13.700.  I  do  not  know  whether  you  actually  put  in 
what  you  referred  to,  namely,  the  report  of  Mr.  Lovejoy 
on  the  **  Yorkshire  Grey  " ;  if  not  1  should  like  it  to 
go  in  ? — That  is  going  back  to  another  s  ibject. 

13.701.  (Chairtnan.)  You  hardly  need  that  report. 
1  should  like  to  know  whether  this  is  the  kind  of 
agenda  paper  containing  a  reference  to  letters.  You 
said  that  the  letters  were  l«iid  before  the  Board  in  such 
a  manner  as  that  all  the  members  present  had  an 
opportunity  of  learning  their  full  contents.  1  find 
on  the  agenda  this  : — "  Letter  from  Mr.  Wollheim 
"  protesting  against  the  action  of  the  Board  with 
♦*  regard  to  the  various  communications  from  bira  on 


"  the  subject  of  the  Walter  process  for  the  treatment 
"  of  the  sewage  for  the  Metropolis,  and  again  asking 
'^  that  he  be  allowed  a  hearing  in  support  of  his 
"  scheme  '*  ? — I  do  not  know  to  what  date  your  Lord- 
ship is  referring,  but  that  is  the  mode  in  which  letters 
are  usually  set  out. 

13.702.  That  is  what  is  referred  to  when  it  is  said 
it  is  set  out  in  the  usual  mode  ? — I  presume  so. 

13.703.  It  is  an  abstract  of  the  letter? — An  abstract 
of  the  letter  is  generally  put  in.  Then  I  should  like 
to  say,  with  your  Lordship's  permission,  just  one  word 
before  I  leave  the  chair,  as  in  all  probability  this  is  the 
last  time  I  shall  have  the  honour  of  appearing,  and  it 
is  this  only,  that  when  I  assented  to  the  wish  of  my 
colleagues  that  I  would  represent  the  Board  before 
the  Commission  it  was  with  the  earnest  desire  that  by 
the  aid  of  the  solicitor  and  the  learned  counsel  every 
possible  information  at  the  disposal  of  the  Board  should 
be  laid  before  your  Lordship,  whether  by  minutes  or 
documents  or  by  oral  evidence.  I  hope  we  have  suc- 
ceeded in  doing  that,  as  it  has  been  our  fullest  desire 
to  do  everything  we  coultl  to  facilitate  your  Tx)rdship's 
inquiry.  If  there  has  been  any  laches  I  hopc^  your 
Ijordship  will  attribute  them  to  myself  and  the  .solicitor's 
department  rather  than  to  the  memlxMs  of  the  Board. 
Perliaps  I  may  further  say  that  I  personally  am 
indebted  to  you  for  the  patience  with  which  you  have 
heard  the  whole  of  the  evidence. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


{Mr.  Freeman,)  We  have  Mr.  Sexby,  the  manager 
of  the  Parks  and  Open  Spaces,  here  if  your  Lordship 
would  like  us  to  pall  him  ? 

(Chairman,)  I  think  it  is  hardly  necessary.  The 
Commission  had  received  suggestions  that  the  expen- 
diture upon  the  parks  had  very  largely  increased  since 
they  had  been  taken  over  by  the  Metropolitan  Board 
of  Works.  They  have  had  an  investigation  made  into 
the  matter,  and  they  are  satisfied  that  though  some 
of  the  items   have  increased  somewhat  others  have 


diminished  somewhat,  and  even  if,  upon  the  whole, 
the  expenditure  may  be  larger,  it  is  only  so  to  a 
triflins:  extent,  and  there  has  been  no  ground  ft>r 
supposing  that  there  is  either  any  dishonesty  or 
maladministration. 

(Mr,  Meadows  miite.)  I  propose  to  call  Mr.  Blashill. 
Mr.  Dibdeu  the  chemist  is  here.  Mr.  Blashill  is  simply 
called  to  give  further  statistics  of  the  work  in  bis 
department.     I  will  ngt  through  it  very  shortly. 


Mr.  Thomas  Blashill  recalled ;  further  examined. 


Mr, 
T,  Blashill. 


13,704.  (Mr.  Meadows  White.)  You  are,  as  we 
know,  the  superintending  architect  of  the  Board. 
I  wisli  you  to  give  roe  a  few  statistics  with  rcfijrence 
to  your  department.  I  believe  you  have  handed  in  a  list 
of  officers  ? — Yes,  I  have. 

J  3,705.  Have  you  a  table  which  you  have  prepared, 
giving  generally,  under  one  view,  the  work  in  your 
department  ? — I  have  separate  tables  in  each  branch, 
and  a  general  short  statement  which  gives  the  result 
of  each  table. 

13.706.  Will  you,  in  the  first  instance,  hand  m  that 
general  shoi  t  statement  ? — As  regards  the  dangerous 
structures,  that  is  a  very  important  branch.  The 
average  number  of  cases  dealt  with  during  the  last 
five  years  is  2,906  j>er  annum  and  the  woi'k  is  con- 
stantly increasing.  The  cases  in  1883  number  2,704, 
and  in  1887,  3,360,  in  the  year.  That,  of  course,  is 
an  increasing  number,  and  it  is  fairer  to  consider  the 
higher  number  than  to  take  the  average  in  that  case. 

13.707.  1  do  not  think  you  need  go  through  the 
matter  as  to  how  the  Dangerous  Structures  Act  has 
worke<l,  because  we  have  that  already.  There  is 
another  branch  of  the  duties  of  the  Metropolitan 
Board  which  I  do  not  think  has  been  before  the  Com- 
mission, and  that  is  the  street  nomenclature.  Under 
their  Act  of  Parliament  they  have  a  great  deal  to  do 
with  that,  liave  they  not  ? — Yes,  the  Board  gives 
authority  for  altering  and  fixing  the  names  and  the 
numbers  of  streets.  During  the  last  five  years  there 
have  been  an  average  of  120  streets  re-named  each 
year,  and  600  sub  and  other  names  have  been  abolished 
— that  is,  terraces  in  streets  and  roads.  1,000  cer- 
tificKtes  have  been  issued  each  year.  Persons  come 
to  ihe  Board  in  very  large  numbers  and  require  cer- 
tificates as  to  their  houses  or  as  to  their  property, 


what  it  was  before  ami  what  it  is  now,  and  the 
description  of  it  by  name  of  the  street  or  by  number 
of  the  house  has  been  changed. 

13.708.  A  register  is  kept  at  the  Board  (»f  the 
names  of  streets  in  the  Metropolis,  and,  in  issuing  the 
certificate  for  the  name  of  a  new  street,  that  register 
is  consulted,  and  an  applicant  is  not  allowed  to  use 
the  same  name  twice  over  ? — No  ;  for  many  purposes 
such  certificates  are  required. 

13.709.  And  also  there  has  been  a  re-naming  of 
streets  and  the  abolition  of  useless  names  ? — Yes. 

13.710.  I  think  you  have  had  the  building  of  the 
Fire  Brigade  stations  .'' — Yes.  The  expenditure  in 
the  last  seven  years,  in  building  only,  has  been 
121,078/.  That  is  in  addition  to  the  keeping  in 
repair  of  *58  stations. 

13.711.  The  management  of  the  Fire  Brigade  of 
course  is  not  in  your  department? — No,  only  that  of 
the  buildings. 

13.712.  The  parks  and  open  spaces  you  have  some- 
thing to  do  with  ? — Yes,  the  parks  and  open  spaces 
are  largely  under  myself.  As  regards  the  routine 
management  of  them,  they  are  under  the  clerk,  but 
all  the  works,  and  all  \\iQ  expenditure,  and  everything 
connected  with  the  works,  is  under  myself. 

13.713.  Clearing  out  the  lakes,  and  so  on  ? — Ye5. 

13.714.  That  would  be  under  you  ? — Everything 
connected  with  the  operations  upon  the  ground, 
fences,  roads,  drains,  and  everything. 

13.715.  I  only  use  it  as  an  illustration  ? — During 
the  years  1885-6-7  there  have  been,  on  the  average, 
of  references  from  the  Works  Committee  t^  my 
department  and  myselti  385  per  annum,  and  reports 
to  the  committee,  203.  The  orders  given  to  jobbing 
contractors,  tradesmen,  &c  are  545  per  annum,  and 
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of  special  contract^  tho  average  doidng  that  time  ha.^ 
been  10,518/.  per  annam. 

J  3,716.  That  was  inoluding  the  laying  out  of  new 
parks  ? — No,  those  are  very  mach  in  excess  of  that. 
It  would  not  include  that. 

13.717.  Have  you  also  the  control  and  the  laying 
out  of  new  parks  ? — Yes ;  for  instance,  Dulwich  Park 
at  present  is  being  laid  out.  The  formation  of  the 
lake  and  a  certain  portion  of  the  work,  though  very 
far  from  the  whole  of  it,  is  now  going  on  and 
approaching  completion,  under  a  contract  for  between 
16,000/.  and  17,000/. 

13.718.  I  think  you  have  prepared  a  table  of  the 
Building  Act,  &c.  cases  ? — Yes. 

13,719    Perhaps  you   will  hand  that  in  also? — I 
will  do  so.     In  six  years,  from  1882  to  1887  inclusive, 
then^  is  a  total  number  of  5,768  cases  dealt  with. 
.    13,720.  How  many  granted,  and  how  many  refused  ? 
— 3,566  have  been  granted,  and  2,202  reftised. 

13.721.  That  would  make  the  number  of  appli- 
cations dealt  with  now  961  in  the  year  ?— That  is  so. 
Very  nearly  three-fifths  have  been  granted.  {The 
various  tables  referred  to  were  handed  in  ;  vide 
Appendix.) 

13.722.  I  believe  the  Return  to  the  House  of 
Lords  of  the  theatres  and  music  halls  has  already 
been  put  in  ? — ^It  has. 

13.723.  The  number  of  theatres  dealt  with  is  38, 
of  music  halls,  105 ;  new  theatres  erected  13,  and 
new  music  halls,  42  ? — That  is  so. 

13.724.  lu  regard  to  the  compensation  branch 
(luring  your  period,  what  is  about  the  average  dealt 
with? — The  average  during  the  last  five  years  has 
been  300  per  annum. 

13,724a.  I  think  you  have  the  estates  under  your 
supervision  in  the  architect's  department  ? — Yes  ;  the 
estates  belonging  to  the  Board  for  the  time  being, 
during  ihe  last  ^yq  years — ^the  amount  of  ground 
rents  receivable  has  been  79,000/.  per  annum  ;  the 
rack  rents  receivable  11,000/.  per  annum ;  20  sales  of 
old  materials,  some  very  large  ;  500  houses  demolished, 
uud  75  building  plots  have  been  let  per  annum. 

13.725.  You  will  hand  in  statistical  tables  of  all 
these  matters? — Yes.  {Tue  same  were  handed  in: 
vide  Appendix,) 

13.726.  You  were  a  district  surveyor  before  you 
became  architect  to  the  Board  ? — Yes,  I  was  district 
surveyor  for  ten  years. 

13.727.  With  regard  to  the  matter  as  to  the  cubical 
contents  of  warehouses,  and  how  retail  shops  were 
treatt^d,  is  it  your  experience  that  that  was  the  general 
view  taken  by  district  surveyors  ? — lam  quite  satisfied 
that  the  general  view  of  district  surveyors  was  in 
accordance  with  that  which  has  been  mentioned  here, 
as  the  view  of  the  Board  upon  a  particular  occasion. 
I  heard  it  discussed  as  a  very  important  and  highly 
interesting  question,  and  although  some  of  the  district 
surveyors  thought  one  way  and  some  thought  another, 
the  general  idea  was  that  a  building  which  was  used 
as  a  retail  building,  although  its  size  might  be  in 
excess,  was  not  to  be  treated  as  a  warehouse  or  a 
manufactory. 


Day. 

14  Aug.  18S8. 

ItfK 
r.  BlashiU. 


13.728.  {Chairtnan.)  That  is  why  it  strikes  me  as  Twenty-fourth 
rather  a  pity  that  the  Metropolitan  Board,  instead  of  ^^ 
interfering  and  stopping  the  question  being  determined, 
did  not  let  it  go  before  a  tribunal  and  be  determined 
there  ? — 1  think  that  was  in  the  hands  of  each  individual 
district  surveyor.  I  am  speaking  now  of  what  I  heard 
discussed,  but  if  any  one  of  these  district  surveyors 
had  held  the  opinion  sufficiently  strongly,  it  was  in 
his  power  and  distinctly  his  duty  to  take  it  before  a 
magistrate. 

13.729.  That  would  be  really  to  defy  the  Board  ?— 
Oh  dear  no ! 

13.730.  lu  Whiteley's  case  the  Board  in  fact 
told  Mr.  Gundiy  not  to  prosecute  ? — If  that  had  been 
mentioned  to  a  district  surveyor,  I  have  no  doubt 
that  would  have  had  considerable  influence.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  I  do  not  remember  it  sufficiently 
clearly  to  say  that  it  was  so.  The  responsibility  is 
with  the  district  surveyor. 

13.731.  Supposing  it  should  be  thought  that  there 
ought  to  be  an  appeal  from  the  determination  of  the 
superiiitending  architect  upon  the  fixing  of  the  general 
line  of  building ;  have  you  any  suggestion  to  make 
which  would  assist  the  Commission  as  to  what  would 
be  the  best  tribunal  of  appeal  in  such  a  case  ? — I  have 
not.  It  majT  be  that  I  have  not  had  an  opportuni^ 
of  thinking  of  it,  because  the  only  alternative  that  has 
l)een  before  my  mind  has  been  the  alternative  of 
bringing  it  before  the  Appeal  Conmiittee  of  the  Board. 
I  have  thought  of  ii  generally,  but,  as  your  Lordship's 
question  invites  me  to  consider  whether  there  is  any 
other  authority,  if  ^our  Lordship  would  allow  me  to 
speak,  I  hope  impartially  and  independently,  although 
it  happens  that  I  am  superintending  architect  myself, 
I  can  conceive  no  better  person  to  whom  an  appeal 
might  be  taken  than  some  single  pei-son  or  some 
small  number  of  two  or  three  who  are  experienced  as 
architects,  and  who  will  take  the  trouble  to  acquire 
sufficient  knowledge  of  the  legal  decisions  to  enable 
them  to  give  a  decision. 

1 3.732.  Do  you  think  it  would  be  possible  to  have 
a  sort  of  appeal  tribunal,  consisting  of,  say,  two  or 
three  architects  nominated  from  time  to  time  by  the 
Institutes  of  British  Architects  ? — I  should  think  that 
would  be  a  perfectly  workable  scheme. 

( Mr,  Meadows  IVhUe.)  I  do  not  know  how  it  can 
be  dealt  with  ;  but  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works 
had  in  Parliament  a  Bill,  which  was  not  passed, 
which,  among  other  things,  dealt  with  that  question. 

13.733.  {Chairman,)  That  was  an  appeal  to  an 
appeal  committee.  I  certainly  have  paid  attention  to 
the  views  which  have  been  suggested  by  Mr.  Blashill, 
for  which  there  is  much  to  be  said  ;  it  is  a  question 
no  doubt  in  which  common  sense  and  judgment  come  in, 
but  they  come  in  better  if  combined  with  professional 
knowledge  and  skill  in  such  matters.  It  was  with  a 
view  to  that  that  I  put  the  question.  I  am  not  sure 
that  from  that  point  of  view  a  committee,  consisting 
exclusively  of  laymen  in  this  sense,  would  be  the  best 
tribunal  of  appeal  from  a  superintending  architect. 
{To  the  witness^)  If  any  idea  occurs  to  you  upon  that 
point  within  the  next  few  days,  perhaps  you  will  be 
good  enough  to  communicate  to  the  secretary  ? — ^Yes. 


The  witness  withdrew. 


{Mr.  Winch.)  Will  your  Lordship  permit  me  at  the 
close  to  address  to  your  Lordship,  very  shortly  indeed, 
the  very  few  observations  I  have  to  make?  The 
Commission  is  aware  that  my  learned  friends  and  I 
have  been  representing  the  Inquiry  Committee,  and 
what  we  do  hope  to  be  able  t'j  hear  from  the  Com- 
mission, at  some  time  or  other,  is  an  expression  of 
opinion  that  the  Inquiry  Committee  have  materially 
assisted  in  this  inquiry.  Certain  public  men  have 
expended  a  large  amount  of  time  and  money,  and  I  do 
not  think  I  am  wrong  in  particularly  mentioning  one 
who  certainly  has  expended  a  large  sum  of  money  and 
a  very  great  amount  of  time — I  mean  Mr.  Marks.  I 
do  think  I  may  fairly  say  this  of  Mr.  Marks :  that 
when  the  statement**  contained  in  this  little  book,  to 
i     54142. 


which  my  learned  friend  has  alluded  to-day,  is  read 
by  the  light  of  the  evidence  that  is  given  upon  this 
Commission,  there  will  be  found  to  be  very  few  of  the 
statements  made  in  that  book  which  have  not  been 
substantiated.  I  simply  desire  to  thank  the  Conunis- 
sion  for  the  consideration  which  they  have  shown  my 
learned  friends  and  myself,  and  I  hope  we  shall  always 
merit  that  consideration. 

{Mr.  Meadows  White.)  I  am  sure  I  quite  join  in 
that  last  observation  which  Mr.  Winch  has  made.  I 
do  not  propose  to  say  a  word  upon  the  course  which 
the  Commission  should  take.  I  only  desire,  on  the 
part  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  to  repeat 
what  Mr.  Selway  has  said,  namely,  that,  under  the 
instructions  of  the  Board  of  Works,  and  certainly  so 
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Twenty-fourth 
Day. 

14  Aug.  1888. 


far  as  our  own  inclinations  are  concerned,  wiiicli  have 
been  followed  out  to  the  letter,  the  counsel  and  the 
Board  have  endeavoured  to  do  their  best  in  bringing 
out  every  point  to  which  the  Commission  has  had 
their  attention  directed,  and  in  affording  to  the  Com-  * 
missiouers  every  information  that  the  books  of  the 
Board  and  the  recollection  of  any  member  of  the 
Board  furnished.  I  think  I  might  claim  for  the 
Board  thus  much,  that  their  papers  and  their  accounts 
have  been  kept  in  such  perfect  order  as  to  have 
materially  facilitated  the  inquiry  of  the  Commission. 
It  has  been  their  desire  to  keep  back  nothing ;  that 
the  Commisgion  should  thoroughly  investigate  all  that 
has  been  done ;  and,  as  I  said  before,  it  is  not  my 
intention,  and  I  do  not  think  it  would  be  discreet  or 
proper  that  I  should  in  any  way  say  a  word  upon 
what  tiie  evidence  has  fomished  forth  in  the  shape  of 
an  answer  to  the  inquiry  which   your  Commission 


have  had  to  undertake.  I  simply  content  myself  with 
saying  that,  as  far  as  the  Board  are  concerned,  their 
aim  has  been,  and  I  hope  they  have  been  successful, 
to  give  every  information. 

(Chairman,)  The  Commission,  having  taken  all 
the  evidence  which  appeared  to  them  material  which 
is  at  present  available,  propose  now  adjourning  sine 
die.  Before  adjourning,  the  Commission  desire  to 
thank  all  who  have  assisted  them  in  their  inquiry. 
They  would  especially  express  their  obligations  to  the 
solicitors  to  the  Inquiry  Committee  for  the  care  with 
which  they  have  investigated  some  of  the  many 
communications  which  the  Commissioners  have 
received.  They  desire  also  to  state  that  they  have 
received  from  the  Metropolitan  Board  all  the  informa- 
tion, documentary  and  otherwise,  which  they  have 
called  for,  and  that  this  information  has  been  readily 
supplied,  and  without  delay.  • 


Adjourned  sine  die. 
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Abbott,  John 


Abbl,  Pbofb. 
Adam,  Meaceb 

Adams 
Adams,  Edwd. 


Advektisbhemts     of 
thb  boabb. 


Albany  IIoad  Estate 
AND  Bush  Common. 


A. 

M,B*W.  since  1880.    His  evidence  -  .  .  .  - 

Chairman  of  Sanitary  Committee.     Lessee  of  property  at  Hackney  under 

the  Board  prior  to  becoming  a  member. 
Interested  in  property  nnder  which  the  Blackwall  Tunnel  is  proposed 

to  go. 
His  action  in  respect  of  ..---. 

One  of  the  four  eminent  chemists  to  whom  the  Board  referred  their 
sewage  scheme. 

Secretai'y  of  Lyric  Club.  His  evidence  as  to  its  acquisition,  and  as  to 
the  proposed  widening  of  Whitcombe  Street,  now  abandoned  by  the 
Board. 

Manager  of  old  Pavilion  for  LoibJ,  and  afterwards  for  Villiers.  Used  to 
pass  in  Robertson  free. . 

In  the  employ  of  Coombe  &  Co.  Cheque  of  20th  September  1886  for 
523L  68.  was  part  of  an  advance  of  6,0002.  by  Messrs.  Coombe  &  Co. 
to  Cox  &  Co.  on  security  of  "  Old  Swan  "  public-house,  for  the  pur- 
chase of  the  same  from  Gray,  Eobertson's  brother.  Supplied  urey 
with  beer. 

See  evidence  of  E.  Dresser  Rogers  -  -  -  -  . 

Williams  -  -  .  .  . 

Hill  -  -  ....  - 

Evidence  reliUing  to  by  Evans         .  -  -  -  - 

Snelling       ------ 

(corrected  by  Smallman)  -  -  - 

(contradicted  by  Fowler) 
(re-assei'ted  by  Snelling) 
Bird  ..... 

Hebb  -  -  -  -  -         /  - 

A  new  estate  laid  out  in  1882  at  Camberwell    by    Mr.    B.   Evans, 

surveyor,  &c.  for  Bird. 
Delay  in  jMussinff  the  plans  by  Board  .  -  .  - 

Reasons  or,  expmined  by  Hebb  .  -  -  .  - 

Saunders  and  Fowler  consulted  by  Bird.     The  plans  passed     - 
Evidence  of  Bird —         ------ 

Had  never  before  employed  Saunders;  Saunders  made  no  plan,  but 

made  some  alterations  in  them. 
He  offers  Fowler  and  Saunders  50L  each ;  Saunders  prefers  guineas 
Saw  no  impropriety  in  so  doing 

Action  of  Saunders  at  the  Board  -  -  .  - 

Saunders*  explanation  thereof 
Bird's  evidence  disputed  by  him  -  -  -  - 

Evidence  of  Fowler,    His  advice  .  -  - 

Minutes  relati/ng  to  the  case 

Ignorance  of  the  other  members  of  the  Buildings  Acts  Committee  that 
Saunders  and  Fowler  were  connected  with  the  case. 


Evidence  of  Mr.  B,  G,  Lake,  solicitor  for  the  adjoining  owner 

Letter  of  29th  September  1887  to  the  Board,  stating  their  objections  to 

the  plan. 
The  plans  rejected  hj  the  Board  -  -  -  - 

Subsequent  application,  of  which  no  notice  was  given,  allowed    - 
Evidence  of  Mr,  A.  Cheen,  the  architect       -  -  - 

of  Mr.  J.  W,  Hobbs,  the  builder  -  - 

„  of  Mr.  H.  G,  Wright,  solicitor  lor  the  promoters 

Stronff  language  alleged  to  have  been  used  by  Green 
Denied  by  nim  .----- 
Evidence  of  Mr,  BlashUl,  superintending  architect 


Building  Acts  Committee,  members  of,  who  ai)proved  the  plan 

Their  evidence, — ^Mr.  Meaden  .----- 

Mr.  A.  Ewin       -  -  -  -  - 

Mr.  J.  Runtz        ------ 

Mr.  Selway         -  .      - 

Minutes  relati7ig  to    - 

Abchek  and  Gkeen  -     Architects  for  **  Albert  Gate  Buildings."    (See  also  **  Green.") 

AsHTJBST,   MoBRis  &     Solicitors  for  Mortgage  Company,  which  took  plot  2  in  Northumberland 
Oo.  Avenue  from  the  Board,   and  assigned  it  to  the  Northumberland 

Avenue  Hotel  Co.,  and  re-entered  on  its  default.    Corresponded  with 
Robertson  as  to  plots  18,  19,  and  2. 
Twice  tendered  for  Avenue  Theatre  in  1876  .  -  - 


Albert  Gate  Build- 
ing. 


Austin 


-     Lessee  of  **  White  Horse,"  Whitcombe  St.,  before  its  sale  to  the  Boa^d 


12,698-12,718 
12,701 

12.705 

12,706 

13,071 

3,863  to  3,383 

927-31 
4,955  to  4,968 


3,679  et  seq. 

4,340  et  seq, 

12,013-35 

7566-7600 
7601-7618 

7714 

11,006-11,031 

11,090-92 

8888-8883 

8814-8837 

7566 

7570 
8822  et  seq, 

7570 

8838  et  seq, 

S8iS  and  8854 

8853 

11,654 

8859 

11,657 

11,646  et  seq. 

11,005 

8859  et  seq, 

12,473,  12,538, 

12,602,  12,630-5, 

12,671-2,  12,911, 

13,698 

436  to  497 
441 

442 
448  et  seq, 
605  to  705 
706  to  746 
747  to  782 
458-511  et  seq, 
631  et  seq, 
393  to  434, 
498  to  508. 
520  to  525 

509 

7B3etseq. 

791  et  seq, 

797  et  seq. 

526  to  552, 

825  to  905. 

393  to  420, 

429,775 

395 

1364-9 


54142. 


2367-9 

3435 
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Bailbt,  Abthub  John 
Bailet 

Bailey,  John  Trist. 


Bakeb,  G.  T. 

BAirKiHG  Account  (of 
the  Board). 


Ba&tlst 
Babhzs,  Db.    • 

BA8TABLE 

Bazalgbtte,  Edward 


Bazalqette,         Sir 
Joseph,  C.B. 


B. 

Board  official  who  makes  out  dangerous  struotures  accounts 

Son-in-law  of  Goddard ;  has  his  debentures  in  the  Pavilion  Company. 
Pronounced  by  Goddard  to  be  -such  a  *'  funky  fool "  that  he  cannot  be 
relied  upon. 

Owner    of  land   near    *' White   Lion,"    Putney.      In    January    1887 
sent  in  jointly  with  Silcock,  adjoining  owner,  plans  to   Board  for 
proposed  buildings,  employing  same  architect.  Watts.    These  plans 
were  passed.    Complains  that  after  he  had  made  advance  with  his 
building  Silcock  was  allowed  to  alter  his,  to  his  (Bailey's)  detriment, 
in  spite  of  protest. 
SilcocK's  evidence  as  to  this  ------ 

Blashill's  evidence  as  to  this  -.-.-* 

Jf.B.TT.  for  St.  Pancras  since  1885  .  -  -  . 

Evidence  generally  relating  to,  by — 

(1.)  I^rd  Magheramomo,  Cniairman  of  the  Board 

Alleged  transfer  of  account  ftom  Bank  of  England  to  London 
and  Westminster  Bank.  Account  given  to  London  and 
Westminster  Bank  in  1866  before  Lord  Magheramome  was 
member  of  the  Board ;  conditions  under  which  he  accepted 
directorship  in  1874.    Airangements  as  to  account 

Cross-examination  of  Lord  Magheramome  by  Mr.  Winch,  Q.C.  • 

No  alteration  in  account  since  nis  becoming  chairman 

Decrease  of  balance  kept  at  the  bank 
(2.)  Correction  bv  Mr.  Bider  Cook       -  -  .  -  - 

(3.)  Mr.  Qiinn,  chief  accountant  -  -  .  -  - 

Coal  merchant.     Lessee  under  Roberts  of  land  at  Hammersmith 
Employed  Millwood,  a  Board  official,  as  his  architect ;  applied  to  bring 
forward  buildings  in  the  Grove,  Hammersmith. 

Put  into  Yimeira  House,  Hammersmith  Boad,  after  Dr.  Watson  had 
been  moved  therefrom,  having  himself  been  moved  out  of  house  in 
same  road,  and  compensated  by  Board  for  supposed  loss  of  practice. 

(fifee  aZ»o  "  Watson.") 

A  district  clerk  of  works  in  Engineer's  Department 

Son  of  Sir  Joseph  Bazalgette.  Assistant  engineer  for  bridges  and 
crossings  over  and  under  the  Thames,  and  of  the  western  district  on 
the  north  side  and  a  part  of  the  south-western  district. 

Employed  on  Battersea  Bridge        .  -  -  -  - 

Chief  Engineer  of  the  Board  .--.-. 

HIS  GENERAL  EVIDENCE  as  to  work  of  his  department     - 

Improvements,  necessity  for  ;  how  brought  before  Board 

Preparation  of  Parliamentary  plans  and  book  of  reference 

Tenders ;  how  advertised  for  and  dealt  with  -  ,  -  . 

Contracts         -  - 

Contractors ;  how  paid  ------- 

Duties  of  assistant  engineers  ------ 

As  to  clerks  of  works     ------ 

Pbjncipax   engineering    works    and    improvements    which    have  been 
executed  by  the  Board. 
Tlie  Thames  Embankment  -  -  -  -  .         - 

The  northern  and  southern  outfall  sewers  and  other  large  contracts 

Northern  outfall  precipitation  works  - 

Street  improvements  and  their  cost  -  .  - 

LocaI  improvements  and  their  cost 

Prevention  of  floods,  difficulty  of  -  -  -  - 

Contiguous  Dwellings  Act,  carrying  out  of  -  -         - 

A8  TO  THAMES  EMBANKMENT. 

Granite  for  Embankment  did  not  come  from  quarries  belonging  to 
him,   or  any  member  of  his  family,  or  in   which  they  were 
interested. 
As  to  rumess*  contract  for,  25,000/.  higher  than  Eidley's  tender. 
Inquiries  and  report  as  to  Ridley. 
His  offer  to  deposit  20,0007.         -  - 

Offer  of  McCormick  to  be  associated  with  him       .  .  -  - 

Board's  reasons  for  not  accepting  the  tender         .  -  -  - 

Bazalgette's  reasons  for  adverse  report  -  -  .  - 

Baker^  tender,  withdrawal  of.    Ko  arbitration  clause  in  contract 
Evidence  as  to  effect  of  no  arbitration  clause  -  -         -  - 

Odessa  contract,  was  interested  in,  with  Fnrness  and  Sir  John  Rennie  - 

Inquiry  into  his  conduct  by  Committee  of  Board  - 

Allegation  that  Fumess  was  allowed  to  fill  in  with  rubbish  instead  of 

Thames  sand. 
Stipulation  with  Thames  conservators,  and  their  alleged  conaplaints  of 

Fumess.    Their  letter  to  Lord  Robert  Montague :  explanation  of 
Alleged  profit  by  Fumess  of  80,OOOZ.  from  use  of  rubbish 
(Bee  also  evidence  of  Beal,  11,325  ;  of  Fumess,  12,823,  12,880  ;  and  of 
J I  Roche,  13.347.) 


9729-50 
3915-8 


12,730-61 


12,762-93 
12,794-12,801 

11,791-5 


10,66a-76, 
10.710-14. 


10,663-9 

10,670  et  eeq. 

10.710-13 

10,714 

13,247^ 

13,676  et  seq. 

7868 
TS^etaeq. 


7634  et  eeq. 


25,9783 


10,946 

24 
9774-9826 

9778 

9793  et  eeq. 

9803  et  eeq. 

9812 

9824 

9817 

10,000-6 

9827-42, 

10,249-10,308. 


t  et  eeq. 

9838 

10,256-65 

10,266  et  eeq. 

10,289-96 

10,297 

10,043-6 


10,011  et  eeq. 

10,140 

10,144 
10,136  et  eeq. 

10,188 
10,017,  10,159-63 

10,163 
10,021,  10,148 

10,153 
10,175  et  eeq. 
10,794  et  eeq. 

10,181 
10,183 
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Bazalgbtts,         Sir 
J08IPH,  C.B.— <km^. 


Beal,  James    - 


Bkazlst,  M.    • 
Beck,  E. 

Bxbchsb 
Bell,  Gboboe 
Bevzlbt 
Bbnv 

BBinrsn 
Bbkvstt,  Habt 


Bnu),  E.  J. 
Bna>,  Bable    * 

Blasbill,  Thomas 


BOGOIS 
BOHM 


Recommendations  of  Boyal  Oommission  on  Sewage  And  the  Board's 

attempt  to  dispose  of  it. 
As  to  sewage  works        ------ 

As  to  Greenwich  and  Blackwall  subways.     {8ee  **  Subways.") 

As  to  bricks  used  by   Webster  in  southern  low-level  ^orks.      (See 

Bricks.) 
As  to  Nowell  and  Bobson's  contract  for  paving  Little  Coram  Street 
Has  control  over  the  placing  of  hydrants        -  - 

As  to  tenders  for  Chelsea  Embankment  let  to  Webster 

As  to  granite  used  on  the  Embankment  -  -  .  . 

His  evidence 

His  letter  to  the  newspapers         -  -  -  -  . 

As  to  Thames  Embankment        -  - 

Dissents  fVt)m  evidence  of  Sir  J.  Bazalgette  -  ,        - 

His  petition  to  the  House  of  Commons  charging  three  M.P.'s  with 
having  received  10,0002.  each  for  being  sureties  to   the  con- 
tractors. 
Contradicted  by  Mr.  Staniland  -  -  .  -  - 

His  allegations  against  the  finance  of  the  Board  -  -         - 

His  charges  against  the  Chairman  of  the  Board         -  •  - 

His  views  regarding  signature  of  cheques  -  ... 

Clerk  to  Bobertson  and  Putley.  His  evidence  as  to  Bobertson's  dis- 
appearance. 

Tenant  of  "Black  Horse,'*  Kentish  Town,  when  Board  took  it;  was 
turned  out,  and  received  1,7562.  compensation.  Weedon,  a  nominee  of 
Goddard,  put  in  possession. 

A  district  clerk  of  works  in  Engineer's  Department  .  .  - 

[Dead.]    Was  clerk  of  works  for  Northern  Embankment 

Surveyor  for  buildings  on  Brixton  Eise  -  .  . 

Retained  in  possession  of ''  Fox"  at  Islington ;  gave  Matthew  Goddard  1202 
Also  lent  him  102.,  not  yet  repaid  .  -  -  -  - 

Fixtures  of  "  Fox  "  not  valued  by  M.  Goddard        ...  - 

[Dead.]    Clerk  of  works  for  South  Embankment 

Son  of  last.    Connected  with  Engineer's  Department        -  .  - 

Appointed  to  take  charge  of  Grant's  district  on  his  death 

Engaged  on  Southern  Level  Sewer.    His  evidence  as  to  bricks  used 

therein. 
Has  never  received  payments  or  consideration  from  contractors 

Of  the  firm  of  Ind,  Coope,  and  Co.,  one  of  Villiers'  sureties         -  • 

gu.  same  as 
For  20  years  a  client  of  Fowler.    Employed  him  on  Peckham  improve- 
ments and   many  other  works.    (For  his  evidence,  see  Albany  Park 

Estate.) 

Superintending  architect  of  the  Board.    His  stafi" 

Succeeded  Mr.  Vulliamy,  28th  January-  1887 

Had  previously  been  district  surveyor  under  Building  Acts,  appointed 

by  Board. 
His  evidence  as  to  Albert  Ghtte  building  (see  Albert  Gate).     On  his 
appointment  as  superintending  architect,  examined  into  Pett's  work. 
His  description  of  it,  and  of  the  checking  of  Pett's  accounts  and 
prices.     (See  also  "  Pett.") 
Examined  into  Walker's  execution  of  his  duties,  and  advised  Board  to 

promote  him  to  position  of  permanent  ofiScial. 
Consulted  by  Bowyer  as  to   bringing  forward  buildings  in  Goldhawk 

j^oad.  Hammersmith.  ^ 

His  evidence  on  this  case  - 

As  to  Bailey's  complaint  of  the  passing  by  the  Board  of  Silcock*s 
amended  plans  at  Putney. 
General  evidence  as  to  the  work  of  his  department 
Puts  in  various  statistical  tables  relating  to — 

Dangerous  structures  ..-..- 

Street  nomenclature  ;  -    ,,      - 

Fire  Brigade  stations  -  -    '         - 

Parks  and  open  spaces  .  -  .  -  . 

Building  Act  cases        -.--.-- 
Theatres  and  music  halls'  .  .  .  .  - 

Compensation  cases        .-.---- 
As  to  Whiteley's  case,  and  question  of  what  constitutes  "a  ware- 
house, &c." 
As  to  the  advisableness  of  a  tribunal  of  appteal  from  decisions  of  the 
superintending  architect  in  the  fixing  of  building  lines. 

A  clerk  of  the  Board.  Beceived,  together  withHobson,  another  clerk, 
10  guineas  tram  Phipps  for  copies  of  survey  plans  of  G  obe  Theatre. 

Tenant  of  George  and  Dragon."    Board  minutes 


10,068-72, 
10,226-45. 
13,487-96 


10,200-22 
10,363-« 
10,777-9, 
10,888-97. 
13,48a-4 

11,322-11,411 

11,824 

11,825-6 

11,327 

11,^9  etseq. 


12,802  et  sea, 

11,867-79 
11,379  ei  aeq. 
11,387  et  eeq. 

2292-2863 


6371-81 


.10,002-3 

4909-14,4919 

6128-87 
6188-7 
6284-5 

10,004-5 

25 

9788 

10,917-44 

10,924 

696 

2467 


7-12 

2561 

26 

2562-2602 


2583-8 

7841-59 

8150-4204 
12,794-12,801 

13,704-33 

18,706 
18,706 
18,710 
18,712 
18,718 
18,722 
13,724 
13,727-80 

13,721-8 


7126-8 
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BoNVOB  and  Wright 
Boone 

BOUTCHER,  W. 


I 


BowYEB,  Charles     - 


Bradfield,  J.  E. 
Bradlt,  William 


Bbaye,  W. 

Brick,  Geo. 
Bridges 


Bridgwater 


Acted  for  tbe  parties  who  had  taken  over  the  Northumberland  Avenno 
Hotel  Company  in  liquidation.  Applied  to  Board,  and  goti  lease  for 
plots  4  and  5.  Purchase  of  ground  rents  completed  at  25  years* 
purchase. 

Builder,  client  of  Woodward,  over  whose  tender  for  site  at  Peokham 
Woodward  gave  Robertson  2bl. 

Lately  M.B.W.  Ma^  have  voted  in  favour  of  amended  application  as  to 
Albert  Gkkto  buildmg  be  referred  to  Committee. 

Has  recently  retired  ...--. 

Tendered  for  and  acquired  land  of  the  Board  in  Goulston  Street  for 
artisan's  dwellings ;  erected  shops  on  it.  I8ee  also  evidence  of  Jubal 
Webb,  6655-6.]  His  explanation  of  this ;  and  reason  for  not  sending  in 
his  tender  through  Bobertbon        -         •  -  -  - 

Voted  in  Robertson's  favour  on  the  Robertson  Inquiry 

Is  an  architect,  but  not  practising.  Since  member  of  the  Board  has 
made  plans  gratuitously  for  costermongers  in  Whitecross  Street. 

Proprietor  of  estate  in  Goldhawk  Road,  Hammersmith.  Applied  to 
Board  through  Schneider,  his  architect,  to  erect  one  story  buildings ; 
was  refused.  On  inquiring  reason  was  told,  **  We  answer  no  questions.*' 
Savr  Vulliamy,  and  was  ultimately  informed  that  the  Board  was  not  in 
a  position  to  give  the  information  asked  for,  but  were  prepareiJ  to 
receive  and  consider  any  amended  plan  that  might  be  submitted. 
Referred  by  Do  la  Hook  to  Blashill,  wno  might,  as  a  favour,  give  him 
a  hint  of  the  Board's  requirements,  to  which  he  had  no  right.  Com- 
plains that  buildings  of  a  similar  character  were  allowed  to  be  brought 
forward  in  a  case  in  which  Millwood  was  employed. 

\_8ee  also  evidence  of  Blashill  17841-57),  Schneider  (7862-80),  and 
Millwood  (7881-7966)]. 

M,B,  W,  for  Islington.  A  member  of  the  Park's  Committee  and  of  the 
sub-committee  on  artizan's  dwellings. 

Assistant  valuer  under  Goddard        -...-. 
In  the  Valuations  and  Compensation  Department  prepared  details  of 

valuations  for  Goddard. 
In  conjunction  with  Hards  purchased  property  1  to  6,  Little  Europa 

Place,    Battersea,  which    had   been    ofiered   to    the  Board.      This 

property  had  been  scheduled,  but  the  Act  of  Parliament  was  not 

yet  passed. 
Gave  between  4(X)/.  and  500Z.  for  it.    Sold  it  to  the  Board  in  the  name 

of  one  Thomson  for  700Z.,  according  to  Goddard's  valuation. 
(8ee  Thomson's  evidence,  9051-59). 
Hughes'  Fields  scheme,  Deptford.     Property  bought  in  same  manner  by 

Bradly  and  Hards  for  1,4002.  or  1,5007.  and  conveyed  to  one  Francis. 

Valued  it  for  the  Board  at  2,800/.    Board  gave  3,000Z.  on  Goddard's 

valuation, 

(See  Francis'  evidence,  9043-50.) 
Sent  in  claim  for  4,3002.  in  Francis'  name  ... 

Found  no  money,  but  supplied  Hards  with  information 
His  evidence  as  to  his  duties  ------ 

Minute  relating  to  these  cases  .  -  . 

(See  aUo  evidence  of  Hards,  8884^9042.) 

Member  of  the  Kensington  Vestry.  Makes  an  application  to  the 
Commission  relative  to  his  proposed  prosecution  of  Goddard  and 
Robertson. 

(See  **  Lisson  Street  Rookery.")    His  evidence        .  -  -  . 

BATTEBSEA,NEW.    Contract  for 

Alteration  in  the  plans  .  .  .  .  - 

Reasons  for  ---.---  . 

Ko  compensation  in  consequence  of  -  •  -  • 

Plans  explained  ...... 

Superiority  of  altered  line  ...... 

Bricks  used  for — their  quality  .  -  -  .  . 

Are  according  to  specification  •  -  -  - 

Viz.,  "picked  stocks"  .  .  .  .  - 

Terms  of  contract  for  .  -  .  - 

Have  been  strictly  enforced,  and  .  .  .  - 

Lf^ge  quantities  rejected  .... 

Cost  of  temporary  footbridge,  7,100Z.  .... 

Purchase  of  Mr.  Hazell's  property  .  .  .  - 

CHELSEA  1 

H:41fJ07£iSflfJT-ff  y  Reconstructed  and  altered 
LAMBETH  J 

PUTNEY.    Rebuilt  (10,286),  cost  of       -  -  -    .       - 

TOWEE         .-.-.-- 
VAVXHALL.    Will  probably  have  to  be  rebuilt 
WATERLOO,    Repairs  to  .  .  .  .  . 

Purchase  of  and  freeing  from  tolls  .... 

Cost  of  freeing  the  bridges,  1}  millions 
The  Bridges'  Committee  and  their  functions  ... 

Purchaser  from  Hobson  of  lot  14,  Clerkenwell  Road  for  2,050[.  on 
16th/ November  1883. 
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Brixton  Bi&e 


Brown,  Geo. 
Brown,  G.  J. 

Bruce,  Edgar 

Butler 
Bywater,  Arthur 


Campion,  G. 


Carte,  D'Oylt 


Carter,  Col. 
Carter  Bros. 

Catbs,  Arthur 


Chadwick 
Champnets     - 

Clarke,  Hskrt 


I  Case  of  the  definition  by  Mr.  Hebb  of  the  building  line  of  certain 

>      erections  at  the  corner  of  Trent  Boad  and  Brixton  Rise. 

I  See  the  Board  Minutes  of  the  evidence  of  Storr,  a  resident  in  the 

j      localitj. 
Hebb's  oyidence  on  the  case  -  -  -  .  -  - 

Fowler's  opinion  on  it  -  -  -  -  •  -  - 

M,B.W.    His  evidence        ..----- 
(See  **  Lisson  Street  Kookery.") 

Formerly  tenant  of  ''Beaufort  Arms,"  Chelsea:  turned  out  by  Board, 
and  received  5,000Z.  compensation.  Wished  to  remain  as  Board's 
tenant  at  41.  per  week ;  was  refused.  Gannaway  put  in  liis  place. 
Slee,  his  broker,  arranged  compensation  with  Board. 

Gave  M.  Goddard  lOZ.  re  **  Black  Boy,"  Hampstead 

Leasee  of  Prince  of  Wales*  Theatre,  site  of  which  had  been  let  by  Board 
to  Tod  Heatloy.  Stated  to  complain  of  the  Board's  action  in  Whit- 
combe  Street. 

Tendered  for  site  of  Hotel  Metropole  -  .  .  .  , 

Shipping  agent.  Had  business  transactions  with  Robertson  as  to  pur- 
chase of  goods.     Cashed  cheqoes  for  Robertson  and  Gray, 


c. 

Checked  prices  in  Mr.  Pett's  accounts        -  -  -  .  . 

Was  originally  in  Engineer's  Department  ... 

His  evidence.    Dealings  with  Pett  ..... 

Has  to  do  with  parks        ...... 

Of  the  Savoy  Theatre.    Wished  Villiers  to  meet  Pyke  in  reference  to 

Pavilion  site. 
His  interview  with  Villiers  on  this  subject     .... 
His  evidence,    (fifee  **  Theatres — Savoy  ")  -  -  - 

As  to  purchase  from  Board  of  site  of  Savoy  Hotel  in  June   1884. 

Robertson's  help  on  the  plans.     Gtkve  him  1002.   in  January  1886. 

Tender  for  site  by  Edwardii,  purchased  in  name  of  himself  and  Gunn  - 


Tendered  for  site  of  Hotel  Metropole 

Purchasers  from  Board  of  site  in  Shoreditch. 
for800Z. 


Transferred  to  Clarke 


Architect   to    '*  Woods   and   Forests.'*      Alleged    by    Green  to   have 

influence  with  Board. 
His  desire  to  give  evidence  iJiereon  ruled  unnecessary 
His  evidence  that  he  never  gave  an  opinion  as  to  the  value  of  the 

Pavilion  site. 

Advised  by  Saunders  in  1883  as  to  fire-proofing  over  stage  in  Adelphi 
Theatre,  and  in  1885  as  to  Humphrey's  Hall. 


Tenant  of  "  Marquis  of  Granby." 
And  lOl.  re  the  "  Herrford  City  " 
Minutes  as  to  his  tenancy 


Gave  M.  Goddard  Ibl  or  : 


Stimsou's  evidence  as  to  purchase  of  plot  in  Church  St.,  Camberwell, 
from  Board,  supposed  Robertson  had  half  profit  with  Clarke. 

His  evidence,  his  dealings  with  the  Board  as  to  site  in  Shoreditch,  pur- 
chased from  Carter  Bros. 

His  acquaintance  with  Robertson,  by  whose  advice  he  tenders  500Z.,  for 
a  site  in  Bedfordbury,  which  was  refused ;  tendered  again  by  Robert- 
son's advice  928Z.,  in  the  name  of  Farebrother,  which  was  accepted,  his 
payments  to  Robertson. 

Lent  Robertson  500/.,  repaid         .  .  ,  -  . 

Took  plots  of  the  Board  in  Bethnal  Green  Road.  Robertson  got  nothing 
on  this. 

Negotiations  with  Robertson  as  to  sites*  went  halves  with  him  in  sites 
in  Commercial  Road  and  Goulston  Street ;  gave  Robertson  cheque  for 
1,500^.,  and  afterwards  for  361/.  15*.  (t.e.,  320L  10*.  on  site  at  Camber- 
well  ti^en  through  Stimson,  and  41/.  5*.  balance  on  Goulston  Street 
site. 

Payment  by  Robertson  to  him  of  half  ground  rent  of  Commercial 
Street  site,  about  158/. 

Ezchanfl;ed  50/.  note  for  cheque  for  Robertson  at  Mdrgate 

Paid  Stimson  75/.  for  selling  Camberwell  site,  i.e.,  2}  per  cent,  on  3,000/. 
in  addition  to  160/.  paid  to  Stimson  by  Robertson  on  the  transaction. 

His  name  used  by  Robertson  in  purchase  of  site  in  Somerset  Street  from 
the  Board. 

Other  pecuniary  transactions  with  Robertson 

His  name  mentioned  at  Spring  Gardens  to  Eeevil  as  beix^  Interested  in 
sites  in  Shaftesbury  Avenue. 
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1864-75 


6270    I 

8287 
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oobblsdick 

Cook,  Edwaju)  Bideb 


Cook,  Joubph 
Coou 

GOOFER 
COUIAGE,  Mb88B8. 

Cox,  Geobgs 


coxheao,  f.  j. 

cutebion     • 
Gbow,  Johk    » 


CuNIiIFFE  &  D  AVBNFOBT 


Debemham,  Wm. 


Denman 
Dbmtoh,  Bailbt 
DiBDEtf,  Dr.    - 


Freeholder  of  Bethel  House  Estate,  Brixton  Bise  ... 

Jf.^.TT.,  Beputy-Ohaiiiiianof  theBoard.    His  evidence 

Special  Purposes  Committee        ..... 

Allegations  against  Board  of  failure  of  duty  in  respect  of  the  purification 

of  the  Thames. 
Careful  inquiry  by  Board.     Reference  to  four  chemists ;  their  report     - 
Alleged  withholding  of  this  report  from  the  ratepayers  explained 
Allegatiou  that  the  unfavourable  report  of  Sir  Hy.  Eoscoe  had  been 

withheld  explained. 
The  action  of  the  Board  in  conformity  with  recommendations  of  Lord 

Bramwell's  Commission. 
Complaint  of  Col.  Jones  and  Mr.  Bailey  Denton        ... 
Transport  of  sludge  from  the  outfalls  in  specially  instracted  vessels 
Mr.  WoUheim's  scheme  ftiUy  considered  by  Board,  evidently  inferior  to 

Boeurd's  scheme. 
Dr.  Bell's  report  upon  it      ------  - 

Mr.  Wollheim  favourably  treated  .... 

Cost  of  the  works  being  carried  out  by  the  Board  .  .  - 

Greneral  working  of  the  Board,  Agenda        .... 

Committees,  summary  of    - 

Arran^;ed  with  regard  to  membei's  with  special  qualifications  for  each 

particular  Committee. 
Mr.  Yulliamy,  his  opinion  regarding         .... 
His  evidence  regarding  the  letting  of  the  Pavilion     - 

,,  „  the  Criterion  Theatre        ... 

„  „  the  Blackwall  Tunnel 

„  „  the  banking  account  of  the  Board 

„  „  the  book-keeping  - 

Former  tenant  of  *'  Crystal  Palace,"  turned  out  by  Board  with  oompen« 
sation  in  1885. 

Official  of  Board,  has  charge  of  surveys  of  land     -  • 

Late  assistant  engineer  of  Board  .  .  -  .  • 

Mortgagees  of  **  Black  Horse,''  Kentish  Town,  from  Pile ;  instructed 
Fleuret  to  sell  it,  advanced  Moss  3,5002.  on  purchase. 

Purchaser    of   ''  Old    Swan/'    paid  1,5002.    to    Bobertson    through 
Tanqueray  &  Co. 

Also  528/.  6§„  through  Coombe  &  Co. 

Is  brother-in-law  of  Worley         .  .               .               .               - 

His  evidence           ...  ..... 

Builder,  who  saw  Thomas  at  Lisson  Street 

His  evidence,  conflicting  with  that  of  Thomas      .... 


See  Theatres. 

Indoor  manager  for  Webster,  the  contractor,  for  nearly  30  years.    His 

evidence. 
Pecuniary  transactions  between  Webster  and  members  of  the  Board, 

Fowler,  Doulton,  and  Newton. 
Not  aware  of  presents  of  plate  having  been  made      -  -  .- 

Nor  any  payments  to  any  inspector  of  the  Board  ... 

As  to  the  contract  for  Southern  Low  Level  Sewer     .  .  - 

As  to   the   burning  of  Webster's  books  on  the    dissolution   of  the 

partnership. 

Solicitors,  through  whom  Hobson  tendered  for  plots  4-9  in  Shaftesbury 
Avenue. 


D. 

M,B.W>  for  Marylebone*    One  of  the  Building  Acts  Committee 

Not  aware  that  Saunders  was  acting  professionally  in  works  coming 

before  the  committee,  except  in  the  Pavilion  case         .  -  . 

His  opinion  of  Yulliamy  .... 

Felt  no  distrust  in  his  subordinates  -  .  -  . 

Voted  against  Bobertson  in  the  inquixy    .  •  •  -  . 

Present^  a  protest  from  ihe  vestiy  of  St.  Marylebone  to  the  Board  re 

the  Pavilion  site. 

M,B,W.    Voted  that  amended  implication  as  to  Albert  Cfate  Buildings 
should  be  granted. 

Complains  with  Col.  Jones  of  the  refusal  of  the  Board  to  discuss  their 
sewage  tender. 

Head  of  the  Chemical  Department  of  the  Board  -  - 
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DOBSOV,  AVTHOKT 

DouLTOK,  F.  [dead] 


DOTIiE 

Dbtveb,  John 


Dbiyeb,  R.  C. 


DVVCE,  CUABLES 


Dunii,  Dr. 


Ba&iishav,  K. 
Eatzs,  Ht.     • 

Edell 
Edwabds,  Geoboe 


Egbbxon,  Hon.  A.  de 
Tattok,  M.P. 


Elet 


In  1863  was  olerk  of  works  of  the  Board  on  Low  Leyel  Sewer  from 
Clapham  to  YanxhaU ;  qoalitj  of  the  bricks  need. 

Formerly  M.P.  for  Lambeth  and  M.B.W.     Beale*s  allegations  as  to  his 

being  involved  in  Pnmess'  embankment  contract. 
Fnmess*  evidence  on  same  subject'  •  •  .         . 

Proceedings  before  the  Board  m  the  same  matter 
Mr.  Boche's  evidence  on  same  ...... 

Received  loans  from  Webster  •  .  -  .  . 

Tendered  for  site  of  Hotel  M^tropole        .  -  .  .  - 

Of  the  Accoontant's  Department  of  Board.    Said  by  Robertson  to  be  an 

acquaintance  of  W.  Pett. 
Recommended  Pett  to  Robertson  for  employment  by  Board 
Pett  advanced  him  money  for  purposes  of  his  father's  estate,  of  which 

he  was  executor. 
Pett  did  some  work  for  him  gratuitously  at  his  private  house 

Surveyor,  land  ajp^t,  and  auctioneer.     Said  by  G^oddard  to  be  ready  to 

supjMirt  the  price  eivten  for  Pavilion. 
His  evidence.    Acted  largely  both  for  and  against  the  Board  in  com- 

}>ensation  cases. 
A  brother  mason  and  friend  of  Gk>ddard;  his  pecuniary  transactions 

with  Goddard  of  a  private  and  friendly  nature,  but  not  the  result  of 

any  arrangement  to  share  fees. 
Made  three  presents  to  Goddard  of  1002.  and  one  loan      .  -  . 

Architect ;  one  of  YiUiers*  sm^ties  in  the  Pavilion  matter 

Told  Yilliers  he  would  use  his  influence  with  the  Board  to  obtain  for 

him  the  tenancy. 
Intermediary  between  Yilliers  and  Goddard  -  -  .  • 

His  evidence.    Gtoddard's  views  about  his  title  to  remuneration  from 

Yilliers  in  re  Pavilion. 
Yilliers*  presents  to  Gk>ddard  not  bribes  but  payments  in  order  to  avert 

Goddard's  possible  hostility  to  Yilliers  and  his  performances. 
Referred  to  in  Gknidard's  letters  to  Yilliers  ... 

Not  **D"  mentioned  therein  ..... 

His  account  of  an  interview  with  Gq^dard 
Frequently  acted  for  claimants  against  Board 
Never  shared  his  fees  with  Goddard  or  Robertson 
(See  ailso  wnder  **  Pavilion.") 

One  of  the  four  eminent  chemists  to  whom  the  Board  referred  their 
sewage  scheme.    A  witness  before  Lord  BramwelUs  Commission. 


E. 

Engaged  on  Low  Level  Sewer ;  as  to  bricks  used  thereon 

Gave  M.  Goddard  5Z. .  in  respect  of  valuation  of  fixtures  in  Crown 

Sl3*eet ;  also  lent  him  money,  which  is  not  yet  repaid. 
His  evidence  .-...-. 

Co-executor  with  Robertson  of  Monksfield's  will 

M.B,W.  for  Marylebone  since  1873.      Moved  that   letter    of  super- 
intending architect  to  Yilliers  be  repudiated,  and  the  Pavilion  site 
advertis^  for  public  tender. 
Original  tender  of  D.  Carte  for  Savoy  Hotel  site  sent  in  in  his  name 
Hie  evidence  -  .  -  - 

As  to  **  inner  cabinet"  at  the  Board  -  -  - 

As  to  compensation  cases ;  had  heard  that  committees  had  not 
acted  in  public  interest.  ' 

As  to  Board's  sales  of  property  '  '.  '  ' 

His  action  in  the  Pavilion  case  -  .  -  . 

His  distrust  of  Goddard  .  -  -  .  . 

His  distrust  of  Robertson  ... 

YuUiamy's  weakness ;  he  urges  his  resignation 
His  views  on  Yulliamy's  pension        -         - 

His  disgust  at  Hobson's  getting  freehold  in  Northumberland  Avenue  at 

25  years'  purchase. 
As  to  oomplaints  that  no  information  could  be  elicited  of  the  action  of 

the  Building  Acts  Committee. 

M.B,W.  for  St.  George's,  Hanover  Square;  also  on  Theatres  Sub- 
Committee.  Has  just  ceased  to  be  chairman  of  Building  Acts  Com- 
mittee. Not  aware  of  Saunders'  and  Fowler's  being  professionally 
connected  with  matters  coming  before  the  Building  Acts  Committee. 
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Went  with  Stephens  into  **  Little  Crown." 
on  that. 


Gifcve  M.  Goddard  nothing 
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Elkington,  Tbos. 
Ellis,  Joshua 

Ekdek,  Walter 


EVAKS,  BOBEBI 

EwiK,  Alfbed 


Faiaclough,  J.  M. 
Fa&dsll,  J.  G. 

FABEBROTHJBfi 

FiDLEB,  Charles 
Fleu&et,  John 


Foster,  W.  J. 
Fowl?;e,  F.  H. 


Builder  of  Whiteley's  in  1875  .---.. 

Manager  to  Messrs.  Spiers  and  Pond.     As  to  lOZ.  given  to  Lancaster  for 
his  politeness  to  Haines  re  Criterion. 

Architect  of  Terry's  Theatre  (see  Theatres).    His  evidence 

Should  have  been  architect  for  Avenue  Theatre  (which  see),  but  Parry 

employed  another  (viz.,  Fowler,  11,006),  and  gave  him  26L  5«. 
Concerned  for  Hare's  Theatre  .-.,.. 

Burvejror  and  architect.    {See  *'  Albany  Road  Estate.*') 

His  evidence  -  -  -..-., 


M,B.  W.    Moved  that  amended  application  of  Hobbs  as  to  Albert  Gate 

Building  be  granted. 
Chairman  of  Building  Act  Committee  in  1884  and  1885.     (See  *'  Albert 

Gate  Building.") 
Not  aware  of   Saunders'  and  Fowler's   professional   connexion  with 

matters  coming  before  the  Building  Acts  Committee.  . 

As  to  purchase  by  his  son  of  a  plot  from  the  Board  « 


F. 

M.B.  W,      Voted  inadvertently  for  ffranfe 
by  Gh*and  Hotel,  though  a  shareholder. 


:  abatement  of  rent  payable 


M.B.W.    His  evidence  -  -  -  •  .  .  *- 

Opposed  letting  Pavilion  site  to  Villiers  -  -  - 

On  the  Robertson  inquiry,   received  a    letter  asking  his  favourable 

consideratian  on  behalf  of  Robertson. 
His  movement  for  the  appointment  of  a  Royal  Commission 

Clarke,  at  the  recommendation  of  Robertson,   tendered   for  site    in 
Bedfordbury  in  his  name. 

His  evidence  as  to  "  White  Horse  "  in  Whiteombe  Street 

Auctioneer  and  valuer.    His  evidence  ... 

Valued  fixtures  and  public  houses  for  Board.    Valuation  of  *' Black 

Horse,"  Kentish  Town,   on  the  change  of  tenancy  from  Beck  to 

Weedon,  supposed  to  be  a  nominee  of  C^ddard. 
Believes  Pile  was  in  some  way  interested  with  Goddard  in  its  sale 

to  Moss. 
Minutes  of  Board  hh  to  "  Blaok  Horse."    Weedon  died,   and  Powell 

succeeded  on  Goddard's  recommendation. 
His  pecuniary  transactions  with  Goddard.    Allowed  him  one-third  of 

the  fees  received  fn^  tbe  Boaixl.  Made  no  payment  to  any  other  Board 

officials. 
His  relations  were  chiefly  with  Goddard  -  -  .  . 

Has  acted  for  Fowler  as  to  his  private  property,  but  not  in  anything 

connected  with  the  Board. 
Has  acted  for  claimants  a  few  times ;  owners  (but  not  tenants)  of  public 

houses. 
Valued  fixtures  at    *'Fox,"   Islington  (circa    14,0OOZ.),   at  Goddard's 

request. 
As  to  the  scale  of  his  commission  from  Board  .... 

Valued  the  **  Beaufort  Arms  "  for  Board  on  Brown's  being  turned  out    • 

Placed  in  "  Black  Horse  "  by  Board  at  20Z.  per  month  on  its  purchase  by 
the  Board ;  assigned  to  Grey,  who  had  been  his  manager. 

M.B,W.       On  Building  Acts'  Committee    and    Theatres    Committee. 

Architect. 
Moved  that  the  Pavilion  site  be  let  for  a  music  hull,  and  that  it  be 

offered  to  Villiers,  24th  November  1884. 
Seconded  motion  to  accept  Gordon's  offer  for  site  of  Hotel  M^tropole     - 
As  to  his  connexion  with  followingtheatres  and  masic  halls,  viz., 

Avenue,  Albert  Palace,  Criterion,  Hengler's  Circus,  National  Opera 

House,  Novelty,  Opera  Comique,  Oxford  Music  Hall,  Strand,  Terry's, 

See  Theatres.    Erected  following  buildiuKs  on  sites  acquired  from 

Board  :  in  1873,  a  warehouse  for  Sir  P.  I&t  and  Co.  in  Southwark ; 

1877,  a  public-house  for  Kemp,  in  Shorediteh  ;  warehouse  for  Wells 

(on  land  adjoining) ;  shops  for  Bird  at  Peckham. 
Other  matters  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Board  in  which  he  acted 

professionally. 
Has  received  in  17  years  550Z.  for  advising  clients  in  these  lAatters 
Never  advised  as  to  price  to  be  given  for  a  Board  site        - 
Has  a  son,  practising  as  an  architect,  acting  as  his  clerk        ... 
Has  another  son,  a  building  surveyor,  who  was  called  in  by  Strand 

District  Board  to  advise  professionally  on  the  widening  the  entrance 

to  Bell  Yard. 
His  explanation  of  Robertson's  willingness  to  disclose  to  him  his  means 

of  living. 
Eiiew  Saunders  was  architect  of  the  Pavilion  when  he  voted  on  that 

question.  * 
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FowLBB,  r.  H. — cant 


Francis,  W.  F. 


Francis,  Messrs.  F. 
and  A. 


Fbbbman 

Frost,  Bichabd 

Fry 
Fuller,  Gbo. 


FlTRNESS,  G, 


FURNISS,  R.     . 


Gannawat,  Fredk. 


i     5414S. 


Payment  to  him  of  2002.  by  Hobson,  at  the  request  of  Fhipps,  in  the 
matter  of  the  purchase  by  Oapttiin  Napier  of  plots  2  and  3  in  Shaftes- 
bury Avenue ;  as  to  the  ciroumstanoes  which  led  him  to  retom  this 
cheque. 

See  '*  Shaftesbury  Avenue  '*  and  '*  Hobson,  F.  S.") 
[This  transaction  is  not  included  in  list  given  by  him  of  his 
employments  on  Board  sites,  2464  and  2560.] 

As  to  his  vote  on  the  (jnestion  of  Gole*s  tender  -  .  . 

Had  nothing  to  do  with  any  other  architect  in  connexion  with  Board 
sites. 

Becommended  Phipps  to  alter  a  house  at  Brixton,  but  received  no  fee    - 

Never  in  any  way  caused  tenders  for  Board  sites  to  be  sent  in  from  Essex 
Street,  or  elsewhere,  directly  or  indirectly.  Never  knew  of  any  such 
being  sent  in. 

May  have  advised  professionally  as  to  building  frontages  to  be  sent  in 
to  Board. 

Does  not  think  he  has  ever  advised  as  to  exits  from  theatres  or  other 
places  of  public  amusement,  or  as  to  dangerous  structures. 
[As  to  his  connexion  with  various  theatres,  see  **  Theatres.**] 

His  action  in  the  case  of  Whiteley's  buildings    [See  **  Whiteley.*'] 

Made  elevation  for  houses  in  Coldharbour  Lane,  Camber  well,  for  Bird  • 
Was  told  by  Harben  of  his  suspicions  of  Eobertson  and  Goddard 
Ignorance  of  his  colleagues  on  the  Building  Acts  Committee  and  Theatres 

Sub-committee  that  he  was   professionally  connected  with   matters 

coming  before  them,  viz.,  Shepherd,  11,866-60 ;  D.  Rogers,  12,229-36 ; 

Runtz,    12,636-44;    Ewin,    12,600-6;   Egerton,    12,907-14;    Selway, 

12,630-6;  Fumiss,  12,668-72;  Debenham,  12,684-6. 

Nominee  of  Hards  and  .Bradly  in  purchase  of  property  at  Deptford. 
(See  **  Hards  '*  and  **  Bradly.")    His  evidence. 

Joint  architects  with  Saunders  of  Hotel  M^tropole  and  Grand  Hotel. 
(See  **  Northumberland  Avenue,"  Sites  in.)    Evidence  of  Mr.  F.  J. 
•  Francis  on  these  matters. 

M.B.W.  [now  dead].  Moved  that  the  architect  inform  Gordon  as  to  the 
terms  on  which  the  Board  would  accept  him  as  lessee  of  the  M^tropole 
site. 

Formerly  tenant  of  ** Crown"  in  Crown  Street,  Soho,  turned  out  by 
the  Board  with  compensation.  His  broker,  W.  Knight,  managed  the 
transaction. 

An  official  of  the  Board,  supplied  by  Pett  with  some  lead  pipes,  for 
which  he  paid. 

Made  complaint  of  Robertson  having  shown  a  book  of  reference  con- 
nected with  Metropolitan  Street  Improvement  Act,  receiving  two 
guineas  therefor. 

Lord  Magheramome*s  evidence  as  to  this  .... 

Richardson's  evidence        -  - 

Contractor  for  the  north  side  of  Victoria  Embankment 

As  to  his  Odessa  and  Embankment  contracts.     See  "  Bazalgette." 

His  evidence  as  to  the  Odessa  contract         -  -  -  - 

As  to  the  Embankment  contract  -  .... 

Alleged  promise  of  Roche  to  vote  for  his  tender  on  condition  he  used 

Lundj  granite.    {See  also  **  Lundy  Granite  Company.") 
As  to  his  sureties  required  by  the  Board  .  -  . 

M.B.W.    Application  made  by  Hobb  to  A.  Harris  for  seats  for  him  at 

Drury  Lane  Theatre.    Application  granted. 
His  evidence  as  to  this ;  he  never  asked  Hebb  -  ... 

Had  no  transactions  with  Goddard ;  nor  sold  to,  or  purchased  from  the 

Board  any  land. 
Unaware  that  Saunders  and  Fowler  were  professionally  interested  in 

questions  before  the  Building  Acts  Committee. 


G. 

Put  into  "  Beaufort  Arms,"    Gave  M.  Goddard  lOOZ. 
Was  previously  tenant  of  "  Crown,"  Soho        -  -  ... 

His  evidence    --..... 
Took  over  license  of   "Carpenters'  Arms"    or    "Metropolitan,"   as 

Stephens'  nominee;    also  took  as  his  nominee    a    house  at  Cam- 

berwell. 
Took  from  Board  house  in  Whitecross  Street,  St.  LvWs.    Gave  Ste- 

phens  160i.,  by  Goddard's  advice  after  making  a  Laiiiu  quotation,  for 

no  very  definite  reason ;  his  amazement. 
Took  the  **  Crown,"  Soho,  from  Board,  at  300Z.  per  annum 
His  payments  to  Goddard,  76/.,  75?.,  76Z.,  and  371. 10«. 
M.  Goddard's  further  evidence  as  to  his  payments  to  him 
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METROPOLITAN   BOARD   OP  WORKS   INQUIRY   COMMISSION  : 


Gabnsby 


GiLLINOWATER,  Mrs. 


Glanpibld,  Wm. 


GODDAKD,  F.  W. 


GODDABD 

GoDDAKD,  Matthew  - 


Assistant  under  Goddard  and  Bradley  in  Valuers'  Department 

Had  charge  of  routine  work  in  Compensation  Branch        ... 

Claimant  against  Board  for  compensation  for  whom  Eeid  acted  on 
Goddwrd's  introduction.  Plaintiflf  in  action  against  Goddard  for 
breach  of  promise. 

Eeferred  to  by  Goddard  in  letters  to  Villiers  ,  .  .         - 

Formerly  tenant  of  **  White  Lion,"  Hemmings  Eow,  taken  by  Board  in 
May  1886 ;  received  500Z.  compensation ;  house  still  standing ;  then 
put  into  **  Crystal  Palace."  Made  arrangements  with  Goddard ;  gave 
M.  Goddard  201.  and  52. 

Minutes  as  to  the  compensation        ..... 

M.  Goddard's  evidence  on  the  case  .  -  .  .  - 

Is  valuer  of  the  Board  under  Blashill ;  is  seriously  ill ;  unfit  to  be  examined 
Was  Yulliamy's  assistant  for  valuatious  ... 

Immediate  superior  of  Robertson  -  -  ... 

(For  his  connexion    with    the    Pavilion  Music  Hall  case,   see  **  Pa- 
vilion "). 
His  letters  to  Villiers — refers  to  Robertson  and  to  incriminatory  matter 

between  him  and  Hobson;    to    compromising    papers    relating   to 

"  The  Swan." 
Robertson  prepared  for  flight  to  Australia  or  New  York ;  for  which 

purpose  Goddard  has  given  him  1,0002.    Thinks  he  has  been  induced 

to*  go  hj  some  members  of  the  Board. 
Says  Reid  and  Driver  will    support    price    paid  fbr  Pavilion.     (See 

**Reid.") 
Villiers'  letters  to  Goddard,  and  further  evidence  as  to  his  interview 

between  him  and  Dunch  therein  referred  to. 
Minutes  as  to  his  appointment       ..... 

Tllegitiinate  payments  to  Goddard  by  Willing  for  information  as  to  Board 

sites,  the  purchasers  of  which  would  have  to  erect  hoardings.    (8ee 

also  **  Willing.") 
Legge,  viz.,   2,0002.   upon  his  obtaining  license  for    "  Yorkshire 
Grey." 
His  alleged  dispute  with  Marrable  as  to  division  of  commissions,  referred 

to  Mr.  Byde. 
Was  the  official  with  whom  Pleuret  mostly  came  in  contact,  borrowed 

money  of  him,  and  received  under  an  arrangement  one-third  of  his 

commission  paid  by  the  Board.     (See  **  Fleuret.") 
Received    lOOZ.    loan    and    3002.    presents    from    R.  C.   Driver.     (See 

**  Driver.") 
Received  various  sums,  under  15  per  cent.,  on  commissions  paid  to  Reid 

by  Board  in  compensation  cases. 
Received  payments  from  Miles  and  his  firm  (Walters,  Lovejoy,  and 

Miles)  in  respect  of  their  employment  by  Board  to  sell  public-house 

Received  between  1880  and  1885,  2682.  out  of  1,2642.  10«.  6d, 

Received  1732.  from  Haines  in  connexion  with  the  latter*s  valuations  for 

Board,  and  50  guineas  re  Criterion  Theatre  (q,v,). 
Parents  by  Gannaway,  amounting  to  2622. 10s.    (See  **  Gannaway.") 
Jomed  Webb  in  taking  Board  site  in  High  Street  -  .  . 

**  Pakenham,"  out  of  which  Webb  bought  him  for  1,5502.     -  -         - 

Arranged  Glanfield's  removal  from  **  White  Lion  "  to  •*  Crystal  Palace." 

(See  **  Glanfield.") 
Goddard's  connection  with  the  claim  of  Mrs.  Gillingwater.     (See  **Gil- 

lingwater.") 
Opi/nions  entertained  of  Ooddard  by  members  of  the  Board. 
Lord  Ma^hersunome,  complete  reliance  on  him  ;  his  astonishment  at  the 

revelations  before  the  Royal  Commission. 
Hill  had  no  suspicion      -----. 
Richardson  the  same  -  -  .  .  .  . 

J.  Jones  had  complete  trust  in  him  .  .  -  . 

Edwards  distr\isted  him        -  -  - 

Shepherd  and  Harben  also  -  -  -  .  . 

Son  of  F.  W.  Goddard,  and  brother  of  Matthew ;  know  W.  Grey  and  is 

one  of  his  creditors. 
Son  of  F.  W.,  in  the  Architect's  Department  of  the  Board,  Compensation 

Branch. 
His  employment  and  salaries  -  -  -  -  . 

Ulegitvmafs  payments  to  him  by — 

GlanfieId(«e0*'Glanfield"),  202.  and52.  -  -  -  - 

Welling,  who  went  into  **  Flying  Horse,"  gave  him  252.,  lent  him 

252.  or  302.,  which  has  been  repaid. 
Gannaway  («ee  **  Gannaway"),  1002.  -  -  -  - 

Whittle,  who  went  into  the  **  Marquis  of  Granby,"  gave  him  202.     - 
Selfe,  who  went  into  public-house  at  Fulham,  252.    Also  lent  him 

502.,  not  yet  repaid. 
Bonn,  who  was  retained  in  **  Fox  "  at  Islington,  1202. 
Also  lent  him  102.,  not  yet  repaid         .  .  .  .  . 

Stephens  became  security  for  -  -  -  " .        "        .  " 

Received  12.  per  week  from  him  after  Stephens  was  put  into  **  White 

Lion,"  Putney. 
Humphreys,  who  went  into  **  Robin  Hood,"  gave  him  52. 
Hoffman,  tenant  of  **  Cock,"  52.  -        •  - 

Champness,  tenant  of  **  Marquis  of  Granby,*'  152.  or  202. 
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GoDDARD,  Matthew 
— eont 


Godwin,  B.  W. 


QOLE,  J.  AND  R. 


GOODINGE,  M. 


Goose,  Robt. 


GrORDON,  F.  ANO  A. 


Graham 
Grant 

Green,  A. 

Gregory,  Sir  0.  H.  - 
Gray  or  Grey,  John 


Gray  or  Grey,  W.W 


Received  nothing  from — 

Messrs.  Eley  and  Stephens  when  they  went  into  **  Little  Crown  *'    - 
Had  nothing  to  do  with  **  Green  t)ragon  " 

Nor  with  **  White  Horse,"  Whitcombe  Street  -  -  - 

Matts  the  only  person  he  can  remember  having  recommended  as 

tenant  who  gave  him  nothing. 
Corrected  -  -  -  --  -  -- 

Told  his  father  of  none  of  the  payments  to  him,  and  knew  of  none  of 

those  to  his  father. 
Says  he  did  not  value  fixtures  at  '*  Fox  "  -  - 

ViJued  fixtures  for   Board  when    the  Board    acquired    property  but 

received  no  money  on  such  occasions. 
Had  received  61,  from  Eaves  in  respect  of  house  in  Crown  Street.    Has 

borrowed  money  from  Eaves  (15^),  whidh  is  not  yet  repaid. 
As  to  his  establishment  and  means  of  living  .... 

Did  not  know  W.  Grey         ..-.--. 
His  further  evidence  as  to  payments  to  him  -  -         •  - 

{See  also  "  Fleuret.") 


[Dead.]     Suggested  to  Wilmot  to  employ  a 

architect  for  Terry's  Theatre. 
Fowler's  evidence  as  to  this 


member  of  the  Board  as 


Solicitors  through  whom  Hobson  tendered  for  plots  2  and  3  in  Shaftes- 
bury Avenue. 
Reasons  why  they  suppressed  Hobson's  name        .  .  -  - 

Minutes  as  to  the  tender  ------ 

Clerk  of  works  at  Avenue  Theatre  -  -  -  -  - 

Employed  on  Battersea  Bridge.     His  evidence  as  to  the  quality  of  the 
bricks  there  used. 

Tenant  of  40,  Bridge  Road,  Battersea,  the  only  house  in  a  row  of  six 

compensated  by  Board. 
{8ee  ••  Lambert.") 

(See  "  Northumberland  Avenue,"  sites  in.) 

Selway's  account  of  negotiations  with  them  for  site  of  Hotel  Metropolo 
No  inquiries  made  because  they  were  already  tenants  of  Grand  Hotel  - 
Purchased  groimd  rents  under  option  of  26  years*  purchase,  viz.,  for 

156,000L,  which  they  sold  to  the  Crown  for  168,0002. 
Selway's  Account  of  negotiations  for  Grand  Hotel  site  -  -         - 

Lease  cranted  to  Grand  Hotel  Company  on  their  request 
Wished  to  purchase  ground  rents  of  Grand  Hotel,  but  Board  declined    - 
His  evidence  as  to  payments  to  Saunders  in  respect  of  M^tropole 

Solicitor  for  Villiers  -  .  -  -  -  .  - 

[Dead.]    Engineer,  succeeded  by  Bennett  -  -  -  - 

Superintended  Webster's  work  at  Crossness  .  -  -  . 

(See  **  Albert  Gate  Buildings.") 

Called  with  Bazalgette  on  Waring,  to  inquire  about  Ridley 

Brother  of  Robertson  ------- 

Only  formally  interested  in  Piccadilly  Restaurant,  viz.,  by  taking  one 

share  to  qualify  him  to  sign  Memorandum  of  Association. 
Carried  on  business  at  Shoreditch  on  premises  the  site  of  which  he  had 

acquired  from  the  Board  in  1878,  not  by  tender. 
Called  at  Robertson's  ofl&ce,  and  saw  him  after  his  examination  before 

the  Royal  Commission. 
Haigh's  evidence  as  to  his  purchase  of  '*01d  Swan."    Considered  him 

only  Robertson's  nominee. 
Was  previously  tenant  of  the  "  Nag's  Head,"  a  Board  House 
Cox's  evidence  as  to  purchase  by  him  of  '*  Old  Swan  "   '       - 
His  relations  with  Pett  for  work  done         -  -  -  -  . 

Brother  of  Robertaon         ------ 

Assignee  of  "  Black  Horse  "  from  Foster,  whose  manager  he  had  been  - 

Assignee  from  Villiers  of  lease  of  Piccadilly  Restaurant 

Piccadilly  Restaurant  occupies  a  diflerent  and  larger  site  than  the 

••Black  Horse." 
Villiers  apralied  for  and  obtained  separate    leases    for  Pavilion  and 

**  Black  Horse,"  the  ground  rents  being  apportioned  360Z.   on  the 

latter  and  2,650Z.  on  former. 
His  relations  with  Villiers  described  by  Robertson  -  -  - 

His  relations  with  Villiers  described  by  Saunders  -  -  - 

{See  cdeo  "  Pavilion.") 
Borrowed  1,500Z.,  1,000^.,  and  500?.  from  Robertson,  and  entered  into  an 

agreement  to  give  Robertson  an  interest  in  Piccadilly  Restaurant. 
Was  in  fact  proprietor  of  Piccadilly  Restaurant  -  -  . 

Applied  to  Statham  Hobson  to  finance  it        -  - 

Employed  Worley  as  his  architect        -  -  -  -  - 

On  the  introduction  of  Robertson     -  -  -  -  - 

His  relations  with  Pett  for  work  done  at  *'  Black  Horse  " 
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GKAYOrGRBY,  W.W. 
— cont. 


Gbimshaw 

Geoom 

GuNDREY,  Horace    - 

GUKN 

GuNN,  Arthur 


Haioii,  Wm.    - 


Haines,  G.  W. 


Hall 


Habben,  H. 


Hasds,  Frank 
Hare,  Jno.    - 


Pett  gave  him  cheque  drawn  to  C.  Curtis  at  request  of  Bobertson 
Believed  by  Putley  to  have  gone  to  Australia  -  -  - 

Nominal  purchaser  from  Board  of  freehold  of  **  Old  Swan  "  for  John 
Gray. 

District  clerk  of  works  in  Engineer's  Department  ... 

Architect  for  King  in  Great  Eastern  Street  .  .  - 

District  survevor  for  Paddington.    His  evidence  as  to  construction  of 
Whiteley's  buildings  in  1876  not  complying  with  regulations. 

Manager  of  a  theatre  in  Dublin ;  appears  as  joint  purchaser  with  D'Oyly 
Carte  of  Savoy  Hotel  site. 

Chief  accountant  of  the  Board  -.---. 

Drew  np  report  recommending  Pett  in  1879  ... 

Once  paid  Pett  .-...-.. 

Seen  by  Dr.  Watson  as  to  valuation  on  his  being  turned  out  of  Yimeira 

House  by  Board. 
His  evidence  --  ...... 

Practice  with  regard  to  printing  the  accounts  of  the  Board 
System  of  keeping  the  accounts  -  -  .  -  - 

B^demption  of  debt  -..---. 

Difficulties  in  the  way  of  printing  the  returns  of  the  Metropolitan 

Board  of  Works  in  the  same  manner  as  those  of  the  provincial 

corporations. 
Regulations  as  to  the  receipt  of  money  -  -  -  . 

Accounts  and  claims  against  the  Board  ... 

Compensations         -----... 
Payment  of  dividends  on  Metropolitan  Consolidated  Stock 
Applications  for  loans  by  local  authorities  under  the  Board  Money 

Acts. 
Drawing  cheques  and  payment  of  wages  -  -  -  - 

(Collection  of  moneys  due  to  BoaM ;  ground  rents  and  weekly  rents 
Expenses  on  dangerous  structures.      Calculation  of   annual  rateable 

value  of  the  metropolis.    Examination  of  fire  policies  on  premises 

built  on  Board  land. 
Finance  Committee  ---.-. 

Information  as  to  details  of  accounts  procurable  at  the  vestries    - 
Hetum  of  all  compensations  and  summary  of  details  set  out  quarterly 

in  the  Board's  Minute. 
As  to  the  interest  received  at  the  London  and  Westminster  Bcmk.     (See 

also  **  Banking  Account.'*) 
Temporary  loans  were  borrowed  from  the  Bank  of  England 


H. 

Solicitor  for  Bobertson  and  John  Grey.  Describes  purchase  of 
**  Old  Swan  "  ;  thought  Grey  was  Bobertson 's  nominee.  W.  Grey's 
name  substituted  for  that  of  J.  Grey  as  purchaser  of  the  freehold. 
Freehold  of  **  Old  Swan "  sold  to  Pinchin :  rest  of  site  retained. 
Ground  rent  of  9  and  10,  York  Street  sold  to  Pett. 

Payment  to  Robertson  of  1,000?.  on  account  of  sale  by  him  to  Prudential 
Assurance  Company  of  ground  rents  of  land  in  lite  Street,  Chelsea, 
bought  by  him  of  the  Board  in  the  name  of  Larking. 

Other  payments  to,  by,  and  on  account  of  Bobertson  and  the  Greys 

His  supplementary  evidence  as  to  the  transactions  of  the  same  parties  - 

Auctioneer  and  valuer.    His  relations  with  G^dard  as  to  valuations  for 

Board ;  gave  him  17SI. 
Acted  for  Spiers  and  Pond  in  the  matter  of  the  Criterion  Theatre.    (See 

"Theatres.") 

Solicitor,  formerly  M.B.W.  for  Holbom.  Imparted  to  Edwards  his 
opinion  that  the  Compensation  Committee  did  not  act  always  in  the 
interest  of  the  public. 

M.B.  W.    Moved  on  1st  December  1884  that  Pavilion  site  bo  offered  to 

Villiers,  and  ^ain  on  8th  December. 
Moved  that  the  Board's  seal  be  affixed  to  the  contract 
(See**  Pavilion.") 

His  evidence ;  his  opinion  of  Vulliamy  -  -  -  - 

Spoke  to  Fowler  on  the  subject        -  -  .  -  - 

His  distrust  of  Goddard  and  Robertson      -  -  -  -  • 

Auctioneer  and  surveyor  at  Greenwich ;  his  evidence 
(See  under  **  Bradley.") 

Lessee  of  St.  James'  Theatre.  Sis  letter  to  the  Chairman  of  the  Board, 
calling  attention  to  applications  for  tickets  by  an  officer  of  the 
Board. 
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Habfeu,  E.  J. 


Habbikotoh,  Lobd 
HiBBit),  Augustus 


Habtnoll,  James 


Hazell,  Joseph 

Head,  C. 
Hbbb,  John 


Assistant  vainer  nnder  G-oddard  ..... 

Was  acquainted  with  the  business  of  the  Department  .         .         - 

Called  at  Robertson's  office  on  the  night  of  his  disappearance  - 
His  evidence.  Has  been  in  architect's  department  10  years.  Beports 
were  generally  dictated  to  him  by  Robertson,  and  simed  by 
Yolliamy.  The  report  on  the  alleged  projections  of  the  ravilion 
building  was  so. 
His  farther  evidence.  His  duties  as  Bobertson's  assistant  in  the  Estate 
Office.  Was  never  interested  in  any  transactions  affecting  the  Board, 
or  Bobertson,  beyond  occasionally  lending  him  a  sovereign. 

Employed  Saunders  professionally  in  a  question  of  rights  of  light 
between  him  and  the  Hotel  Yiotoria. 

Lessee  of  Drury  Lane  Theatre.    His  evidence       .... 

Attended  deputation  to  the  Home  Secretary  to  suggest  that  the  powers, 
conferred  upon  the  Board  by  the  Building  Acts  should  be  transferred 
to  some  other  authority.    iNature  of  the  objections  entertained  by 
theatrical  managers  to  the  administration  of  the  M.B.W. 
Cross-examination  by  Mr.  Meadows  White,  Q.C.,  thereon 

As  to  Hebb's  applications  for  tickets  for  himself  and  friends.    Hebb*s 
letters. 

{See  also  xmder  "  Hebb  ";. 

His  further  evidence  in  contradiction  of  Hobb's  allegation  that  he  had 
applied  for  tickets  at  Harris's  request. 

A  builder.    Bought  sites  from  Board.    His  evidence         ... 
As  to  site  i/n  Gorton  Street — 

Bought  it  from  Board  through   Samuel  Toye,  for    the  erection  of 

dwellings. 
Bobertson  assisted  in  the  preparation  of  the  plans  which  were  to  go 
before  the  Board.    Suggested  alterations  to  ensmre  their  passing. 
Was  i)aid  500Z. 
As  to  site  in  Middleseai  Street — 
Bought  from  the  Board  by  tender.     Gkbve  Bobertson  250i.  for  assist- 
.    tance  in  the  plans  after  the  tender  was  accepted. 
As  to  sites  in  Tootey  Street — 

Bought  three  lots  by  auction,  or  by  private  contract  after  auction 
Gave  Bobertson  lOOZ.  on  the  three  .  -  .  .  . 

Explanation  of  the  apparently  small  sum  given  relatively  to  other 
payments. 
As  to  site  vn  Poplar— 
Bobertson  assisted  in  the  plans.    Beceived  500Z.  ... 

Hartnoll's  manager,  James,  had  an  interest  in.    Beceived  a  bonus  on 
the  completion  of  the  building. 
As  to  sites  in  other  places — 
Viz.,  Jamaica  Bead,    Charing    Cross    Boad,    Shaftesbtuy   Avenue, 
bought  at  or  after  auctions.      No  payments  to  Bobertson  as  no 
plans  had  to  be  passed. 
As  to  site  in  Clerkenwell  Boad — 
His  relations  with  Bobertson  and  Toye.    Bobertson  received  nothing. 
Great  difficulty  experienced  in  getting  the  plans  passed. 
Hartnoll's  explanation  of  the  motives  that  lea  him  to  make  payments 
to  Bobertson,  viz.,  for  special  information  obtained,  so  that  the  plans 
might  at  once  be  in  order. 
Cross-examination  by  Mr.  Meadows  White       .... 
Had  no  transactions  with  any  other  officer  of  the  Board  or  with  any 
member. 

Sold  land  to  Board  for  approach  to  Battersea  Bridge.    {See  "  Bridges.") 
Was  the  only  person  interested  in  the  property  down  to  the  time  of  its 
sale  to  the  Board. 

Proprietor  of  Grand  Theatre,  Islington      ..... 

Assistant  architect  of  the  M.B.W. ;  head  of  the  Building  Act  branch ; 

work  of  that  branch. 
Personal  explanation  as  to  his  antecedents  ... 

His  evidence  as  to  his  lebters  to  theatrical  managers^  asking  for  tickets. 

{See  also  *'¥uTmmr) 
Denies  that  he  ever  black-mailed  managers.    Asked  for  the  tickets  at 

Harris's  request. 
As  to  Harris's  denial  of  this,  and  Hebb's  further  explanation 
His  action  and  report  upon  the  construction  of  the  Avenue  Theatre. 

(/&ee**  Theatres." 
Parry  wished  to  bribe  him  by  employing  him  as  architect 
As  to  Terry's  Theatre,    (fifee  "  Theatres ")  .  .  .  . 

As  to  Sanger's  Theatre.     {See  *'  Theatres  '^)        .  .  . 

As  to  Criterion  Theatre,     (flfee  **  Theatres ")  -  -  -  - 

As  to  Grand  Theatre,     (fifee '* Theatres")  .  -  .  . 

As  to  Novelty  Theatre.     {See  *'  Theatres  ")  .... 

As  to  Savoy  Theatre.     (/&66  **  Theatres  ")  .  .  -  - 

As  to  the  Bosh  Common  case  .  .  ,  .  . 

As  to  ATbamf  Road  -  .  .  -  . 

{See  also  under  **  Albany  Boad  "  and  *'  Snelling.") 
As  to  Brioston  Bise,    {See  **  Bnxton  Bise  ").-.- 
Allowed  two  clerks  in  overtime  to  prepare   a  tracing  of  a  plan   for 

Phipps.    Cases  in  which  such  tracings  would  be  allowed. 
Also  concerned  in  exe<^ution  of  Building  Acts  and  parts  of  [Management 

Act  relating  to  roads  and  streets. 
Minwtes  cu  to  his  appowtment  cmd  salary  ...» 
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Hehdebson,  James 
Hewitt,  W.  H. 


HiLJi,  Geoboe 


HOBBS,  J.  W. 


HOBSON 


HoBsoK,  F.  Statham 


Sold  "  Black  Horse  "  to  Board,  Slst  December  1879,  for  16,250Z. 

K,B,W.    One  of  the  five  members  who  voted  that  the  amended  applica- 
tion "  re  "  Albert  Gate  Building  should  be  granted.   {See  Albert  Gate.) 

M.B.W.    for  Lambeth.      Chairman   of  the    Parks    Committee.      His 

evidence. 
As  to  the  parks  and  the  alleged  increase  of  expenditure  thereon 
Is  interested  in  "  London  and  Westmijister  Gazette,"  which  occasionally 

contains  Board  advertisements* 
Arrangements  for  Board's  advertising  -  .  .  - 

Of  the  firm  J.  W.  Hobbs  and  Co.,  builders  of  Albert  Grate  Buildings 

(which  see).    Visited  Selway  and  Meaden  in  ref#*r<ince  to  the  plans. 
Steer  gave  him  an  introduction  to  Selway 
Had  known  Meaden  several  years  -  -  -  - 

Clerk  of  the  Board,  received,  with  Boggis,  10  guineas  from  Phipps  for 
copy  of  survey  plans  of  Globe  Theatre. 

Applied  to  by  W.  Grey  to  finance  PiccadiJly  Restaurant 

Lease  of  Colonial  Institute  conveyed  to  him  by  Phillips 

This  Phillips  not  the  M.B.W.  -  -  -  -  - 

Tendered  for  the  site  on  behalf  of  Phillips  ... 

His  purchase  of  ground  rents  at  25  years'  purchase  as  Phillip's  nominee, 

His  correspondence  with  Jackson  on  the  subject 
Advised  by  Saunders  as  to  purchase  of  the  freehold 
His  antecedents  ;  formerly  a  surveyor,  now  a  dealer  in  land 
His  pecuniary  transactions  with  Booerts(yti,    Robertson  gave  him  general 

information  as  to*  Colonial  Institute  and  other  Board  sites  before  he 

tendered  for  them. 
As  to  c^reement  that  Robertson  should  receive  one-eighth  of  the  profits 

on  all  such  transactions. 
Transactions  relating  to  Colonial  Institute  .  .  •  . 

Gave  Robertson  350^  on  his  purchase  of  the  ground-rents 

Lent  Robertson  1,000Z.  in  1886.    Eepaid  -  -  - 

Robertson  introduced  Phillips  (M.B.W.),  who  took  on©  of  the  lots  which 

he  had  bought  of  the  Board  in  Clerkenwell.    He  gave  Robertson  a 

present. 
Robertson  introduced  Villiers  to  him  with  the  view  of  taking  a  piece  of 

his  land  in  Shaftesbury  Avenue.    Gave  Robertson  1201.  or  130L  for 

this. 
Other  payments  to  Eobertson         -.---- 

Never  had  pecuniary  transactions  with  Grey.    Signed  memorandum  of 
assignment  of  Piccadilly  Eestaurant  at  the  request  of  Grey,  but  refused 
to  become  a  director. 
HIS      TRANSACTIONS      RELATING      TO      SHAFTESBURY 

AVENUE. 
Plots  2  amd  3  tendered  for  through  J.  and  R.  Gole  at  1,030Z. ;  re-trans- 
ferred directly  to  Captain  Napier  at  a  premium  of  2,500Z.  Tender 
accepted,  27th  October  1886.  Had  assigned  to  Napier  on  16th  Sep- 
tember 1886.  The  premium  covered  work  in  connexion  with  tne 
Caf<^  de  TEtoile,  which  he  had  bought  by  public  auction  of  the  Board, 
and  transferred  to  Napier,  who  resold  it  to  Leslie. 
Paid  Fowler  2002.  at  Phipps'  request  in  reference  to  plots  2  and  3  sold 
to  Napier. 

(See  also  "  Fowler  "  and  "  Shaftesbury  Avenue.") 
As  to  the  circumstances  under  which  Fowler  returned  this  cheque 
Minutes  as  to  Ooles*  tender  -  -  -  .  -  - 

Reasons  whv  his  name  was  not  divulged  to  the  Board  by  Golc 
Plots  4i  to  V  tendered  for  through  Cunliff'e  and  Davenport  at  850Z., 

913Z.  accepted. 
Plots  4  and  5  still  on  hand ;  also  8  and  9  -  -  -      '       - 

Plots  6  and  7  let  to  the  Arundel  Trustees  at  2502. 

Plots  39  and  42  tendered  for,  accepted  at  2922.  Plot  39  let  to  National 
Refuse  Company,  6th  January  1887  at  a  premium  of  1,9002.  No.  42 
still  in  hand. 

TRANSACTIONS  AT  CLERKENWELL  ROAD 

All  the  plots  were  practically  bought  at  public  auction        ... 

As  to  lots  6,  10,  14,  oAid  15,  bought  28th  July  by  private  contract ; 
13  and  20  having  been  bought  on  27tli  July  at  auction. 

Lot  6  was  transferred  to  G.  Phillips  at  Robertson's  request  at  prime 
cost. 

As  to  Lot  10.  Hobson  gave  1,5002.,  and  conveyed  it  to  G.  Smith  on 
7th  May  for  3,0002. 

As  to  Lot  14.  Bought  for  1,7502.  Conveyed  to  Bridgwater,  16th  No- 
vember, for  2,0502. 

As  to  Lot  15.  Bought  for  3,2002.  Conveyed  to  Javins,  19th  November, 
for  3,7002. 

Phillips,  Javins,  and  Smith  were  introduced  to  him  by  Robertson 

All  tenders  for  Board  property  made  by  him  were  accepted.  Thinks  he 
only  tendered  through  Gole  and  Cunliffe  and  Devonport,  not  through 
Davidson  and  Morris. 
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H0B8OK,  p.  Statham 


HOFIMAK 

Holding 

HOLLAUD 
HOLLOWAT 

HouoHTOir     - 
Hudson,  F.  E. 

HUGMAN,  C.  E. 

humphbets 
Hunt,  Sik  Henkt 

Hunt  and  Steward 


Isaacs,  J.  H.,  M.P.  - 

Jackson »  U.  P. 

Jackson 

James 

Javins      ... 

Jat 

Jennikgs 

JOLLT,  BOBT. 


Jones,  Col.  Alfbed, 
V.C. 


Jones,  John 


Jones,  Bobt. 


Had  no  con*espondeBoe  with  GFoddard  on  these  matters        •        - 
Referred  to  by  Goddard  in  his  letters  to  YD  Hers  as  being  incriminated 

with  Robertson, 
His  action  against  Villiers.     {See  "  Villiers  ")  -  - 

Tenant  of "  Cock."    Gave  M.  G^dard  5Z.  -     •      - 

Board  minuteB  as  to  his  tenancy  .... 

A  nominee  in  whose  name  Hards  made  a  claim  upon  the  Board 

Of  the  "  Swan,"  Battersea.    Gave  M.  Goddard  30/. 

Builder  of  Savoy  Hotel  for  D.  Carte        .  .  -  - 

Clerk  of  works  for  Crossness  Pumping  Station     -  -  -        - 

Has -charge  under  Sir  J.  Bazalgette  of  Southern  Outrall  Works 

Clerk  of  Board;  went  with  Wood  to  examine  Dr.  Watson's  books  ;  also 
examined  Dr.  Barnes'. 

Surveyor.    Partner  with  S.  Fowler,  son  of  F.  H.  Fowler;  employed  by 

Board  on  an  arbitration  in  connexion  with  Islington  CbApel. 
Has  done  some  work  for  Saunders,  and  for  Fowler  and  Hill 
Never  made  any  payment  to  Gk)ddard     .... 
Never  saw  Robertson  -  -  -  .  .        - 

Went  out  of  *•  Robin  Hood."    Paid  M.  Goddard  5Z. 

Appointed  to  settle  value  of  Pavilion  upon  its  purchase  by  the  Board 

from  Loibl. 
(See  "  Pavilion.") 

Hunt,  son  of  Sir  Henry.    Quantity  surveyors  for  Pavilion,  upon  whose 
measurements  Saunders  was  paid  5  per  cent,  by  Villiers, 


I.  &  J. 

One  of  tho  architects  of  Hotel  Victoria.    Original  architect  of  Pavilion. 

(See  **  Pavilion."    Appointment  of  Architect). 
His  action  against  Villiers  -...-- 

Villiers'  expression  of  annoyance  at  having  to  employ  Saunders 

Conveyancing  solicitor  to  Board;  his  fears  lest  the  Pavilion  license 
should  be  lost  by  delays  in  dealing  with  it.  Advised  Robertson  to 
suggest  to  Villiers  to  apply  for  its  ^ase. 

Written  to  by  Hobson  as  to  purchase  of  ground-rents  of  the  Colonial 
Institute  site. 

A  junior  clerk  under  Vulliamy.    Vulliamy's  report  of  November  24th, 

1884,  upon  Villiers'  offer  for  the  Pavilion  in  his  handwriting. 
Called  once  on  Robertson  after  his  leaving  the  Board       ... 

Hartnoll's  manager,  to  whom  he  promised  a  bonus  in  connexion  with  the 

site  purchased  from  the  Board  in  Poplar. 
(See  also  under  "  Hartnoll.") 

Purchased  lot  15  in  Clerkenwell  Road  from  Hobson  on  19th  November 
for  3,7002.    Hobson  corresponded  with  Roberttion  as  to  this. 

Contractor  for  Metropolitan  Railway.  Paid  Fumess  for  tipping  rubbish 
into  embankment  nlling,  at  the  rate  of  6d.  a  load. 

Said  by  Rowell  to  have  superintended  the  brickwork  at  Southern  Low 
Level  Sewer. 

M,B.W,  for  Woolwich.    His  evidence        -  .  -  .  . 

Has  heard  complaints  of  information  being  refused  as  to  reasons  for 
refusal  of  applications  to  Board. 

His  evidence  as  to  the  Board's  sewage  scheme        .... 
Contends  that  the  Board  is  not  acting  in  conformity  with  the  recom- 
modations  of  Lord  Bramwell's  Commission. 

M.B.W.  since  1879.    Advocated  letting  Pavilion  to  Villiers 
His  evidence        --....- 
Was  on  Fire  Brigade  and  Parks  Committee  .... 

As  to  the  ineflBciency  of  Vulliamy    -  -  -  -  - 

Had  complete  trust  in  (}odda^d  and  Robertson      -  .    •       . 

Considers  that  formerlv  the  working  of  the  Board  was  high-handed,  both 
to  members  and  to  the  public. 

Formerly  M.B.W.,  for  whom  Robertson  obtained  a  box  at  the  new 

Pavilion. 
Defended  Vulliamy's  action  in  the  Board  -  -  •  - 
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JUJ>GB>  MaAK 


Eeeyil,  E.  C. 


KlMP 

Keut,  James 


EiKO,  Alfkbd 


King,  Mark    - 
Knight,  Wai/tbb 


M,B,W.    Member  of  Paddington  Vestry.    His  evidence 

Was  foreman  of  the  jury  that  inquired  into  cause  of  Whiteley's  fire  in 

1887. 
Protest  of  the  Paddington  Vestry  re  Pavilion  -  -  -        - 

Committee  of  the  Board  in  1887  to  inquire  into  tkc  charges  made  against 

the  Board.     Brick  and  Col.  Jones  refused  a  hearing ;  reasons  of. 
Resolution  by  the  Committee  alleged  to  have  been  carried  improperly   - 
AlJeged  refusal  of  the  Board  to  allow  ratepayers  to  inspect  the  Minutes 

of  Committees. 
Advantages  of  allowing  such  inspection      .  -  -  -  - 

His  action  in  respect  of  the  committee  for  inquiring  into  the  matter  of 

the  Pavilion. 
Reasons  why  it  failed  to  elicit  the  truth 

His  cross-examination  by  Mr.  Meadows  White  before  the  Committee 
His  motive  for  attending  the  Committee  was  generally  to  assail  the 

administration  of  the  Board. 


K. 

Hia  evidence  re  *'  White  Horse,*'  Whitcombe  St.         - 
His  further  evidence  -  -  .  -  -  -  - 

Made  charges  against  the  Board  in  1887 ;  with  Beal  and  Pyke  refuged 
to  ^ve  evidence  before  the  Board.  Alleged  dishonesty  against  its 
officials  in  their  dealing  with  public  lands,  in  December  1886  ;  wanting 
a  site  in  Shaftesbuiy  Avenue,  he  went  to  Spring  Gardens,  and  in 
answer  to  inquiries  was  referred  to  Saunders  and  others. 
He  then  made  inquiries  in  the  neighbourhood  which  confirmed  him  in 
his  opinion  that  the  public  landS  had  been  forestalled  by  the  members 
and  officers  of  the  Board  ;  brought  the  matter  before  the  St.  James* 
Vestry,  for  which  he  was  stigmatised  a8"alifur"at  the  Board  by 
Shepherd,  whom  in  consequence,  he  assaulted  in  the  lobby  at  Spring 
Gardens. 
His  allegations  re  Shaftesbury  Avenue        -  .  -  - 

His  cross-examination  by  Mr.  Meadows  White,  Q.C.         - 
Had  an  interview  with  the  Pall  Mall  Gttzette,  which  reported  that  K. 
had  discovered  that  *'  nearly  all  the  sites  for  which  he  applied  were 
'*  let  to  persons  who  were  either  members  or  officials  of  the  Board, 
**  or  men  of  straw  who  were  nominees  of  members." 
The  report  substantially  correct    -  -  -  -  - 

Letter  of  Mr.  Euston  to  K.,  disputing  the  accuracy  of  the  report  in 

question. 
Keevil  does  not  foimally  correct  it  -  -  -  - 

Is  challenged  to  name  a  single  member  of  the  Board  whose  name  was 

given  as  lessee  of  a  single  plot. 
Is  unable  to  name  any  official  who  is  such  lessee        ... 
Cannot  name  the  members  whose  nominees  had  taken  sites 
His  allegations  based  on  hearsay  -  ... 

Insists  on  substantial  accuracy  of  the  report  in  the  Pall  Mall  Gazette     - 

Employed  Fowler  to  build  a  public-house  for  him  on  land  in  Shoreditch, 
acquired  ^om  the  Board. 

Builder.     His  evidence    ...-.- 
Introduced  to  Robertson  by  King  -.---. 
His  peGuma/ry  transactiims  ^^nth  Robertson.      Took  sites  of  the  Board ; 
kve  Robertson  201.,  because  he  thought  it  wise  so  to  do 
ten  the  buildings  were  nearly  completed,  Robertson  intimated  his 

opinion  that  he  ought  to  have  another  201. 
Eventually,  on  17th  March,  1883,  gave  Robertson  a  cheque  for  150^, 

viz.,  100^  in  respect  of  land  in  Great  Eastern  Street,  as  had  been 

agreed  between  tnem,  and  60Z.  in  respect  of  land  in  Bethnal  Green. 
As  to  buildings  in  Clerkenwell  Road,  for  which  Kent  paid  8,250i.,  for 

which  contract  was  signed  Ist  November  1882 ;  Robertson  received 

750Z.  in  the  transaction. 
Had  no  dealings  with  any  other  officers  or  with  any  member  of  the 

Board. 
Cross-examination  by  Mr.  Winch,  Q.C.       - 
{See  also  under  King.) 

Builder,  engaged  with  Kent  in  buildings.    His  evidence 

Jointly  interested  with  Kent  in  application  for  9  and  10  Clerkenwell 

Road,  his  p^pi^ent  to  Robertson  of  400Z.  (part  of  the  cheque  for  750Z.) 
Took  Wessex  House,  in  Northumberland  Avenue,  of  the  Board  by  private 

arrangement,  Robertson  suggesting  the  terms  he  should  offer,  and 

on  their  being  accepted,  received  lOOZ.  in  February  1882. 
As  to  land  in  Bethnal  Green  Road,  early  in  1881,  he  gave  Robertson  201. 
Had  no  pecuniary  transaction  with  Goadard  or  any  other  officer,  or  with 

any  member  of  the  Board. 
Of  Fenchurch  Avenue.    His  disclaimer  by  Mr.  Lewis  Coward,  Q.C, 

that  he  was  ever  mixed  in  these  transactions. 

Broker.    His  evidence    -  -  -  -  - 

Of  the  "Marquis  of  Granby"  and  "Cock."     Made  no  payments  to 

Gt>ddard  or  anyone  else. 
Neither  directly  or  indirectly,  nor  to  his  sons  ... 

Arranged  on  behalf  of  Frosc,  the  compensation  to  be  paid  re  Crown  in 

Soho. 
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Lake,  B.  G.  • 
LUCBIRT,  J.  C. 
Lancastbr,  F.  J. 


Labkiit,  H.  J. 


Lawsov,  W.  R. 


Leggb,  T.  W. 


Solicitor,  acting  for  the  owners  adjoining  Albert  Gate  Boildinge. 

evidence. 
(See  xmder  *'  Albert  Gate  Building.") 


His 


Lbtats 

Lewis,  Edwd. 
Lewis  akd  Lewis 


LniDON    Sons     and 
LniDON. 

LniDSAT,  W.  A. 


His  eTidence  regarding  the  compenBation  paid  to  Goose,  tenant  of  40, 

Bridge  Road,  Battersea,  alone  out  of  a  row  of  six  houses. 
Explanations  of  the  transactions   .  .  .  •  . 

Employed  in  the  Building  Acts  Office  of  the  Board,  said  to  have  yisited 

Robertson  about  a  patent  for  the  door  of  a  theatre. 
His  eyidence  as  to  his  pecuniary  transactions  with  Robertson,  which 

were  merely  of  a  priyate  nature. 
As  to  101.  g^yen  him  by  Haines  rtt  Criterion  .... 

{See  also  under  "  Theatres,  Criterion.'*) 

Australian  Merchant.    A  personal  friend  of  Robertson  and  his  brother  - 
Not  a  tenant  under  the  Board       -  -  -  -  -  ' 

Resided  at  207,  Piccadilly,  same  house  as  Phillips,  whom  (according  to  i 

Robertson),  he  did  not  know ;  is  now  in  Australia. 
Took  leases  from  the  B<Mird  as  nominee  of  Robertson  in  Tite  St.,  Chelsea, 

sold  to  Prudential  Company. 
Minutes  as  to  this  transaction       ..... 

Also  purchased  freehold  of  adjoining  plots  .... 
(See  also  under  ^*  Haigh.**) 

City  editor  of  the  **  Financial  News."    His  evidence 

His  visit  to  Spring  Gardens,  object  of  ascertaining,  1st,  the  mode  of 

conducting  business  ;  2nd,  aboiit  Shaftesbury  Avenue. 

Saw  a  clerk,  who  could  give  no  information  .... 

His  second  visit.    Saw  Robertson,  who  told  him  to  write  to  the  Board  - 

His  third  visit.    Saw  a  member  of  the  Board  ... 

He  complains,  1st,  that  he  could  get  no  information  as  to  the  letting  of 

sites. 

2nd,  of  the  published  accounts  of  the  Board  as  lacking  in  detailed 

informatJon. 
As  compared  with  the  accounts  of  the  Corporation  of  Birmingham  - 
His  cross-examination  by  Mr.  Meadows  White,  Q.C.         .  -  . 

Brother  in-law  of  Stimson,  tenant  from  the  Board  of  **  Yorkshire  Grey  " 
and  "  Artichoke." 

HI8  EVIDENCE  as  to  the  purchase  of  their  sites.  1st,  ae  to  the 
**  Torhehire  Orey,**  was  intro<luced  to  Goddard  by  Robertson.  G«ve 
Robertson  two  sums,  10{.  and  15Z.  for  the  introduction.  Gave  Robert- 
son altogether  about  407. 

G«ve  Gh>ddard  2,000/.  on  getting  the  liceuse,  paid  through  a  nominee  of 
Goddard. 

2nd.  As  to  the**  Nag'e  Head  "  and  *'  ArUchoher  Gave  Robertson  25/. 
in  connection  with  last,  but  nothing  to  Goddard. 

3rcL  Applied  for  and  obtained  leases  of  two  sites  in  Tite  Street,  Chelsea, 
in  consequence  of  a  conversation  with  Robertson,  to  whom  he  subse- 
quently transferred  them. 

{See  also  under  **  Haigh  "  and  "  Larkin.") 

Cros8«examined  by  Mr.  Winch,  Q.C.  -  -  -  .         .  - 

Never  gave  Robertson  1,0002.  on  his  marriage  ... 

Purchased,  at  auction,  premises  of  Board  in  High  Street,  Peckham,  and 
sold  them  to  Stimson  and  Owen  ..... 

Purchased  Caf^  de  T^toile  from  Captain  Napier        ... 
Had  no  correspondence  with  Hobson  re  Lync  Theatre,  but  only  re  CM 

de  rjgtoile. 
Qy.  same  as  gave  Beal  certain  figures  relating  to  the  Board  finance  P 

Tendered  for  site  of  Hotel  M^tropole  .  .  .  . 

Their  letter  re  Pyke's  ofiier  for  Pavilion  site  referred,  on  19th  December 

1884,  to  the  Works  Committee ;  acknowledged  26th  January  1885. 
{See  under  •*  Pavilion.") 

Budge  Row.  Solicitors  for  mortgagees  of  9  and  10,  York  Street, 
purchased  by  Pett  from  Robertson. 

If. B.TT.  for  Kensington;  his  evidence  -  -  -  •         - 

Objects  to  committees  sitting  in  private   with   power   to   act;    his 

reasons. 
As  to  powers  of  committees         ....  •  . 

Voted  for  Robertson  at  the  inquiry         ...  .  . 

Gross-examined  by  Mr.  Meadows  White,  Q.C.  ... 
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LissoH  Street 


LOIBL,  E. 


LONDESBOROUOH,  EaRL 
OP. 


LONGLBT,  Col. 


LOVICK 


LUNDT  G&AKITE  COM- 
PANY. 


Ltw,  Bighard 


MCCOBMICK 


Maddox,  a. 


Maodoz,  Junb. 


Magherakobnb, 
LoBD,  K.C.B. 


Rookery,  case  of. 

The  facte  of  this  case  will  be  found  in  the  evidence  of  Brick 

Thomas     - 

Brown 
McLanchlan 
Sherwood 
Coxhead    - 

Formerly  proprietor  of  old  Pavilion.    His  evidence  -  -         - 

(flfee"  Pavilion.") 

His  compensation.    Offers  made  to  Board  to  remain  as  their  tenant 
Letter  of  Mr.  Pawle  declining  to  give  guarantees  ... 

Cross-examined  by  Mr.  Meadows  White,  (J.O.  -  -         -         - 

As  to  the  alleged  indecency  of  the  entertainments,  ''  Ten  to  one  on  the 
lodger,"  and  other  comic  songs,  denied  by  LoibL 

Member  of  the  Lyric  Club.  His  evidence,  and  complaint  that  whereas 
this  club  was  put  back  in  view  of  intended  widening  of  Whitcomb 
Street,  this  improvement  has  been  abandoned. 

Tendered  for  site  of  Hotel  M^tropole  -  ... 

Senior  assistant  engineer  under  Sir  J.  Bazalgette  for  eastern  division 

on  the  north  of  the  Thames. 
Has  charge  of  Northei'n  Outfall  Precipitation  Works 
Superintended  the  paving  of  Little  Coram  Street 
Correspondence  between  him  and  Sir  J.  Bazalgette  relating  to  the  use 

by  Fumess  of  rubbish  instead  of  Thames  sand  for  filling  up  the 

embankment. 

Not  used  on  the  embankment  --...- 

Condenmed  and  sent  away  by  Sir  J.  Bazalgette 

Evidence  of  Richardson  as  to  the  advice  obtained  from  the  Board  from 

Mr.  Tennant,  the  mineralogist. 
Evidence  of  Fwrness  as  to  the  alleged  action  of  Boohe  in  making  the  use 

of  Lundy  granite  a  condition  for  Fumess  getting  the  contract. 
Evidence  of  Soche  denying  that  of  Fumess  -  -  -         - 

Never  had  any  interest  in  the  company.    Simply  acted  professionally  as 

solicitor. 
Proceedings  before  the  Committee  of  Inquiry  appointed  by  the  Board   - 
{8ee  (Use  under  **  Bazalgette,  Fumess,  and  Boche.") 


Employed  on  low-level  sewef. 
bricKS  used. 


His  evidence  as  to  the  quality  of  the 


M. 

Offered  to  be  associated  with  Ridley  in  the  contract  for  the  Thames 

Embankment. 
(iSfee  also  under  *'  Bazalgette.") 

Inspector  of  the  Board,  who  latterly  instructed  Pett  what  work  to  do     - 
Pett  <Hd  some  trifling  private  work  for  him,  for  which  he  never  sent  in 

an  account. 
His  evidence  as  to  this         --.--.. 

Son  of  last.    Employed  in  assisting  his  father,  and  looking  after  the 
BoMrd's  watchmen. 

ChouinnanofM.B.W,    His  evidence  .  -  .  -  . 

First  elected  to  Board  in  1867.    Chairman  since  1870  at  a  salary  first  of 

1,600Z.,  afterwards  2,000?. 
His  duties.     Correspondence  and  signing  cheques.    Ex  officio  chairman 

of  sub-committee. 
Property  of  the  Board  entrusted  to  the  Valuation  Committee,  now 

mer^d  in  the  Works  Committee. 
Functions  of  the  Valuation  Committee  -  -  -         •         - 

How  selected  -  -  -  -  -  - 

Its  practice  ..-----. 

Reasons  for  the  change  to  the  present  system 
Minute  relating  thereto  .  -  -  -  - 

Works  Committee  consists  of  all  the  members  of  the  Board.    How  far 

the  present  system  is  efficient  in  its  working. 
As  to  sales  by  the  Board.    How  carried  out  .... 

His  visits  to  tripe-boilers  and  other  places  of  offensive  businesses 
As  to  charges  made  from  time  to  time  against  Robertson 
His  complete  reliance  in  Coddard,  and  amazement  at  the  disclosures 

before  the  Royal  Commission. 
There  is  no  Works  sub-committee  specially  to  supervise  particular  great 

works,  which  are  substantially  left  to  the  Engineer's  Department. 
Appointments  to  posts  under  the  Board,  how  made  „  * 
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LoBD,  K.G.B. — cont 


Maixesou,  Col. 
Marbable 


Mabshall 

Mabshall 
Mabshall 

Mabsland,  Ellis 
Matcham,  F. 
Matts 

Mbaden,  G.  p. 


Miles,  ^fATTHEW 


Millwood 


Officers  of  the  Board  paid  bj  salaries;  district  sarreyors  by  fees,  Are 
appointed  by,  but  tneir  powers  are  independent  of,  the  Board. 

Officers  of  the  Board.  How  informed  of  their  duties,  and  how  far  pro- 
hibited from  undertaking  other  work. 

How  discipline  is  enforced  .  .  .  - 

Case  of  Hebb.  He  is  well  lectured  by  chairman  after  the  receipt  of 
Mr.  Hare's  letter. 

The  Eobertson  inquiry.    Failure  to  obtain  evidence 

Rarity  of  such  inquiries  being  called  for  -  - 

Cases  of  Brown  and  Robertson  ...... 

Scanty  attendance  of  witnesses        ...... 

Such  inquiries  are  now  held  in  public  - ,  -         ,  - 

Doubtful  advantage  of  this  course  -  .  .  -         - 

Reasons  for  the  Works  Committee  sitting  with  closed  doors,  and  for 
complaints  having  been  (till  recently)  dealt  with  in  the  same  manner. 

BLad  never  received  hints  as  to  the  existence  of  abuses 

As  to  alleged  -delays  in  passing  plans  ..... 

As  to  Mr.  Vulliamy*s  pension        ..... 

Minutes  relating  to  same  ...... 

The  sewage  question.  Action  of  the  Board  on  the  Report  of  Lord 
Bramweirs  Commission. 

As  to  the  banking  account  of  the  Board  .... 

{See  dUo  fmder  **  Banking  Ajocount.") 
Compensation.     Objections  to  their  being  discussed  in  public 
As  to  the  byelaws  of  the  Board       .-.--- 
As  to  the  appointment  of  Pett       -  •  -  -  - 

As  to  Saunders  and  Fowler.    How  far  the  Chairman  was  aware  that 

they  practised  professionally  in  connexion  with  matters  coming  before 

the  Board. 
As  to  the  careful  consideration  of  the  Agenda  papers  by  the  Chairman  - 
As  to  the  opening  of  tenders  ...... 

Chairman  of  Northumberland  Avenue  Hotel  Company  (which  see) 

[Dead.]  Formerly  superintending  architect  of  the  Board.  Practised 
afterwards  as  surveyor  to  claimants  against  the  Board,  agreeing  to 
share  his  commission  with  Groddurd.  Applied  to  Ryde  to  arbitrate 
in  a  dispute  between  him  and  Groddard  as  to  the  amount  to  be  paid  in 
respect  of  such  division.    (See  also  under  **  Ryde  ")       - 

Solicitor  for  Drs.  Watson  and  Barnes  in  the  matter  of  Vimeira  House, 

Hammersmith. 
His  evidence  -  .  .  -  - 

Owner  of  **  White  Horse,"  Whitcombe  Street,  sold  to  Board 

District  clerk  of  works  in  Engineer's  Department 

One  of  those  superintending  the  Northern  Outfall  Precipitation  Works 

District  surveyor,  at  Albert  G«te  .  .  - 

Architect  for  Grand  Theatre,  Islington.    (See  *<  Theatres  ") 

The  only  tenant  put  into  a  public-house  on  the  recommendation  of 

M.  Goddard,  who,  to  his  recollection,  made  him  no  present. 
Corrected  by  M.  Gt)ddard  in  subsequent  evidence 

M.B,W.  for  Wandsworth.    Chairman  of  Wandsworth  District  Board  of 

Works. 
Believed  by  Selway  to  have  voted  that  amended  application  re  Albert 

Gate  buildings  should  be  referred  to  committee. 
Was  seen  by  Hobbs  prior  to  his  sending  in  plans  •  .  - 

His  evidence  on  this  matter  ---.-. 

(See  alao  under  "  Albert  Gate  Building.") 
His  further  evidence         -.-.-- 

Late  of  the  firm  of  Walters,  Lovejoy,  and  Miles.    Hie  evidence 
Acted  for  the  Board  in  compensation  case  and  sales  relating  to  public- 
house  property.    Made  payments  to  Goddard  in   respect   of  such 
employment,  viz. : — 

901.  on  14,th  August,  1882. 

902.  on  5th  September,  1888. 
88Z.  on  24th  July,  1886. 

Also  gave  Goddard  a  cheque  for  1002.  on  6th  March,  1888. 
Gk>ddard's  hints  of  his  power  of  influencing  the  direction  in  which  business 
should  go. 

In  the  Architect's  Department  of  the  Board.    Used  to  examine  Pett's 

work,  and  certify  quantities. 
Pett  did  work  for  him  without  payment      -  .  -  - 

His  evidence  explaining  these  transactions     -  -  ,  .  ^  ,    .,j' 

Acted  as  architect  for  Bartley,  an  old  friend,  in  a  case  in  which  build- 
ings  were  allowed  by  the  Board  to  be  projected,  when  a  similar 
application  by  Schneider  on  behalf  of  Bowyer,  had  been  refused.  His 
explanation. 

As  to  the  working  of  the  Surveyor's  office  -  -  -  - 

(See  also  evidence  of  Bowyer). 
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METBOPOI.ITAN    BOARD   OF   WOWKS    INQUIRY    COMMISSION  : 


MnmBTT,  Henbt 
MuHTIBS  07  THE  BOABD 


MoNico,  Messbs. 

MONKSFIELD  - 


Moors  Bros. 

Moore,  Messrs. 

Morgan 

Morgan,  W.  V.  atid 

S.V. 

Moss,  F.  J. 

MOTT 

MuNRo,  Oharlbs 
munro,  ool.  d. 

Myall,  Messrs. 


Uncle  of  Gordon,  wrote  to  Board  solicitor,  backing  his  application  for 
site  of  Qrand  Hotel. 

Relating  to  Albany  Boad  Estate 

Albert  Gate,  buildings  at         - 

Ayenne  Theatre 
"  Black  Horse,"  Kentish  Town 
Brixton  Bise 

Contract,  Mr.  Fnmess' ... 
Mr.  Donlton's,  suretyship  for 
Criterion  Theatre  ... 

Sub*oommittee  on 
Deptford  (Hughes*  Fields),  property  at 
Glanfield,  Mr.,  compensation  to  •  -  - 

Gbddard,  Mr.  F.  W.,  appointment  of 

Hebb,  Mr.  J.     - 

Hengler's  Circus         .... 

Little  Europja  Place,  Battersea,  property  in    • 

Lundy  Granite  Co.     -  -  -  - 

Northumberland  Avenue,  sites  in        - 

first  advertisement 

Hotel  M<ftropole,  tenders  for 

Grand  Hotel 

Pavilion  Music  Hall  .... 

Mr.  Loibl's  management  of        • 

Public-houses.    ••  Tbe  George  and  Dragon,"  *•  The  Cock, 
"  the  Marquis  of  Granby.** 

Kobertson,  Mr.  T.  J.,  appointment  of      • 


Sewage,  disposal  of       - 

Mr.  WoUheim's  scheme  for        • 
"Dr.  Bell's  report  on  same       .  .  - 

Appointment  of  Sir  My.  Boscoe  as  consulting  chemist 
Shaftesbury  Avenue,  sites  in  (plots  2  and  3) 
Tite  Street.  Chelsea,  siies  in    -  -  •        .   - 

Valuation  Committee,  change  of  system  regarding 
Vulliamy's  Pension       -  -  .  -  . 

Whitcombe  Street        -  .  -  .  - 

"White  Lion"  public-house     .  .  - 

Whiteley*s  builoings,  Bayswater         ... 
Minutes  of  the  Board  open  to  the  ratepayers,  but  not  so  those  of  the 
Works  and  General  Purposes  Committee. 

Wished  to  oW&r  for  Pavilion  site,  which  was  ignored  wiihoirt  investi- 
gation. 

[Dead.^     Bent    collector    of    the    Board.     Landlord   of  Robertson's 

lodgings  at  Hackney,  left  Robertson  money. 
Stated  by  Robertson  to  have  been  the  first  to  employ  Pett  for  the  Board 
Pett's  evidence  as  to  this     ....... 


Informed  Pett  that  Grey  was  Robertson's  brother      .  .  • 

Supplied  Robertson  with  the  money  in  order  to  finance  Pett  in   the 

matter  of  90,  Worship  Street       ...... 

Died  13th  August  1883.    Robei'tson  one  of  his  executors 

Tea  merchants,  for  whom  Saunders  built  three  warehouses,  in  Queen 
Victoria  Street,  having  advised  them  as  to  the  purchase  of  the  sites 
from  the  Board. 

(;abinet  Makers.  Rented  Robertson's  warehouse,  built  by  Pett,  in 
Curtain  Lane,  for  12  months.  ^ 

An  official  of  the  Board,  assists  generally,  chiefly  in  copying  plans 

Freeholders  of  property  in  Europa  Place  sold  to  Board  (see  "  Bradly.")  • 

Purchaser  of  "Black  Horse,"  Kentish  Town         -  -  .  . 

Blashill's  assistant  in  matters  relating  to  Fire  Brigade 

One  of  the  sureties  for  ViUiers      -  .  .  .  - 

[Dead.]  Was  M.B.W.,  not  sapie  person  as  the  last,  was  another  of 
Villiers'  sureties. 

Auctioneers,  who  sold  the  '*  White  Horse,"  Whitcombe  Street,  when  it 
was  bought  by  the  Board. 
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Nahee,  Captain 
Nathak,  J.  L. 

NiOOLAI 

Noble,  H.  Abbl 


NORTHUMBBRLAND 
AVENUB. 


nobthumberlakb 
Aybnue        Hotel 

OOMPANY. 


NOWBLL  AND  ROB8ON 


OdBSBA  Ck)NTBACT 

Odlino,  Dr.    - 
Owen 


N. 

Porchased  plots  2  and  3,  Shafbesbory  Avenue  (now  Lyric  Theatre)  from 
Hobson  at  a  preminm  of  2,500Z. ;  also  Cafe'  de  rEtoile,  16th  September 
1886. 

(See  dUo  tmder  ''Hobson "  and  **  Shaftesbury  Avenue.") 

The  theatrical  costumier.  Endeavoured  to  arrange  a  meeting  between 
Yilliers  and  Pvke  at  his  house,  which  Villiers  declined  on  discovering 
that  Pyke  haa  instructed  his  solicitors  to  oppose  the  letting  of  the 
Pavilion  site  to  him. 

{See  also  wider  **  Pavilion.") 

Formerly  M.B.W.,  who  guve  evidence  before  Committee  of  the  House 
of  Commons  as  to  the  Fumess  contract. 

District  clerk  of  works  in  Engineer's  Department 

His  evidence  as  to  quality  of  oricks  used  in  the  section  of  the  low-level 

sewer  from  the  Surrey  Canal  bridge  to  the  Turk's  Head,  Old  Kent 

Road. 

Sites  in,  generally        ...  -  -  -  - 

AVENUE  THEATRE,    it/ee  "  Theatres." 

COLONIAL  INSTITUTE. 

Minutes  relating  to  the  sale  of  the  site  to  S.  Hobson 
Saunders  advised  Hobson  as  to  the  purchase  of  the  freehold  - 
Also  on  the  question  of  lights  -  -  .  -  . 

Did  not  intend  to  vote  at  the  Board  meeting  on  the  matter,  but  did 

so  by  an  accident. 
Bobson's  evidence  on  the  transaction  -  -  -  - 

His  pecuniary  transactions  with  Robertson,  and  present  to  him  of 

Robertson's  evidence  -  .  -  -  - 

Walker's  evidence  -  -  -  -  -  - 

Gkurdon's  evidence  -  •  -  •  .  . 

CONSTITUTIONAL  CLUB.      Saunders  consulted  as  to  rights  of 

light. 
GEAND  HOTEL.    Minutes  .  -  •  .  . 

Saunders  advises  Gkmlon  to  tender  for  the  site ;  suggests  the  terms 
to  be  offered,  on  the  understanding   that   he   should  be  the 
architect. 
The  plans  prepared  jointly  with  Messrs.  Francis,  and  the  commis- 
sion shared  oetween  them. 
Amount  of  work  done  by  each  ;  according  to  Francis 
According  to  Saunders  -  -  -  -  .  - 

Saunders  a  shareholder  in  the  G-rand  Hotel  Company 
Received  700Z.  from  Gordon  t'e  annexe  to  Grand  Hotel 
HOTEL  MliTBOPOLE.    Plots  25-29.    Minutes 

Saunders  and  Messrs.  Francis  architects  •  .  .  . 


[N.B. — ^The  history  of  this  site  is  closely  connected  with  that  of  the 

Grand  Hotel,  q.v,] 
Saunders'  defence  of  his  action  herein  -  -  .  . 

HOTEL  VICTORIA.    Minutes        -         -  .  .  - 

WES  SEX  HOUSE.  Amount  to  be  offered  by  King  suggested  by 
Robertson. 

Agreed  with  the  Mortgage  Company  of  England  to  build  on  plot  2  in 
iTorthumberland  Avenue ;  correspondence  thereto  relating  with 
Messrs.  Ashurst,  Morris,  and  Co. 

Subsequently  came  to  grief  and  failed  to  carry  out  its  arrangements 
with  the  Board. 

10th  October  1884,  petition  for  winding  it  up  -  .  -  - 

Contractors.  Have  occasionally  had  large  contracts  for  the  Board. 
Paved  Little  Coram  Street,  a  small  contract. 
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Fumess's.    {See  wnder  **  Basalgette.") 


One  of  the  four  eminent  chemists  to  whom  the  Board  submitted  its 
permanent  sewage  scheme. 

Co-purchaser  with  Stimson  of  premises  in  High  Street,  Peckham,  from 
Lepays,  who  had  purchased  me  fh>m  the  Bo^rd. 
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METROPOLITAN  BOAUD   OF  WOBK8   INQUIBT  COMMISSION: 


Paicb,  Geo. 


Pabks,  th£  Public 


Pabbt,  Ssiton  [dead] 


Patey,  Db. 


Pavilion  Music  Hall 


P. 

In  the  employ  of  Tanqueray  and  Co.  His  evidence  as  to  the  payment 
of  1,500^  to  Boberteon  on  account  of  Cox,  the  pnrohaaer  of  the 
**  Old  Swan." 

Observations  of  the  Chairman  as  to  there  being  no  neoessity  for  any 
inquiry  by  the  Commission. 

Tendered  through  Goddard  for  site  of  Avenue  Theatre  in  1880 ;  was 
accepted.    Old  friend  of  Fowler,  who  had  built  for  him  theatres  in 
the  Strand  and  Holbom,  and  who  advised  him  in  all  he  did. 
Tried  to  bribe  Hebb  re  i^  venue  Theatre  -  -  .  - 

(See  also  under  "  Fowler,"  *'  Hebb,"  and  **  Theatres.") 

Called  into  consultation  with  Dr.  Beynolds  on  the  state  of  Ck)ddard's 
health,  and  concurred  with  him  thereon.    {See  **  Beynolds.") 

THE   LETTING   OF  THE  SITE   [1877J.     By  Act  40  &  41  Vict. 

c.  cczxxv.  6.  4,  the  Board  was  empowered,  to  constmot  a  new  street, 

now  Shaftesbury  Avenue. 
Board  heard  that  Loibl,  proprietor  of  old  Pavilion,  contemplated  large 

expenditure  on  the  building,  (see  evidence  of  Powell,  12,956--65),  and 

in  March  1878  gave  notice  to  treat. 

E1878,  Ji*Zy.]    Compensation  referred  to  Sir  H.  Hunt 
SMiember.li    Award  of  Sir  H.  Hunt,  109,S00Z. 

Yiniers  a  witness  in  the  reference  .  .  .  -  - 

Makes  GU)ddard'8  acquaintance  -  -  -  - 

Loibl  wishes  to  remain  as  tenant  at  7,000Z.  per  annum :  an  offer  declined, 
owing  to  alleged  c[uestionable  performances  at  the  Pavilion,  aud  to 
Loibrs  refusal  to  give  guarantees  that  they  should  be  such  as  not  to 
endanger  the  license. 
(See  aUo  "  Loibl "  and  "  Powell." 
Villiers  applies  for  the  tenancy  of  the  Pavilion,  at  7,000i.  per  annum, 

personally  to  Gknldard. 
Applications  from  other  persons  .  •  .  - 

Interviews  between  Dunch  and  Goddard  as  to  Villiers 
Yilliers  accepted  as  tenant,  and  Goddard  appointed  to  iniqoect  and  report 

to  the  Board  as  to  the  conduct  of  the  place. 
Goddard's  views  as  to  his  claim  to  remuneration  from  Villiers  for  his 

trouble  in  discharging  sueh  duties. 
Yilliers  informed  accordingly  by  Dunch  ... 

And  arranges  to  pay  Goddard  50L  per  quarter  -  ... 

Dunch  the  medium  of  payment ;  which  was  made  in  notes,  and  not  by 

cheque. 
Yilliers*  interviews  with  Goddard  during  his  tenancy    -  . 

Causes  of  the  delay  in  clearing  land  for  the  new  street        •         - 
[1884,  November  12^.]  Letter  from  YilHers  to  B<Murd  applying  for  per- 
mission to  offer  for  the  site. 
[November  llih,}    Board  resolves  that  it  will  receive  an  offer 
INtnmnber  24<fc.j  Yulliamy  reports  on  case  to  tiie  Works  and  General 

Purposes  Committee. 
Bobertson's  evidence  as  to  the  preparation  of  the  draft  report ;  drafted 

by  Goddard. 
[1884,  DecsTnher  Ut]  Villiers'  offer  of  2,700Z.per  annum,  and  16,000Z. 
premium  for  licenses,  opened  and  considered  by  the  Committee. 
Carried  eventually  that  he  should  be  offered  site  for  8,000Z.  per  annum, 
and  option  to  purchase  at  27  years,  and  15,0002.  on  oonnrmation  of 
license. 
Opposed  by  Solway  and  Lord  J.  Fitzroy  -  -  - 

[Decemher  Sth.^   Offer  of  I^ke :  4,000f.   per  annum  ground  rent.    His 
attempted  negociations  with  Villiers.    Considered  by  Committee  and 
ignored. 
Explanation  of  this  course  of  action  -  .  .  .  - 

Suggestion  that  the  offer  was  **  bogus  "  .  .  - 

[Decemiber  19ih.]  The  proposed  tenancy  of  Villiers  considered  at  the 
meeting  of  the  Board.    Mr.  Bider  Cook  gave  notice  of  motion,  '*  That 
"  the  seal  of  die  Board  be  not  affixed.^'    Further  letter  from  Pyke 
received,  and  referred  to  Works  Committee. 
[1885,  JamuM-y  9th,']  Seal  of  Board  affixed  .... 

SECRET  HISTORY  OF  THE  LETTING  OF  THE  SITE-- 

Circumstances  under  which  Villiers  became  acquainted  with  Bo- 

bertson. 
Eobert8on*8  evidence  .* 

He  suggested  to  Villiers  to  apply  for  the  site,  in  consequence  of 

which  Yilliers  wrote  let^ier  of  12th  November  1884. 
His  reasons  for  making  the  BU£»|estion        -  -  -  - 

Hiui  no  communication  with  v  illiers  during  the  negotiations 

with  the  Board. 
Suggested  explanation  of  how  VilUors  came  to  offer,  the  exact 
sum  for  the  licenses  as  had  been  put  upon  them  in  the  architect's 
report. 
Had  no  idea  when  he  advised  Yilliers  to  apply  that  Grey,  his 
brother,  was  interested  in  a  pcnrtion  of  the  site. 
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Paviuon  Music  Hall 


Pawle  [dead] 


PlBBL£8 


Psio,  Hisais. 


Pbtt,  Dakul 


First  heard  of  the  arrangement  'some  time  in  January  1885 
after  the  sealing  of  the  agreement  between  Yilliers  and  the 
Board. 
FtZWers'  evidence  -,---.- 

Robertson  agrees  with  VilKers  to  afford  him  every  facility  for 
getting  the  site,  on  condition  that  GTrey  was  retained  as  tenant 
of  the  **  Black  Horse,"  and  got  part  of  th«  site  for  the  re*erection 
thereof.  Yilliers  unaware  that  Grey  was  Bobertson's  brother. 
[1883,  Novemhei'  (circa,)!  12  month's  before  Villiers'  tender :  meeting 
between  Yilliers,  Gk>ddard,  and  Robertson  to  discnss  the  matter, 
in  anticipation  of  the  speedy  clearing  of  the  site. 
They  agreed — 

1st.  Grey  to  have  the  land  at  the  comer  at  the  same  proportionate 

price  as  that  paid  by  Yilliers  for  the  whole. 
2nd.  Yilliers  to  pay  any  premium  the  Board  might  stipulate  for 

the  license. 
3rd.  Grey  to  erect  such  a  building  at  the  comer  as  should  be 

required  bv  the  Board. 
4th.  If  Grey  made  it  a  success,  Goddard  to  have  a  portion  of  the 
profits. 
The  estimated  value  of  the  comer,  10,000Z ,  which  was  to  be  divided 

between  Goddard  and  Robertson. 
[1884,  November.']    Robertson  tells  Yilliers  to  apply  to  Board  at 
once  for  permission  to  make  an  offer  for  the  site,  in  consequence 
of  which  Yilliers  wrote  the  letter  of  November  12th  (vide  supra). 
Yilliers  consults  Goddard  as  to  the  price  he  should  offer.   Robertson 
works  out  the  calculation,    it  was  assumed  that  Goddard's  2001. 
per  annum  should  continue. 
APPOINTMENT  OF  THE  ABGEITEGT  FOB  NEW  PAVILION 

g884,  after  November  17th.)    Yilliers  having  received  notice  of  the 
card's  willingness  to  receive  an  offer  for  the  site,  feels  assured  of 

success,  and  looks  about  for  a  builder. 
Introduced  by  Goddard  to  Isaacs  and  Florence,  and  Isaacs  prepares  rough 

sketch  of  proposed  building. 
Relations  between  Yilliers  and  Isaacs  down  to  January  20th,  1885,  when 

Saunders  was  substituted  as  architect. 
Causes  of  the  substitution  of  Saunders  for  Isaacs.  {Date  uncertavn) 

Yilliers  introduced  by  Robertson  to  Woodward ;  conversation  relative 

to  the  architect  for  the  new  building,  the  result  of  which  was  that 

Yilliers  is  induced  to  employ  Saunders,  and  is  introduced  to  him  by 

Woodward. 
Disgust  expressed  by  Yilliers  to  Isaacs       .  -  -  .  - 

Interview  with  Saunders,  according  to  Yilliers 

„  „  „  Woodward 

„  ,,  „  Saunders        -  -  .        • 

Saunders'  design  for  the  elevation  unsatisfactory 
Robertson  shows  Yilliers  a  design  by  Worley,  and  eventually  introduces 

him. 
(8ee  aieo  "  Saunders,"   14r40-1585,   1870-1966,   11,539-70;    "  Iwacs," 

2791-87;  "  Worley,"  2828-73 ;  **  Woodward,"  7247-7864). 
Action  of  **  Isaacs  v.  Yilliers,"  settled  by  Goddard  for  Yilliers.    Thirty 

guineas  received  from  Saunders  as  costs  of  Isaacs. 
[Iw6,  December.]    Yilliers    sells  Pavilion  to  a  company,  and  gives 

Goddard  5,000?.  of  debentures. 
Yilliers'  further  evidence  making  certain  corrections 
QENEBALLY— 

Evidence  in  justification  of  the  action  of  the  Board 


Evidence  of  members  who  opposed  it : — 

Fardell  .-.-.-.. 

Edwards  ...... 

Shepherd        ........ 

Debenham  .-...- 

Cook  -  -  -  -  -         ,  .  -  . 

Suggested  encroachment  of  the  building  upon  the  public  roadway 
Report  of  the  superintending  architect  on  this  point  was  dictated  by 
Robertson  to  Harper. 

Of  Pawle,  Fearon,  and  Ooldham,  acted  as  Loibl's   solicitor  in   the 

compensation  case  against  the  Board  re  Pavilion. 
Wrote  a  letter  declining  on  the  part  of  Loibl  to  give  required  guarantees 

which  "  flabergasted  "  Loibl  when  he  saw  it. 


District  surveyor  in  Marylebone,  who  condemned  33  and  35  Lisson 
Street.    (See  *'  Lisson  Street  Rookery.*') 


Builders  of  New  Pavilion  -  .  -  .  . 

Were  to  have  measure  and  value  at  schedule  of  prices  fixed  by  Saunders, 

viz.,  41,600Z.  and  10,0002.  bonus. 
Financed  Pavilion  ...... 

Brother  of  Wm.  Pett,  who  recommended  him  to  Robertson  for  employ- 
ment.   His  duties. 
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p£iT,  William 


Fhillifs,  Geo. 


Philips,  C.  G. 


Builder.    Emolo^ed  by  the  Board.   According  to  Bch&rtson  was  eoiployed 

first  by  MooKsneld  on  Board  improyements .    Was  also  known  to  Driver. 

Robertson  first  became  acquainted  with  him  by  Monksfield  bringing 

him  to  the  office.    He  had  worked  for  Grey  for  some  jean,  who  Imew 

him  from  their  being  neighbonn*    Bobertson  did  not  introdnoe  him. 
According  to  hie  own  account  he  was  first  employed  by  Bobertson  in  1877, 

to  whom  he  had  been  mentioned  by  Jno.  Driyer.    Was  not  prerionsly 

known  to  Bobertson. 
For  the  first  year  got  his  orders  direct  from  Bobertson,  then  printed 

orders  from  the  Board.    Latterly  Maddox,  Board  inspector,  gave  him 

his  orders. 
For  the  first  year  was  paid  by  Monksfield,  afterwards  by  the  Board 
Was  introduced  to  botn  the  Greys  by  Bobertson  -  - 

Was  eventually  largely  employed  by  the  Board  to  the  amount  of  4,000Z. 

or  5,000Z.,  and  for  the  two  last  years  7,000i.  or  8,000Z, 
Statement  of  the  exact  sums  paid  to  him  from  1878-87,  handed  in  by 

Mr.  Meadows  White.  Q.C. 
His  work ;  by  whom  checked  -  -  -  •  - 

,,  General  nature  of,  described  by  himself 

„  „  „  Blashill 

His  prices  checked  by  Campion       ..... 
Has  not  been  employed  by  the  Board  since  questions  arose    as  to 

Bobertson's  actions. 
His  brother  {see  "  D.  Pett ")  also  did  work  for  the  Board. 
HIS  PECTIN  I ABY  TRANSACTIONS  WITH  EOBEBTSON 
Built  a  cabinet  warehouse  for  him  in  Old  Street  or  Curtain  Boad  in 

1882. 
For  which  he  was  paid  from  l,700i.  to  1,800Z.  -  .  .        . 

It  was  let  to  Messrs.  Moore,  and  sold  just  before  the  expiration  of  their 

tenancy. 
Did  work  at  Boberfcson's  private  house       -  -  .  .  . 

His  account  of  I.O.U.  and    bill   transactions    between   himself    and 

Bobertson. 
Borrowed  3007.  of  Mrs.  Bobertson,  which  he  repaid 
Purchased  from  Robertson,  on  18th  November  1886,  for  800Z.,  the  house 

9  and  10,  York  Street,  Shoreditch,  which  he  had  previously  built  for 

him.     Part  o^  the  site  was  leased  by  Jno.  Grey  from  the  Board  for  the 

**  Swan,"  and  conveyed  by  his  direction  to  W\  Grey. 
This  house  how  lets  for  140/.  ...... 

Purchased  in  1883,  by  Robertson's  advice,  who  was  to  share  the  profits, 

but  who  was  paid  out  by  Pett,  90,  Worship  Street,  from  Wells,  who 

had  an  agreement  with  the  Board. 
Bobertson  financed  the  transaction,  getting  the  money  from  Monksfield- 
HIS  TRANSACTIONS  WITH  THE  OBEYS 
Knew  Grey  was  Bobertson's  brother  from  Monksfield.    Did  not  tell 

Bobertson  he  knew  it. 
Bid  work  for  both   W.   W,  and  J,  Chrey  on  the  recommendation  of 

Bobertson. 

For  W,  W.  Grey,  at  the  ''  Black  Horse,"  and  Piccadilly  Bestauraat 
W.  Grey,  the  only  person  he  knew  at  the  '*  Black  Horse  "  -  . 

But  John  Grey  paid  him  for  repairs  executed  in  it 
Benewed  a  bill  once  of  300L  (P)  of  W.  Grey's 

Signed  Memorandum  of  Association  of  JPiccadilly  Bestaurant,  at  the 
request  of  Bobertson  and  Grey,  who  owed  him  4412.  and  which  he 
hoped  thereby  to  recover.    He  paid  nothing. 
For  J,  Grey,  at  **  Swan  Tavern,"  **  One  Tun,^  and  "  Oporto  Stores  "     - 
Was  asked  to  do  work  there  in  April  1888  .  .  .  - 

J.  Grey  has  now  left  there  and  has  gone  Pett  does  not  know  whither 
Never  obtained  materials  from  anv  member  or  official  of  the  Board 
HIS   TRANSACTIONS    WITH   OTHEB    OFFICIALS    OF   THE 
BOABD. 

With  Briver.    Advanced  some  monies  as  executor  of  his  father 
Did  some  work  for  him  at  his  private  house,  for  which  he  took  no 

payment. 
Did  woik  for  MiUwood,   Thomoi,  Maddox,  Champion,  and  Fry. 

Thomas  and  Fry  paid  him,  the  others  didf  not. 
Lord  Magheramorne's  evidence  as  to  his  employment  and  payment 


MB.W.    Written  to  by  Isaacs  about  the  Hotel  Victoria 
Was  introduced  by  Bobertson  to  Hobson  .... 

From  whom  he  took  plot  6  in  Clerkenwell  Boad.      Paid  prime  cost 
2,200/. 

His  evidence  as  to  this  transaction.    Made  no  payment  to  Goddard  or 

Bobertson. 
Supplied  ViUiers  with  Spirits  for  the  '*  Canterbury  "... 
Mentioned  at  Board  that  Yilliers  was  reported  to  have  said  that  to 

obtain  the  **  Pavilion  "  site  he  must  pay  1,000Z.  to  a  member  of  the 

Board  and  employ  another  member  as  architect. 
Villiers*  explwiation  of  this  -  -  •  -  -  - 

Not  the  M.B.W. ;  spells  his  name  differently  .... 

Besided  in  same  house  as  Larkin  (207,  Piccadilly),  but  according  to 
Bobertson  did  not  know  him. 
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FfliLiFs,  0.  G.^-eorU. 


Phipps.  C,  J. 


Pile 

PlUCHIN 

Powell,  Chables 

Powell,  F. 
Powell,  T.  A.  G. 

Public  Houses 


PUTLET,  F.  M. 


PYTE,  Jos. 


First  lessee  of  Colonial  Institaie  site  .  .  .  .  - 

Which  he  afterwards  conveyed  to  Hobson  .  .  .  - 

Hobson's  evidence  on  the  tnmsaotions  .  .  -  - 

(See  also  utider  **  Northumberland  Avenue,  sites  in.") 
Interested  with  Hobson  in  Glerkenwell  sites,  but  bought  out 

Architect.     Believed  by  Hobson  to  have  been   joint  architect  with 

Fowler  for  Capt.  Napier,  who  purchased  plots  2  and  8,  Shaftesbury 

Avenue  from  mm. 
Was  paid  600Z.  by  Hobson,  of  which  200/.  was  by  his  request  paid  by 

Hobson,  by  cheque,  to  Fowler; 
Hobson's  corrections  in  his  evidence  as  to  this  -  .  - 

And  further  account  of  the  transaction  generally 
As  to  the  return  of  the  cheqae  for  200Z.  by  Fowler  ysee  aUo  wider 

Fowler). 
Fowler's  account  of  these  transactions  and  his  connexion  with  Phipps    . 

Of  the  circumstances  under  which  he  returned  the  cheque 
Recommended  by  Fowler  to  do  the  fire-proofing  at  the  Albert  Palace, 

and  to  alter  a  hall  at  Brixton. 
His  evidence  ----- 

As  to  the  transactions  in  Shaftesbuiy  Avenue  -  ,  - 

Knew  Fowler  to  be  a  member  of  the  Board  -  -  - 

Employed  him  as  to  lights,  and  agreed  to  pay  him  200Z.  for  his  advice   - 
Was  employed  by  Fowler  on  the  Opera  Comique,  of  which  Fowler  is 

proprietor. 
Introauced  Hobson  to  Fowler  -  -  -  -  - 

Becommended  by  Fowler  to  Sir  R.  Garden,  in  the  matter  of  the  Albert 

Palace,  and  gave  Fowler  half  his  fee. 
Gave  Fowler  4flZ.  in  connexion  with  Hengler's  Circus 

Fowler's  explanation  of  this               -               -  -              .            - 

Gave  Hobson  and  Boggis,  two  clerks  of  the  Board,  10  guineas  for  copy 

of  survey  plans  of  Globe  Theatre. 

Hebb's  evidence  as  to  this             -                .  -               -                - 

In  some  way  intei'ested  with  Goddard  in  the  "Black  Horse,"  Kentish 
Town. 

Purchaser  from  Grey  or  Robertson  of  freehold  of.  **  Swan,"  part  of 
*'  Old  Swan  "  site,  purchased  firom  the  Board. 

On  Goddard's  recommendation,  placed  in  **  Black  Horse,"  Kentish 
Town,  to  preserve  license  on  the  death  of  Weedon.  Received  lease  of 
new  site  from  the  Board. 

Of  the  '•  Falcon,"  Bethnal  Green,  gave  M.  Goddard  50Z. 

Solicitor  for  Loibl  in  the  Pavilion  matter  .  .  .  - 

His  evidence.  Correspondence  relating  to  the  contemplated  improve- 
ments of  the  Old  Pavilion. 

The  information  on  this  subject  will  be  found  in  the  evidence  of  the 
following : — 
Glanfield,  W.  -  -  -  -  -  -  - 

Knight,  W.  -----  - 

Fleuret,  J.  -  ---.-- 

Frost,  R.  -----  - 

Brown,  G.T.  -  -  -  .  .  . 

Gannaway,  F.  -  -  -  -  - 

Goddard,  Matthew  -...-. 


{8ee  also  under  **  Minutes.") 

Architect  and  surveyor.    Partner  of  Robertson  since  March  1888 
Produces  letter  from  Robertson  announcing  his  absconding  from  the 

jurisdiction  of  the  Royal  Commission. 
Has  seen  Board  officials  at  the  office  in  Long  Acre  with  Robertson, 

Lancaster,  Harper,  and  Jackson. 
Has  seen  the  two  Greys  at  the  office.    W.  Grey  gone  to  Australia. 

John  Grey  called  on  tbe  evening  of,  or  the  day  following,  Robertson's 

examination  before  the  Royal  Commission. 
First  became  acquainted  with  Robertson  when  the  Piccadilly  Restaurant 

was  first  started,  through  giving  Worley  temporary  assistance  on  the 

plans. 

Wished  to  make  an  ofier  for  the  site  of  Pavilion,  of  which  no  notice  was 

taken  by  the  Board. 
Nor  about  which  was  any  inquiry  made  -  -  - 

His  oflFer  considered  by  Robertson  to  be  **  a  bogus  one  "  -  - 

Saw  YuUiamy,  who  refused  to  show  the  plans  of  the  Pavilion  without 

leave  of  the  Board. 
Robertson's  defence  of  the  rejection  of  his  offer  .  -  . 

Attempt  of  D'Oyly  Carte  and  Nathan  to  bring  about  a  meeting  between 

Pyke  and  Villiers. 
(See  also  under  *  *  Pavilion.") 
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Eedmak 


Beid,  Bobt.     - 


BiDER 
BiDLET,  S. 


BIT6ON 


BOBEBTS 


B0BBKT8OH,  T.  J. 


Bbknie,  Sir  Jno. 
Betnolbs,  Db.  J. 

BiCHARtSON,  G.  B. 


B. 

Formerly  1£B.W.  VillierB*  landlord  at  the  Canterbury  Mnsio  Hall; 
consulted  by  Yilliers  as  to  the  Board's  -wiUingnesii  to  let  the  Pavilion, 
and  placed  him  in  communication  with  Gknldard. 

Auctioneer  and  valuer  ..----. 

Beferred  to  by  Goddard  as  ready,  with  Driver,  to  support  the  price 

given  for  Pavilion. 
His  evidence  as  to  this  -.-.--- 

Was  from  time  to  time  employed  both  to  act  for  the  Board  and  for 

claimants.     Acted  for  Mrs.  GiUingwater  in  her  claim  against  the 

Board  on  Goddard's  introduction. 
His  account  of  the  proceedings  in  that  case  .  .  • 

Acted  also  at  times  for  the  Board ;  made  payments  to  Goddard    - 
At  a  rate  not  exceeding  15  per  cent,  of  his  commission 
Had  paid  him  altogether  1,643Z.  since  1870  •  -  .  • 

Largest  sum  in  an^  one  year  was  3542.  in  1883  -  - 

Goddard's  suggestion  of  his  power  to  divert  business  in  default  of  his 
being  so  paid. 

Interested  with  Bazalgette  in  Purness'  Odessa  contract,  {See  oIbo  under 
•*  Bazalgette  "  and  "  Odessa  Contract.") 

Goddard's  medical  adviser. 

His  evidence  as  to  the  danger  to  Goddard's  life  in  the  Boyal  Commis- 
sioners examining  him. 

M.B,W.    for   Greenwich  since   1862;    is   the   senior   member.      His 

evidence. 
As  to  the  complaints  against  Building  Acts  Committee  for  not  giving 

their  reasons  for  refusing  applications,  which  brought  upon  the  Board 

the  odium  of  the  public. 
His  opinion  of  Vulliamy,  and  that  he  ought  to  resign 
Of  the  great  efficienov  of  Gunn       .--•-- 
As  to  contracts,  and  the  perfect  fairness  of  their  treatment'  by  the 

Board. 
His  strong  distrust  of  Bobertson  since  1875  .  -  -  - 

Account  of  the  Fuller  case  against  Bobertson  -  -  -         - 

How   far   Yulliamy  and   members    of  the  Board  were   aware   tiiat 

Bobertson's  brothers  were  trading  under  false  names. 
As  to  pension  to  YuUiamy's  widow,  moved  by  witness  .         -        - 

His  further  evidence  as  to  the  Board's  inquiry  into  Doulton's  connexion 
with  Fumess  in  the  matter  of  the  sure^hip  for  the  Thames 
Embankment  contract,  and  as  to  the  Lundy  Gramte  Company. 

M,B.W,  Voted  in  favour  of  Hobbs'  amended  application  in  the  case  of 
Albert  Gtbte  Buildings  {which  see). 

Lowest  tenderer  for  Embankment  contract,  let  to  Fumess ;  reported 
against  by  Bazalgette. 

{See  also  under  "  Bazalgette,  Sir  J.") 

Stated  by  Boche  to  have  signed  a  contract  with  the  Lundy  Granite 
Company. 

Contractor  for  portion  of  the  embankment  .... 

Beceived  sand  from  the  Thames  Conservators,  which  should  have  gone 
to  Fumess. 

Landowner  at  Hammersmith.  Applied  to  Board  through  Schneider  for 
leave  to  build  forward,  and  was  refused  a  similar  application  sub- 
sequently allowed  to  Bartley,  who  was  employing  Millwood. 

Lately  assistant  surveyor  in  the  Architect's  Pepartment 

Had  most  to  do  with  the  disposal  of  the  surplus  lands  not  required  by 

the  Board  for  streets. 
His  evidence  -.--  -..- 

His  position  in  the  office  ..... 

(For  the  Minutes  relating  to  his  appointments,  see  under  "  Minutes  ")    - 


Bab  salary,  originally  (in  1868)  601.  per  annum,  rose  to  425Z. 
His  duties  -  -  ... 

Was  implicitly  trusted  by  Vulliamy  -  -  - 


they  were 


He  usuallv  dictated  or  drafted  the  architect's  reports,  though 

signed  by  Yulliamy. 
PAVILION  CASE. 
(For  his  connexion  generally  with  the  **  Pavilion"  case,  see  under  that 

head.) 
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BOBEBTSOK,  T.  J. —        Yilliers  a  stranger  to  him  prior  to  his  tenancy  of  the  old  Pavilion 
oont.  '  Later  was  on  friendly  terms  with  him  -  -  -  -  - 

Occasionally  visited  the  old  Pavilion ;  used  to  be  passed  in  by  Yilliers* 
I      manager ;  nsed  to  see  Yilhers  in  the  auditorinm,  not  in  his  room. 

Saunders  states  that  he  met  Robertson  once  or  twice  in  Yilliers'  room   - 
'  Yilliers  sent  in  application  of  12th  Kovember  on  his  suggestion 

His  reasons  for  making  the  snfi^gestion  -  - 

,  Had  no  idea  then  that  nis  brother,  W.  Grey,  was  interested  in  the  site  - 
j  Was  present  as  Yulliamy's  assistant  at  the  Works  Committee  when  the 
I      application  was  received. 

;  Haa  nothing  to  do  with  Ynlliamy's  report  upon  the  price  to  be  given  for 
I      it,  which  was  drafted  by  Goddard. 
'  As  to  the  Piccadilly  Eestaurcmt, 
First  heard  of  the  arrangement  that  part  of  the  site  was  to  be  occupied 

by  a  restaurant  from  his  brother,  W.  W.  Grey. 
Some  time  in  January  1885,  after  Yilliers  had  got  his  agreement  with 

the  Board. 
Grey  told  him  Yilliers  had  asked  if  he  could  find  money  to  assist  in  the 

new  buildinf^s. 
Yilliers  spoke  to  him  about  it  shortly  afterwards,  on  his  depositing  his 

plans  with  Yulliamy. 
It  was  no  part  of  his  (Robertson's)  duty  to  report  upon  these,  and  he 

rendered  Yulliamy  no  technical  assistance  upon  them. 
Saw  Yilliers  frequently.    Yilliers  told  him  Grey  was  negociating  for  the 

*'  Black  Horse,"  knowing  that  he  was  Robertson's  brother. 
Introduced  Worley  to  Yilliers  and  Grey  -  .  - 

For  Yilliers'  account  of  these  transactions  .  -  .  - 

1886,  March  2nd.    Agreement  between  Yilliers  and  W.  W.  Grey  for  the 

site  of  **  Black  Horse." 
Robertson  considered  the  advantage  doubtful,  but  assisted  the  negotia- 
tions by  advising  his  brother. 
Made  no  pecuniary  advance  to  his  brother  until  December  1885.    Then 

he  advanced  1,500Z.  on  an  I.O.U..  then  1,000Z.,  and  then  bOOL 
As  to  Pyke's  offer,  considered  it  "  bogus  "  -  -  - 

No  member  of  the  Board  aware  that  the  Greys  wore  his  brothers 
He  had  nothing  to  do  with  dividing  the  Pavilion  site,  nor  with  nego- 
tiating the  rent. 
His  explanation  as  to  notes  made  by  him  at  a  Board  meeting  re  Yilliers' 

offer. 
As  to  hb  connexion  with  Yilliers  and  Grey  in  these  transactions,  see 

also  the  evidence  of  Saunders,  who  considered  Robertson  was  **repre- 

**  senting  the  comer  building,"  i.e.,  the  Piccadilly  Restaurant,  and  as 

to  Robertson's  pressing  Worley  upon  Saunders  as  joint  architect  for 

the  elevation. 
Except  at  the  Pavilion  never  obtained  a  free  ticket  at  any  theatre 
On  one  occasion  wrote  for  a  box  for  Mr.  R.  Jones,  M.B.W. 
As  to  the  sites  in  NorthurriberUmd  Avenue. 
Philips,  the  first  lessee  of  the  Colonial  Institute  site,  not  previously 

known    to    him.     EEad  no  pecuniary  transaction  in  relation  to  the 

letting  of  it.    Only  knew  Hobson  as  representing  Philips. 
Had  notning  to  do  with  letting  l^e  site  of  the  Avenue  Theatre,  nor  with 

passing  the  plans. 
Ab   to  Plots  18,  19,  and  2.      Conducted  negotiations  with  Ashurst, 

Morris,  and  Co. 

(See  also  under  **  Northumberland  Avenue.") 
General  evidence  as  to  the  practice  with  reference  to  reserve  prices  fixed 

by  superintending  architect. 
See  also  Selway's  evidence  on  this  subject  -  -  .  - 

See  also  **  Sannders"  -  -  - 

His  connexion  and  transaetions  vnih  W,  Pett  (see  under  "  Pett.") 
His  transactions  with  Walker  and  BwUz  (see  under  **  Runtz,  E.  A.)" 
They  collected  rents  for  him  -  -  .  -  . 

Particulars  of  the  payments  made  to  him  by  them  -  -  ^ 

With  J.  J,  Buntz  (see  under  that  head).    J.  J.  Runtz  insured  for  him 
Sold   house  in  Curtain  Road  to  Worley's  brother-in-law.  Cox.     (See 

;*Cox.") 
His  transactions  with  Statham  Hereon, 
Was  constantly  seen  bv  Hobson  before  he  tendered  for  Board  sites,  and 

gave  him  general  information  as  to  them. 
Received  3502.  from  Hobson  upon  the  Board's  selling  the  freehold  to 

to  him  at  25  years'  purchase,  when  he  was  prepared  to  give  26  or 

27  years'. 
Was  lent  l.OOOL  by  Hobson  in  1886,  which  he  repaid 
Introduced  Phillips,  M.B.W. .  to  Hobson  as  a  customer  for  one  of  his 

Clerkenwell  lots.    Received  a  present  for  this. 
Took  Yilliers  to  Hobson  to  buy  land  in  Shaftesbury  Avenue.    Received 

120L  or  130Z.  for  so  doing. 
For  Hobson's  evidence  as  to  payments  to  and  by  Robertson 

Requests  Hobson  to  transfer  6,  Clerkenwell  Road  to  Phillips  at  prime 

cost. 
Written  to  by  Hobson  as  to  this,  as  to  the  action  of  Hobson  v.  Yilliers, 

and  the  dela^  of  Walker  in  the  matter  of  the  Colonial  Institute. 
Also  as  to  Javms'  taking  lot  15  in  Clerkenwell  Road 
Introduced  Hobson  to  Phillips,  Javins,  and  possibly  Smith 
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METROPOLITAN   BOARD   OF   WORKS   INQUIRY   COMMISSION: 


Robertson,  T.  J 

cont. 


BOBSON,  Wm, 


BocHS,  0.  M. 


B00EB6,  E.  Dbbsser- 


BoGBBs,  £.  p.  G. 


Also  Walker  as  a  good  man   to  consult  about  lights.     (See  Walker's 

evidence  as  to  this,  7380.) 
Referred  to  by  Goddard  in  his  letters  to  Villiers.    Hints  of  blackmail, 

of  compromising  papers  relative  to  **  Swan." 
His  connexion  with  Hobson  in  the  transaction  which  led  to  the  action 

Hobson  V.  Villiers.    Robertson  to  received  one-eighth  of  premiums 

payable  to  Hobson. 
Hts  trcmsacUons  with  Stimson.     {See  "  Stimson.") 
His  trcmsacHo'^  with  HartnolL     (See  *'  HartnolL") 
His  dealings  with  Clarke,     (See  '*  Clarke.*') 
Paioe's  account  of  200Z.  paid  him  by  Tanqueray  &  Co.  on  account  of 

the  purchase  by  Cox  of  **  Old  Swan." 
Adams'  account  as  to  5232.  69.  paid  him  by  Coombe  &  Co.  on  account 

of  Cox. 
His  business  transactions  with  Bywater  -  -  -  • 

As  to  payments  to  him  by  Willing  for  information  as  to  Board  sites 

sold  where  purchasers  would  have  to  put  up  hoardings. 
As  to  payments  by  Kent.     (See  **  Kent.")      -  - 

As  to  payments  by  King.    (See  "  King.")  .... 

See  aUo  Haigh's  evidence  (under  "  Haigh  ")  of  various  pecuniary  trans- 
actions in  respect  of  Board  sites. 
As  to  his  relations  with  Legge  and  his  wife.,  and  the  presents  alleged  to 

have  passed  between  them. 
See  also  tmder  **  Legge." 
As  to  25L  given  him  by  Woodward  on  Boone's  tender  for  site  at 

Peckham. 
His  assistance  to  D'Oy]y  Carte  in  the  matter  of  the  Savoy  Hotel,  and 

payment  to  him  of  1001, 
As  to  the  complaint    made  against  him    by  Fuller   re  disclosing  the 

reference  booK.    See  after  6410  on  page  174  of  notes  of  evidence. 
See  also  Lord  Magheramome's  evidence  on  this,  and  Biohardson's 


His  proceedings  since  leaving  the  employ  of  the  Board  in  partnership 

with  Putley. 
Had  an  office.  No.  1,  Long  Acre  -  -  -  -  - 

Visited  there  by  officers  of  the  Board  .... 

His  absconding  from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Boyal  Commission,    fifes 

Notes  of  evidence,  page  45  ;  and  his  letter  to  Putley 
Left  a  tin  box  locked  at  the  office    ------ 

His  preparations  for  flight.  Had  received  l,OOOZ.from  (zoddard  to  enable 

him  to  eo  to  Australia. 
Suggested  complicity  of  some  of  the  members  of  the  Board  in  his  flight 
Evidence  of  Beazley,  clerk  to  him  and  Putley,  as  to  his  absconding 
Application  by  Mr.  Boger  Wallace  on  his  behalf,  that    he    may  be 

admitted  to  give  furtner  evidence.     Lord  Herschell's  answer.    See 

page  206  of  Notes  of  Evidence. 

3f.  5.  IT.  for  Olerkenwell.     His  evidence  -  ,  - 

Voted  for  Bobertson's  dismissal       ------ 

His  opinion  of  Vulliamy  -  - 

Formerly  M.B.W.    Solicitor  and  vestry  clerk.    Has  had  no  dealings 

with  Board  OToperty. 
Solicitor  for  Whitele^,  whose  buildinffs  in  1875  were  reported  to  have 

infringed  the  provisions  of  sect.  27,  rule  4,  of  Building  Act,  18  &  19  Vict. 

c.  122. 
Alleged  by  Fumess  to  have  made  it  a  condition  of  his  voting  for  him 

in  the  matter  of  the  Embankment  contract  that  Lundy  granite  should 

be  employed. 
His  evidence  denying  Fumess'  allegation  -  ... 

M,B,W.  for  the  City  for  20  years.    His  evidence  -  - 

Editor  and  manager  of  "  Metropolitan  "  newspaper  -  .  - 

His  son,  E.  P.  G.  Bogers,  is  the  proprietor,  and  does  not,  to  his  know- 
ledge, do  any  work  for  the  Board. 
Has  never,  when  on  the  Parliamentary  committee  of  the  Board,  moved 

the  insertion  of  advertisements  in  the  **  Metropolitan." 
The  Board  has  advertised  in  the  ** Metropolitan"  since  it  started  in 

1872. 
The  advertisements  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  in  the  "  Metro- 

"  politan  "  average  about  2502.  per  annum,  the  average  advertisements 

of  the  paper  being  nearly  5,000*. 
Was  formerly  connected  with  Southern  Land  and  Estate  Agency,  but 

passed  it  over  to  E.  P.  G.  Bogers  12  or  14  years  ago. 
Has  never  directly  or  indirectly  tendered  for  Board  sites  or  dealt  with 

Board  property,  nor  has  his  son. 
Wrote  to  Stimson  to  call  and  see  him  with  reference  to  his  conducting 

certain  sales  for  the  Board. 
Stimson  says  he  never  acted  for  him  in  reference  to  Board  property,  nor 

sold  him  any. 
Was  on  the  Building  Acts  Committee,  but  was  not  aware  that  Saunders 

and  Fowler  were  professionally  interested  either  in  the  Oriterion 

Theatre  or  the  Albany  Boad  Estate. 

Son  of  last    (See  wider  **  B.  Dresser  Bogers.") 
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BoGEBft,  Stanley  E. 
BoscoE,  Sib  Ht. 


BOWBLL,  J.  H. 


BuNTZ,  E.  A. 


KuNiz,  Jko. 


BUMTZ,  J.  J. 


Btdb,  Edwabd 


Saunders 


Sou  of  E.  Dresser  Sogers ;  is  publisher  of  '*  Metropolitau  "         - 
Has  uo  interest  iu  auy  other  newspaper  ... 

Miuutes  relating  to  his  appointment  as  consulting  chemist  to  the  Board 

Bider  Cook's  evidence  as  to  the  submission  to  him  of  the  Board's 
sewage  scheme  and  the  withholding  his  report  from  the  ratepayers 
who  wore  asking  for  it. 

In  the  employ  of  Webster,  contractor  for  general  out-door  supervision. 

Works  were  carried  out  according  to  contract  unless  deviation  allowed. 

Cannot  speak  as  to  extras. 
As  to  the  brickwork  in  Low  Level  Sewer  ... 

Not  aware  of  anvpayment  to  Board  inspectors     .... 

Of  the  firm  of  tPllker  and  Buntz,  auctioneers  and  surveyors.    His 

evidence. 
As  to  sales  effected  by  his  firm  for  the  Board        .... 
As  to  his  transactions  with  Bobertson  ... 

Particulars  of  his  payments  to  Bobertson        -  -  -  - 

M.B.W.    Seconded  motions  that  Pavilion  site  be  offered  to  Yilliers 

Seconded  motion  in  committee  on  April  10th,  1888,  that  amended  appli- 
cation re  Albert  G«te  be  granted. 

{8ee  imder  "  Albert  Gate  Buildings.") 

His  evidence  as  to  that  meetiug     ...... 

Moved  amendment  in  committee,  8th  November  1886,  that  the  request 
of  Bonner  and  Wright,  on  behalf  of  Building  Securities  Company,  for 
reduction  of  interest  from  5  per  cent,  to  4  per  cent,  re  Hotel  Victoria 
site,  be  granted. 

Never. hadany  pecuniary  transactions  with  Bobertson        -         • 

Is  chairman  of  British  Empire  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Company.  Has 
no  connexion  with  any  fire  company. 

Has  no  connexion  with  the  firm  of  Walker  and  Buntz 

Was  member  of  Building  Acts  Committee  and  of  Theatres  Sub-Com- 
mittee. Was  not  aware  that  Saunders  and  Fowler  were  acting  pro- 
fessionally in  matters  coming  before  committees. 

Entire  reliance  of  the  committees  in  questions  of  value  upon  the  opinion 
of  the  of&cers. 

His  opinion  of  Vujliamy      -.----. 

Disclaims  having  been  one  of  the  "  inner  cabinet "  spoken  of  by  Edwards 

Insurance  broker.    His  evidence     ...... 

His  transactions  for  the  Board  from  1880  to  1885  worth  to  him  about 

75Z.  per  annum. 
His  transactions  for  Bobertson  of  a  private  nature 
Effected  insurances  for  clients  who  were  tenants  of  Board  sites,  viz., 

on  the  Pavilion,  Avenue  Theatre,  Hotel  M<^tropole,  and  Grand  Hotel. 
Never  was  paid  a  **  penny  piece  "  by  the  Board     -  .  .  . 

Termination  of  his  engagement  as  broker  for  the  Board        ... 

Surveyor  to  whom  Marrable  applied  to  arbitrate  between  him  and 
Gk>ddard  in. their  dispute  as  to  sharing  of  commissions.  (See  also 
wnder  *'  Marrable.")    His  evidence. 


S. 

Alderman,  J.  E.,  late  M.B.W.    Was  member  for  25  years,  ceased  to  be 

so  in  January  1888. 
Has  a  son,  architect  and  surveyor,  who  practises  in  the  same  office,  but 

not  in  partnership  with  him. 
Is  director  of  London  and  County  Land  and  Buildings  Co. 
Also  of  Perpetual  Building  Society,  neither  of  which  have  ever  acquired 

Board  sites. 
A8  TO  THE  PAVILION  CASE- 

Joint  architect  with  Worley  of  the  Pavilion    .  -  -  . 

Was  at  the  time  a  member  of  the  Board 

His  evidence  as  to  his  appointment     ..... 
Had  voted  for  closing  the  Pavilion  when  first  the  Board  acquired  it 

from  Loibl. 
Expressed  no  opinion  about  Pyke's  offer         «... 
Had  no  conversation  with  Yilliers  as  to  the  value  of  the  licenses, 

and  which  Yilliers  knew. 
As  to  Worley's  being  associated  with  him  as  joint  architect 
Worley  pressed  npon  him      ..... 
See  (dec  vnder  **  Worley,"  his  evidence. 

The  plans  would  go  through  the  superintending  Architect's  Depart- 
ment (Bobertson's). 
Worley's  elevation  was  brought  to  him  by  Woodward 
Bobertson  apparently  connected  with  the  bmlding 

Never  saw  either  of  the  Greys  •  .  .  .  . 
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Saundeks,  Alderman 
J.  E.-^cQut, 


I 


Considered  Bobertson  had  great  influence  with  Yiliiers    - 

Had  an  arrangement  in  writing  with  Worley.    Was  paid  oommiBsion 

by  ViUiera  on  the  Pavilion. 
Bnt  not  on  Piccadilly  Restaurant,  1,8002.  or  1,9002. ;  gave  Worlej 

150L,  and  Woodward  200Z. 
{For  the  eirovmsta/nces  which  led  to  Woodward  vniroducing  VUUers  to 

Swundera,  see  under  "  PavUion") 
Thought  Bobertson's  action  in  the  matter  curious 
Voted  in  Bobertson's  favour  at  the  Board  inquiry  into  Robertson's 
conduct  in  this  matter ;  never  mentioned  his  impressions  to  aby 
of  his  fellow  members. 
His  evidence  as  to  the  action  of  Isaaos  v.  Yiliiers  for  100  guineas 
for  alleged  services  re  Pavilion.     Paid  the  costs  (302.  or  90  guineas) 
to  Goddard,  who,  he  understood,  was  settling  the  matter  for  Yil- 
iiers.   The  100  guineas  paid  by  Yiliiers  were  not  directly  or 
indirectly  found  by  him. 
See  also  Yiliiers  evidence  on  this         ..... 

„        Isaacs*  -  -  - 

As  to  the  alleged  projection  of  the  Pavilion  building  into  Windmill 

Street  and  PiccadiUy. 
Sent  in  no  account  of  his  charges  for  Pavilion  building,  was  paid 

0ve  per  cent,  on  Messrs.  Hunt  and  Steward's  measurements. 
His  fVirther  evidence,  as  to  2,0002.  receivefd  as  commission,  total  cost 
of  the  works,  40.7351 
(As  to  his  connection  with  Grand  Hotel,  Hotel  Metropole  and  Conetiifdional 
GVuh. 
Bee  wnder  *'  Northumberland  Avenue,  sites  in.") 
Has  built  houses  in  Queen  Yictoria  Street  .  .  . 

And  in  Great    Eastern    Street,  three    small  warehouses  for  Messrs. 
Moore  Bros.,  tea  merchants,  had  advised  them  as  to  the  purchase  of 
the  land  from  the  Board,  and  had  received  a  fee  of  100  guineas. 
Any  outside  architect  would  know  all  he  knew  as  to  the  price  of  Board 
sites. 
(See  also  Robertson's  evidence  as  to  fixing  of  reserve  prices,  1203-5  ; 
and  Selway's,  268-72,  1243-4). 
Has  not  within  recent  years  been  engaged  on  Oxford  Mnsic  Hall 
Acted  for  Wyndham's  proposed  theatre  in  Northumberland  Avenue. 

Verity  architect. 
Was  called  in  with  Yerity  to  advise  Spiers  and  Pond  as  to  alterations 
at  Criterion,  having  as  a  member  of  the  Theatres  Committee  been  a 
party  to  the  an*angements  made  by  that  Committee  in  respect  of  the 
Criterion.    Received  fee  of  100  guineas. 
(For  the  full  account  of  this  case,  see  **  Theatres,  Criterion.") 
Has  done  no  other  professional  work  in  connexion  with  alterations  to 

any  theatre  or  music  hall. 
A  private  client  was  freeholder  of  the  Opera  Comiqne  site 

(That  client  was  Fowler,  according  to  Phipps,  4027-9.) 
His  further  explanation  of  his  connexion  with  the  Opera  Comique 
Advised  Hobson  what  to  tender  for  freehold  of  Colonial  Institute,  by 

word  of  mouth.    Received  1002. 
See  Hobson's  evidence  correcting  certain  inaccuracies  on  this 

Advised  Chadwick  as  to  fire-proofing  over  the  stage  of  the  Adelphi 

Theatre  in  1883,  and  also  as  to  Humphrey's  Hall  in  1885. 
Is  consulting  architect  of  National  Concert  Hall  Company,  which  has 

done  nothing  and  for  which  he  has  received  no  fees. 
As  to  the  "  Cock  **  Tavern,  built  for  Spiers  and  Pond,  was  paid  4502. 

by  Yerity;    he  did  no  work  (according  to  Yerity).     Y.  considered 

it  to  be  really   a  further   payment   for   his   services  re  Criterion 

(which  see). 
See  also  Spiers'  evidence  on  this  matter         .... 
These  imputations  rebutted  by  Saunders ;  his  description  of  his  share  in 

the  work. 
This  is  absolutely  denied  by  Yerity  ..... 

As  to  the  matter  of  the  **  Cock      being  contemporaneous  with  that  of 

the  Criterion. 
As  to  his  connexion  with  the  case  of  the  "  Albany  Road  Estate  and 

Rush  Common."    (See  under  that  head.) 
Was  architect  for  Whiteley's  in  1875;   alleged  disregard  of  sect.  27, 

rule  4,  of  the  Building  Act,  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  122. 
Fowlor^s  evidence  as  to  this  -.-..- 

Saunders'  do.  -  -  -  -  - 

His  further  evidence,  generally  correcting,  adding  to,  and  explaining    • 

His  statement  as  to  his  withdrawal  iVom  the  Board  or  committees  in 

oases  in  which  he  was  interested,  and  of  the  knowledge  of  his  col- 

leagues  that  he  was  so  interested. 
Yoted  by  a  mistake  on  the  case  of  the  Colonial  Institute 
How  far  his  colleagues  were  aware  of  his  connexion  with  matters  so 

coming  before  them.     See  evidence  of  Shepherd,  11,856-60, 12,474-85; 

of  D.  Rogers,  12,229-36;  of  Runtz,  12,536-44;  of  Ewin,  12,600-7; 

of  Selway,  12,630-5  ;  of  Fumiss,  12.668-72 ;  of  Debenham,  12,584^ ; 

and  of  EgOTton,  12,907-14. 
Alleged  by  Woodward  to  have  received  half  his  fees  in  compensation 

cases  against  the  Board. 
Alleg|ation  denied  by  Saunders  ...... 

Mentioned  to  Keevu  at  Spring  (rardens  a^  interested  in  sites  in  Shaftes- 
bury Avenue. 
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Saibt 

SCHiniIDEB»  E. 
SSLFB 

Sblway,  W.  B. 


SSAfTESBURT  AtBNUE 


Shaw 

Shaw,  Oaptain 

Shephebd,  W. 


Assistant  to  Blashill  for  matters  oonneoted  wiih  the  Parks  and  Building 

Acts. 
Beady  to  give  evidence,  but  not  called  *  -  .         .         - 

His  evidence  as  to  the  refosal  of  his  application  to  the  Board  on 
behalf  of  Bowyer.  Similar  application  by  Millwood  on  behalf  of 
Bartley  granted.    {See  also  *'  Millwood.'^ 

Blashill's  explmation  *  -  ...... 

Put  into  pnblic-house  at  Fulham ;  paid  M.  Qoddard  25Z. 

Also  lent  him  50Z.,  which  is  still  unpaid 


M.B,W.  since  1873.    Deputy  Chairman  from  June  1882-4 

Is  a  surveyor  but  not  practising^  at  least  not  in  general  practice    - 

Acts  as  surveyor  to  a  public  body,  which  has  an  estate  in  the  north-west 

of  London.    Has  a  room  in  the  Strand  as  an  office.     Until  quite 

recently  was  managing  director  of  a  building  investment  society 

having  offices  in  the  same  building. 
Was  for  80  years  in  an  architects*  office        .... 
Was  generally  in  attendance  on  the  Works  Committee    .... 
His  eioidence.     G^eneroMy  as  to  iheTivUion  case  (chiefly  derived  from 

the  Minutes  of  the  Board). 
Also  as  to  <fce  **  Bla^h  Horse  "  a/nd  PiccadUly  EeatoAn/ra/nt 

As  to  Northumberlamd  Avenue 

As   to    the  practice  of   fixing  reserve  prices  by  the  superintending 

architect. 

[See  also  Bobertson  on  same  subject,  1203-5,  and 'Saunders,  14r»5-65, 
1720-8]. 
As  to  Albert  Gate  BwUdmgs  (see  under  that  head). 
Moved  in  committee  that  the  amended  application  of  Archer  and  Green 

beg^ranted. 
His  evidence  on  this  case  -  ..... 

Was  twice  visited  by  Hobbs  in  this  case  before  the  amended  application 

was  sent  in. 
His  evidence  generally  from  the  Minutes  re  Chrand  Hotel         -        -        - 
Be  Colonial  Institute  site     -        •  ..... 

Moved  that  Hobson  or  Phillips  should  be  allowed  to  purchase  the  jnround 

rents  at  25  years  purchase  though  they  were  ready  to  give  26.    His 

explanation. 
As  to  the  Site  of  the  Victoria  HoteL    Minutes         .  -  .  - 

As  to  the  Avenue  Theatre  site.    Plots  30  and  31  -  ... 

Knew  Fowler  was  architect  for  this  theatre,  but  was  not  aware  Saunders 

was  connected  with  any  theatres. 
As  to  the  proposed  improvements  in  Whitcombe  Street,  and  its  abandonment 

by  the  Board;  the  purchase  of  the  **  White  Horse  "  for  9,200^.,  and 

its  re-sale  for  circ.  5,000Z. ;  its  being  let  to  Warren.    Amount  of  rent 

payable  and  paid  by  him.    Minutes  of  the  Board  on  these  matters. 
Officials  in  architect's  department  had  no  right  to  practice  privately 
Was  not  aware  of  the  connexion  of  Saunders  and  Fowler  with  the 

Albany  Boad  Estate  or  the  Criterion.     (See  those  heads.) 
His  opinion  on  the  past  and  present  working  of  the  Board's  committees 

on  compensation  cases  (especially  Gt)ose's  case,  No.  40,  Bridge  Boad, 

Battersea).   Also  as  to  public-houses. 
His  evidence  as  to  Whiteley's  case,  and  generally  on  what  constitutes  a 

''warehouse,"    or   the   duties  of    district   surveyors    in   connexion 

therewith. 
His   evidence    as    to    regulations    for    new    theatres.      (See    under 

"  Theatres.") 
First  applied  to  Avenue  Theatre  in  May  1880  -  .       .     .        - 

1882.    Appointment  of  Theatres  Sub-Committee :  consisted  originally  of 

5memMrs;  now  of  10, 


Sites  in.    Minutes  •  -  . 

Bvidence  of  Statham  Hobson  relating  to 


Evidence  of  Phipps  -  .  .  . 

As  to  the  payment  of  2001.  to  Fowler  by  S.  Hobson 


As  to  the  return  of  the  cheque  by  Fowler  .... 

Unsuccessful  attempt  of  Mr.  Keevil  to  obtain  a  site  in.    His  evidence    - 
His  "  interview  "  with  the  '*  Pall  Mall  Gazette  "  on  the  matter 
(See  also  under  *'  Hobson,  F.  S.*'  and  *'  Villiers.") 

M,B.W,  voted  to  approve  amended  plans  of  Albert  Gate  Building 

As  to  his  report  on  Criterion  Theatre.    (See  **' Theatres.") 

Builder.    M.B.W,  for  Bermondsey  since  1881  -  •  -       - 

Moved  that  Yilliers  be  informed  that  the  Board  is  open  to  an  offer  from 

him  for  the  site  of  the  Pavilion. 
Moved  that  amended  plans  of  Albert  Gkite  Building  be  refetved  back  to 

the  Commitee. 
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METROPOLITAN   BOARD   OF  WORKS   INQUIRY   COMMISSION: 


Shepherd,  W. — oorU, 


Sherwood,  E.  J. 
Sheward,  Geobge    - 

SiLCOCK,  W.  G. 
S18MEY  and  SisvET  - 

Slee 

Skallman,  H.  G.     • 

Smith 

Skith,  Geo.     - 

Smith,  J. 
SHBLLnre,  J.    - 


Spbedt  and  Poole    - 
Spiees  and  Pond 
Staniland,  M. 

Stanley 

Steeb 

Steer,  Charles 

Stephens  or  Stevens 


Hie  evidence 


Only  knew  that  Saunders  and  Fowler  were  advising  on  plans  in  a  very 

few  instances. 
Not  aware  they  were  advising  on  any  theatre        -  -  .  - 

Nor  that  they  had  been  consulted  by  Bird        .  -  . 

Knew  that  Sannders  was  architect  of  Pavilion        -  -  -  - 

Distrusted  Goddard ;  cannot  say  why  .... 

Had  a  very  high  opinion  of  Vulliamy  -  -  -  - 

His  views  on  Robertson's  case  --.-.- 

On  the  Pavilion  case  -  -  -  .  .     '        . 

As  to  Brown  and  the  Lisson  Street  case,  and  the  Board's  inquiry 

thereinto. 
General  evidence  as  to  theatres  ... 

As  to  the  influence  of  Saunders  and  Fowler  on  the  Sub-Committee 
Was  the  builder  of  Whiteley's  premises  after  the  fii-e  of  1884 
Has  never  bought  property  on  the  line  of  Board  improvements 
Assaulted  by  Keevil  for  having  used  strong  language  about  him 

Architect.     Saw  Brown  and  Thomas  at  Lisson  Street        -  -  . 

Manager  of  London  and  County  Bank  at  Albert  GMe.    Heard  Green's 
remarks  about  his  own  and  Cates'  influence  with  the  Board. 
{See  "Albert  Gate  Building.") 

(See  Wider  **  Bailey,  J.  T.")    His  evidence  .  .  -  - 

Solicitors  of  Serjeant's  Inn,  through  whom  Worley's  brother-in-law,  Cox, 
paid  for  house  purchased  of  Eobertson  in  Curtain  Road. 

Arranged  as  Brown's  broker  with  the  Board  the  compensation  to  be 
paid  to  him  by  the  Board  on  his  being  turned  out  of  *'  Beaufort 
Arms." 

A  friend  of  Fowler  on  the  Lambeth  Vestry,  said  by  Snelling  to  have 
procured  the  passing  of  plans  for  a  road  over  Bush  Common,  Brixton. 
His  evidence  conlradicting  this  allegation.    (See  "  Snelling  ") 

(ififw'*Wyke.Smith.") 

Purchased  lot  10  in  Clerkenwell  Boad  from  Hobson  on  May  7th  (p  1884) 

for  3,000Z. 
Litroduced  to  Hobson  (P)  by  Robertson  .  -  . 

Builder  at  Stockwell  -.----. 


Hie  evidence  (denied  by  Smallman  and  Fowler)  as  to  the  suggestion  of 
Fowler  that  he  should  be  employed  by  a  syndicate  at  !&ixton  for 
making  a  new  road  over  Bush  Conmion,  and  as  to  the  passing  of  plans 
of  a  similar  road  in  the  case  of  Smallman. 
See  Fowler's  evidence  on  this  matter  -  .  .  - 

See  Hebb's,  8814-21,  also  after  8837  on  pages  290,  291  of  Notes  of 
Evidence. 
{See  aleo  under  "  Albany  Bead  Estate.") 

Offered  higher  rent  (7,600Z.)  for  Pavilion,  as  well  as  to  find  security, 
than  Yilliers.    Objected  to  because  they  already  had  two  music  halls. 

(5ee  under  * 'Theatres — Criterion.")    Evidence  of  Spiers 

Late  M.P.  for  Boston.    Alleged  bv  Beal  to  have  received  10,000^.  for 

bein^  Fumess'  surety  re  Embankment  contract. 
Hie  evidence,  absolutely  denying  the  allegations  of  Beal   ... 
Financial  partner  of  Webster  the  contractor         -  -  .  - 

Of  Stanley  and  Woodhouse,  solicitor,  who  conducted  the  purchase  for 
D'Oyly  Carte  from  the  Board. 

A  builder ;  introduced  Hobbs  to  Selway  -  .  . 

Director  of  Northumberland  Avenue  Hotel  Company  (P) 

Brother-in-law  of  M.  Goddard.    Introduced  him  to  Glanfield 

Went  into  the  **  Little  Crown  "  with  Eley  -  .  .  • 

Was  put  into  "White  Lion,"  Putney,  and  gave  M.  Goddard  11.  per 

week. 
Qtt.  same  person  for  whom  Gannaway  held  the  "  Carpenter's  Arms  "  or 

*' Metropolitan,"  and  to  whom,  at  the  request  of  Goddard,  he  paid 

160  (P). 
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SUHSON,  EdWASD 


SlQU,  W.      - 
SiBBBI 

Stuck 

Subways  abd   Tub- 

BBL8. 


Tatp,  Sm  P.  &  Co. 
Tabbing 

Tennamt 

Thbatbss 


Auctioneer  employed  to  sell  Boahl  propeirties.    His  evidence 
His  trwnsactians  wUh  Bocurd  property— 

2,  Grove  Terrace,  Wandsworth — sale  and  purchase  by  himself,  in 

thename  of  one  Worcester,  for  lOOZ.,  14th  June  1887.    Bobertson 

in  no  way  concerned  with  it. 
Gave  Worcester  3  goineas.    Sold  it  for  150L  -  .  - 

Plot  in  Church  Street,  Gamberwell,  purchased  as  agent  of  Olarke 

from  the  Board  for  2,2001.  in  October  1885.    Sold  it  for  Olarke  for 

d,OOOL,  16th  January  1886.    Eeceived  cheque  from  Bobertson,  on 

6th  October  1885,  for  1611,  10«.,  ».e.,  one-fourth  of  the  profit. 

Supposed  Bobertson  shared  the  profit  with  Olarke.   . 
Paid  Bobertson  one-third  of  his  commission  on  Board  sales  from 

1882 ;  particulars  of. 
As   to  lus   communications   with    Dresser   Bogers.      (See  wider 

"Bogers.  E.  D.") 
Had  an  interest  with  Worcester  in  44  and  45,  Devonshire  Street, 

but  that  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  Board. 
As  to  the  Board  sites  sold  by  him  on  which  Bobertson  had  the  one- 
third  of  the  commission. 
Knows  Southern  Land  Agency.    Has  insured  them.     Has  had  no 

dealings  with  £.  P.  G.  Borers  as  to  Board  sites. 
Has  had  no  transactions  with  any  other  oflScer  of  the  Board  (but 

Bobertson),  or  with  any  member. 
For  Clarke's  account  of  his  dealings  with  Stimson,  and  Bobertson's 

connexion  therewith.     {See  **  Clarke.") 
As  to  pecuniary  transactions  with  Bobertson  re  Monksfield,  and 

procuring  him  a  mortgage  on  9  and  10,  York  Street. 
Negotiated  purchase  from  Board  of  premises  in  Church  Street, 

Oamberwell,  for  Wetherley.      Beceived  150Z.,  and  gave  Bobert- 
son half. 
His  motive  for  so  paying  Bobertson        -        -  -  .  . 

Is  brother-in-law  of   Legge,   tenant  of  '  *  Yorkshire  Grey "    and 

•'Artichoke." 
Afi  to  alleged  dealings  between  Legge  and  Bobertson,  and  a  present 

of  1,00(S.  to  Bobertson  upon  his  marriage. 
As  to  shops  in  High  Street,  Peckhun,  on  Board  sites  sold  by  him 

to  Lepays  for  the  Board,  and  subsequently  bought  by  him  and 

Owen  from  Lepays. 

His  evidence  as  to  building  line  at  Brixton  Bise.    (See  *'  Brixton  Bise.") 

A  district  surveyor,  and  surveyor  to  Law  Fire  Office.  Uses  Fowler's 
office  and  does  work  for  him  ;  superintended  improvements  at  Oxford 
Music  Hall.    As  to  the  arrangements  for  Street's  remuneration. 

Executor  with  Bobertson  for  Monksfield  -  -  - 

BlackwdU — 

The  Board  are  going  to  construct  three  tunnels  at  .        .        - 

Advantages  expected  tu  accrue  therefrom    -  -  -  . 

Estimate  of  the  land  required  .  -  .  . 

Tunnel  at,  opposition  to ;  thoroughly  discussed  by   Committee  of 

House  of  Commons. 
Bep<irt  of  the  sub-committee  on  Thames  crossings,  drd  August 

Qreenutick  SiihuHi/jf — 

Beasons  for  its  construction  .... 


T. 


District  surveyor  of  Greenwich.    Supported  Bradl^s  and  Hard's  claim 
re  Deptford  property. 

Employed  Fowler  to  build  a  warehouse  on  Board  land  in  Southwark     - 

Board  official.    Inspects  buildingjs  in  course  of  erection 
Visited  Bailey's  and  Silcock's  bmldings  at  Putney 

The  mineralogist  consulted  by  the  Board  as  to  the  best  granite  for  the 
Thames  Embankment. 

Adelphi : — 

Fire-proofing  over  stage  done  by  Saundei's 
Albert  Palace  [not  **  Hall,"  as  in  the  Notes],  Battersea:— 

Fire-proofing  done  by  Phipps  on  the  recommendation  of  Fowler    - 

Avenue : — 

Minutes  relating  to  lease  of  the  site  -  -  .  . 

The  first  theatre  to  which  the  new  regulations  were  applied 
Fowler  the  architect  of ;  his  evidence  .... 

Impresses  upon  Vulliamy  that  he  is  to  show  him  no  favour 
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TuEAiun— coni. 


Ayentie — cont. 

His  quarrel  with  Hebb  -  - 

Alleged  violation  of  mlee  of  constmction  ... 

Beportnpon  -.•--- 

Emden  ori^nally  the  architect,  bnt  ousted  in  faTonr  of  Fowler     - 

Fowler  denies  any  complicity  therein        -         - 

Emdon's  relations  with  Seflion  Parry  .  -  .  . 

Walker's  controrersy  with  the  Board  officials  as  to  the  stability  of 

the  theatre. 
Hebb's  inspection  and  report  thereon  .  -  .  - 

Insured  for  Parry  by  J.  J.  Bnntz  .  .  - 

Criterion  :— 

Opened  in  1873  after  examination  by  the  Board  and  by  the  official 

architect  of  the  Lord  Ohamberlain. 
Licensed  for  several  years  by  him  and  reported  by  Select  Com- 
mittee of  House  of  Commons  in  1877  to  be  one  of  the  safest 

theatres  in  London. 
Captain  Shaw's  report  in  1882  on  the  dangerous  system  of  its 

ventilation. 
The  Building  Acts  Committee  visit  the  theatre ;  their  report  to  the 

Lord  Chamberlain  that  it  is  entirely  unfit  for  a  place  of  public 

entertainment. 
Evidence  of  Spiers,  the  proprietor  -  -  - 

He  places  the  matter  in  the  hands  of  Haines  ... 

Evidence  of  Haines  on  the  whole  case  .  .  -  - 

Could  obtain  no  information,  eitiier  f^om  Yulliamy  or  Hebb,  as  to 

the  reasons  for  the  condemnation  of  the  theatre. 
Advised  by  Gk>ddard   to   consult    Saunders   and  Fowler;    pays 

Goddard  50  guineas. 
He  seeks  Saunders  and  Fowler,  and  .  .  -  . 

Puts  them  in  communication  with  Verity,   the  architect  of  the 

theatre. 
Evidence  of  Verity  -  -  -  -  - 

Minutes  of  the  Board  relating  to  the  case  .  -  . 

Minutes  of  the  Theatre  Sub-Committee  -  -  -         -* 

Plans  ultimately  passed        ..... 
Haines  gives  Lancaster,  a  clerk  of  the  Board,  101,  for  his  politeness 

in  the  matter, 
fiias' totally  forgotten  the  circumstance  .    .       - 

Evidence  of  ElHs  as  to  this  -  -  ... 

Of  Lancaster  .      .         -  .  -  . 

Saunders'  and  Fowler's  share  in  the  preparation  of  the  plans 
They  receive  100  guineas  each  -  i  -  . 

Spiers  considers  himself  *'  blackmailed  "  -  ... 

Saunders' version  of  these  transactions  .  .  . 

Fowler's  „  „  -  .  -  . 

Verity's  replication  to  Saunders  .... 

Hebb's  evidence  on  the  case        -  -  -  .  - 

Evidence  of  Shepherd,  chairman  of  the  Theatre  Committee  at  the 

time. 
Of  Rider  Cook,    (fifee  "  Cook,  R.")  .  .  .  . 

Of  Runtz,  member  of  sub-committee  -  -  .  - 

Drury  Lane: — 

Alterations  required  executed  by  the  proprietors,  not  the  lessee 
Ghdety  .  .  -  .  -  . 

Globe  ..--..-. 

Grand  (Islington) : — 

Alleged  delay  in  passing  plans  of       -  -  -  .        •    . 

Hebb's  evidence  explaining        -         - 
Hare's : — 

Prompt  passing  of  plans  in  three  weeks        .  -  -  - 

Hengler's  Circus : — 

Difficulties  with  the  Board  in  connexion  with  rebuilding  of 

Fowler  consulted  and  plans  eventually  passed  •         .         . 

Holbom : — 

Fowler  advised  on  .  -  -  -  . 

Humphrey's  Hall : — 

Saunders  advised  on  the  fire-proofing ;  received  fee  of  30  guineas 
for  so  doing. 
Lyric: — 

Building  on  site  in  Shaftesbury  Avenue      .     -  -         -  - 

National  Opera  House : — 

An  abortive  spheme,  with  which  Fowler  and  Phipps  were  con- 
nected. 
National  Concert  Hall  .-.-... 

Novelty : — 

Fowler  advised  Verity  on  the  plans  without  fee        -  - 

Objections  taken  by  the  Board  to  the  plans  explained  by  Hebb's 
evidence. 

Delay  caused  by  the  proprietor  endeavouring  to  reduce  their 
demands. 
Opera  Comique : — 

Fowler  the  architect  of  it        - 

Also  proprietor  of  it.    Employed  Phipps  on  it  -  -         - 

Saunders'  connexion  with  it 
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Theatbeb — cont. 


Thomas,  G.  J. 


Thomson,  J.  H. 
ToLHUBST,  Jko. 


Oxford  Mneic  Hall  :— 

Fowler  employed  to  prepare  plans  for  carrying  oat  requisitions  of 

t^e  Board. 
Corrected  statement  of  estimate  and  fee        - 
St.  James's  Hall:— 

Allegation  of  Mr.  Emden  as  to  the  requirements  of  the  Board,  and 

dimcnlties  arising  therefrom. 
Denied  by  Seliray  -  -  .  .  •  . 

Sanger's  Am{>nitiieatre : 

Hebb's  inn)ection  of  it.    Extensive  alterations  ordered.     Hebb 
never  to  his  recollection  applied  for  free  tickets. 
Savoy  :— 

The  first  theatre  built  under  Act  of  1868  giving  Board  power  to 

deal  with  theatres. 
Delay  in  passing  the  plans.    Mr.  Carte  wrote  to  the  "  Times," 

immediately  ai^r  which  the  plans  passed. 
The  dates  of  the  various  proceedings  in  connexion  with  the  plans 

put  in  by  Mr.  Meadows  White,  Q.C. 
Objection  by  Strand  Board  of  Works  to  the  approaches  caused  the 


Strand:— 

Erected  by  Fowler  for  Sefton  Parry  -  -  -  - 

Terry's  :— 

Alleged  obstructiveness  of  the    Board    in    connexion    with    its 

erection.   No  information  given  why  plans  were  rejected.   Delay 

of  eight  or  nine  months  before  they  passed. 
Interviews  of  Emden  with  Hebb,  who  tells  him  to  peruse  the  bye- 
laws,  and  he  would  discover  the  causes  of  rejection. 
Proceeding^  towards  getting  the  plans  passed  -  -  - 

Letter  stating  the  requirements  of  the  Board  -  -  - 

Further  difficulties  and  requirements  -  -  -  - 

Plans  passed  -  -  -  -  -  -  - 

Suggestion  by  Mr.  Goodwin  to  Wilmot,  the  proprietor,  to  associate 

as  architect  with  Emden  a  member  of  the  Board,  in  order  to  get 

the  plans  passed. 
Hebb's  evidence  on  the  case  -  -  .  -  - 

Denies    that    Emden  was .  refused    information    as  to    cause    of 

rejection. 
There  was  no  wilful  fault-finding       ....  - 

Denial  by  Fowler  that  any  communication  ever  was  even  made  to 

him  by  Godwin. 
SUPERVISION  OP:— 

As  to  the  authority  possessed  by  the  Lord  Chamberlain  in  respect 

of  inspecting  and  licensing  of  theatres. 
(See  also  Minutes  relating  to  **  Criterion  Theatre  ") 
The  Lord  Chamberlain  the  only  person  who  can  refuse  a  license    • 
Communications  between  Lord  Chamberlain  and  Board  respecting 

theatres. 

No  jurisdiction  vested  in  the  Board  prior  to  Act  of  1878,  which 
imposed  the  duty  of  making  byelaws  and  regulations  for  new 
theatres. 
The  Various  Powers  Act,  1882,  conferred  a  further  special  juris- 
diction over  theatres,  viz.,  to  see  that  gangways  and  exits  were 
free. 
Inspection  of,  by  Mr.  Hebb,  since  1880  .  .  .  - 

Powers  of  the  Board  exercised  with  delicacy  towards  managers 
The  delays  in  passing  of  plans  caused  mainly  by  attempts  w>  evade 
the  rules  laid  down  by  the  Board. 
As  to  the  Theatres  Stth^eomfnittee  -  -  .  -  . 


Appointment  of  and  numbers  of        -  -  -  -  - 

Statistics  of  theatres  and  music-halls  dealt  with  under  the  Act  of 
Parliament  by  the  Board. 
Officer  in  Dangerous  Structures  Department  of  the  Board.    Pett  did 
some  work  for  him ;  was  paid. 
(See  cOso  imder  '*  Pett.") 
His  evidence  as  to  Lisson  Street  Eookery  -  -  -  - 

{See  also  under  **  Lisson  Street  Rookery.") 
Says  he  was  at  Lisson  Street  more  than  once  ... 

Brown  says  only  once  --.-.- 

Denies  that  he  ever  met  either  Sherwood  or  Coxhead  on  the  premises 
In  this  he  is  corroborated  by  Brown  ..... 

Conflict  with  the  evidence  of  Brick,  Sherwood,  and  Coxhead 

Nominee  of  Hards  and  Bradly  in    purchase   and   sale   to  Board  of 
1-6,  Europa  Place.    His  evidence. 
(See  wider  **  Hards  "  and  *'  Bradly.") 

K.B.W,  for  Botherhithe  since  1876.    His  evidence 
Has  been  on  Finance  and  Parliamentary  Committees  ever  since 
Functions  of  Parliameiltary  Committee      .  .  .  • 

Carrying  out  of  improvements.    Procedure  ... 

As  to  the  case  of  40,  Bridge  Boad,  Battersea        ... 
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METROPOLITAN   BOARD   OF    f^ORKS   I^^QUIRT   CX>MMISSION: 


Tot,  Saicitbl    - 

TUOK 
TUHHBLI 
TUBVBB,  BtSLTK 


Vallavci 


Vmutt,  Thos. 


ViOBBS 


YlLLIBBS,  B.  E. 


See  Hartnoll's  evidence  as  to  his  tender  for  site  in  Gk)al8tion  Street,  and 
his  dealings  with  him  and  Bobertson  re  site  in  Clerkenwell  Boad. 

Distriot  clerk  of  works  in  Engineer's  Department 

See  wider  *'  Subways." 

Gleneral  assistant  in  the  Oompensation  Department.    His  evidence 


V. 

One  of  the  names  alleged  by  Keevil  to  have  been  nientioned  to  him  at 
Spring  G-ardens  as  a  person  interested  m  the  sites  in  ShafLesbury 
Avenue. 

[There  appears  to  be  considerable  uncertainty  as  to  the  identity  of  this 
person,  and  the  name  is  probably  a  mistake  for  YuUiamy.] 

Architect  of  Wyndham's  proposed  theatre  in  Northumberland  Avenue ; 

never  built. 
Also  for  Spiers  and  Pond  in  the  case  of  the  Criterion  Theatre   {see 

**  Theatres,  Criterion  ")  and  of  the  **  Cock  "  Tavern. 
His  evidence  ..--  .-- 

Extent  of  assistance  rendered  by  Saunders  and  Fowler 
Fowler's  evidence  in  reply  -  -  -  -  . 

Saunders'  evidence  in  reply  -  -  -    •       - 

Verity's  rebuttal  of  Saunders'  reply  -  -  -  . 

(See  also  wider  '*  Saunders,"  **  Fowler,"  "  Hebb,"  and  '*  Spiers.") 

Surveyor.  Said  by  Oreen  to  have  attended  the  Building  Act  Com- 
mittee on  10th  January  1888,  as  to  Albert  G«te  building  (which  see) 
on  behalf  of  the  adjoining  owners. 

Lessee  of  Pavilion  Music  Hall  {^hich  see) ;  circumstances  under  which 

he  became  its  tenant. 
First  communication  between  him  and  the  Board  was  his  letter  of 

12th  November  1884. 
Had  the  materials  and  old  iittingd  instead  of  paying  a  peppercorn  ;  they 

were  of  small  value. 
Had  the  option  of  purchasing  at  27  years'  purchase  -  -  - 

Took  separate  leases  for  Pavilion  and  '*  Black  Horse  "  sites 
Assignea  **  Black  Horso  "  by  leave  of  Board  to  W.  Q-rey 
Paid  12.000Z.  for  Pavilion  on  getting  the  music  license,  and  3,000Z.    for 

Piccadilly  Bestaurant  on  getting  other  license. 
He  expended  16,000Z.  on  Piccadilly  Bestaurant  and  24,0002.  on  Pavilion 
Inquiries  by  the  Board's  solicitor  as  to  his  financial  position ;  his  report 
(See  also  Bobertson's  evidence  on  these  transactions,  and  Saunders', 

1444r-1586.) 
Called  on  Saunders  to  induce  him  to  finance  the  Pavilion  ;  also  as  to 

designs. 
His  letter  to  Saunders  as  to  the  latter's  suggestion  that  Worley  should 

be  associated  as  joint  architect. 
PaM  Saunders  1,800Z.  or  1,900Z.  for  commission  on  Pavilion  building 

only,  by  cheq|ue. 
(For  the  substitution  of  Saunders  for  Isaacs  as  architect,  see  under 

"  Pavilion,"  •'  Isaacs,"  and  "  Worley.") 
Mis  evidence  as  to  the  Pavilion  ease  .  .  .  •  . 

His  introduction  to  Goddard ;  the  circumstances  under  which  Gt>ddard 

and  Bobertson  advised  him ;  the  payments  he  made  them. 
(See  also  wider  "  Dunch.") 

The  attempt  of  Pvke  to  supplant  him  .  .  -  - 

Persuaded  by  Bobertson  that  he  must  employ  Saunders  as  his  architect 

1HC6  Isaacs. 
His  account  of  the  action,  Isaacs  v,  Villiers  .... 

Employed  Messrs.  Peto  to  build;  paid  them  41,600Z.  on  schedule  of 

prices  arranged  by  Saunders  and  10,000Z.  bonus. 
The  decorations  coat  ei/rc,  16,000Z.  -  -  .  .  - 

Peto  financed  the  Pavilion        -  .  -  . 

As  to  the  payments  to  Goddard.    (See  **  Goddard.") 
Never  made  any  to  Bobertson ;  ^ve  his  wife  lOOZ.  last  Christmas 
Sold  Pavilion  to  a  company  in  December  1886 ;  received  part  payment 

.in  debentures. 
Giave  €k)ddard  5,000Z.  debentures  in  the  company;  redeemed  1,000Z. 

at  par. 

Produces  G^dard's  letters  to  him  -  -  -  - 

His  letter  to  G-oddard         .-.--- 
Unable  to  explain  the  meaning  of  *'D.'8  lOOZ."  mentioned  in  letter  of 

7th  March  (3922). 
"D"  not  Dunch  -  -  -        ^  -  .  .         .         - 

Beferenoes  to  Dunch  and  to  his  interviews  with  Gk)ddard 
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Y1LLIBB8,  R.  B.'^ont 


VuLiiAMT  [Dead]     - 


WakshblDi  J.  E. 


Walkeb 


Walkir,  Eobebt     - 


Hie  coniieooion  wUh  Hohson — 

Introdaoed  by  Robertson  to  Hobson  to  buy  land  of  him  in  Shaftes- 
bury Avenue. 
Hobson's  evidence  on  this  -  -  -  - 

His  account  of  the  action  Hobson  v.  YiUiers ;  the  pleadings  and 

answers  to  interrogatories. 
(See  also  Hobson's  evidence  on  this,  7411-30). 
As  to  Hobson's  letter  to  him,  written  by  Bobertson,  and  his  answer 

drawn  up  at  the  same  interview. 
His  feelings  towards  Boberteon  in  consequence  ... 

The  result  of  the  action;  Yilliers  paid  2,0002.  and  100 L  costs  in 

order  to  settle  it. 
His  connexion  wUh  PJkiU^a,  M.B.W, — 

Phillips  supplied  hun  with  spirits  during  his  occupation   of  the 

Canterbury.    Was  one  of  the  trustees  of  Villiers'  bankruptcy  ; 

lost  300J.  thereby,  which  ViUiers  afterwards  paid  in  full,  as    he 

did  his  other  creditors. 
His  relations  vnth  VttHUamy — 

His  interviews  with  him  about  the  elevation  of  the   Pavilion; 

Yulliamy's  desire  for  a  fine  classical  building  on  the  site ;  was 

quite  disinterested. 
As  to  his  alleged  statement  that  if  he  wanted  a  site  he  must  pay 

1,0002.  to  a  member  of  the  Board.    (See  under  "  Phillips.") 
His  explanation  of  this  .  .  .  .  - 

Late  superintending  architect  of  the  Board.    Held  this  office  for  18  or 

19  years. 
His  eharacter.    Described  by  Yilliers  as  a  great  artist,  but  very  weak  - 

And  by  Shepherd  .  -  .  .  . 

By  Eichardson,  M.B.W.  ...... 

Opinion  9m  to  his  weakness  in  his  later  yea/rs  .... 


His  report  to  the  Board  as  to  price  put  on  Pavilion  site  and  the  policy 

of  letting  it  to  Yilliers. 
Supposed  to  be  a  private  report,  known  only  to  members  of  the  Board 

and  a  few  officials ;  was  drafted  in  his  office,  originally  by  Gknidard. 
According  to  Bobertson  was  no  secret  at  all 

His  correspondence  with  Worley  as  to  the  plans  of  the  new  Pavilion 
He  reports  thereon  -  -  .  .  - 

(As  to  the  practice  with  regard  to  fixing  reserve  prices.    See  v/nder 

'*  Selway,"  "  Bobertson,"  and  **  Saunders.") 
Saw  Pvke,  and  refused  to  show  him  the  plans  of  the  Pavilion  site 
His  relations  with  Yilliers  re  Pavilion  elevation  ... 

His  conduct,  report,  and  correspondence  with  Parry  as  to  Avenue 

Theatre.    {See  "  Theatres.*') 
Stated  to  have  been  very  indignant  at  the  treatment  of  Isaacs  by 

YiUiers  and  Saunders. 
As  to  his  retirement,  his  tewpora/ry  retv/rn,  and  the  arrangement  for  his 

pay  and  pension. 

Lord  Magheramome's  evidence         ... 
Bichardson*8  evidence ;  he  considered  it  ridiculous 


W. 

Clerk  of  M.B.W.    Has  been  so  for  15  years 

His  evidence  as  to  the  general  procedwe  of  the  Board 

Its  staff  ........ 

District  surveyors,  their  relation  to  the  Board  and  their  duties 

The  Works  and  General  Purposes  Committee  consists  of  whole  Board 

The  only  difference  being  that  the  proceedings  of  the  Committee  are 

conducted  in  private. 
Procedure  with  regard  to  the  acquisition  of  lands  and  improvements 

generally. 
And  disposal  of  surplus  lands  ...... 


Employed  by  the  Board  in  succession  to  Millwood,  to  examine  Pett's 

work  and  certified  quantities. 
Promoted  on  Blashilr  s  recommendation  to  be  a  permanent  official  of  the 

Board. 

District  surveyor  for  the  Strand  District.  As  to  his  controversy  about 
the  Avenue  Theatre.     {See  nnd&r  **  Theatres,  Avenue.") 

Becommended  to  Hobson  by  Bobertson  as  a  good  man  for  lights  in 
re  Colom'al  Institute.    He  did  nothing,  but  was  paid  his  fee. 

His  own  evidence  on  this  matter  denies  having  been  recommended  by 
Bobertson.  * 

Never  made  any  payment  to  Bobertson  .... 

Went  with  Brown  to  Lisson  Street  {q.v.)  .... 
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Walkeb,  Samxtel 


Wallis 


Waking,  Messbs. 

Wakren 

Watson,  Db.  C.  G. 

Watts 
Webb,  Jubal 


Webster,  Wm. 


Webster,  Wm.,  Jun. 

Weedon,  Geo. 

Welling 
Wells 

Wetbnhall,  W.  J.   - 


Wethbbubt,  W. 
Wheeler 

Whitcx)icbb  Street 


Of  the  firm  Walter  and  Runtz,   an  old  member  of  the  Board,  IpDig 

employed  by  it  in  important  valnations. 
His  evidence  .... 

Denies  that  J.  RnntE,  M.B.W.,  is  a  corert  partner  in  his  firm  .     - 
As  to  payments  to  Robertson  ...... 

Offered  for  Hot^l  Victoria  site,  sub -let  to  Northumberland  Avenne 
Hotel  Company.  Aj^signee  under  Mortgage  Company  of  part  of  plot  2, 
intended  to  form  part  of  the  site  of  Hotel.  He  and  tne  Noiiihum- 
berland  Avenue  Hotel  Company  came  to  grief,  and  the  Mortgage 
Company  re-entered  on  plot  2. 
{See  '*  Northumberland  Avenue  Hotel  Company.") 

Negotiations  between  him  and  the  Bowd  as  to  his  failure  to  fulfil  his 
engagements. 

Brought  an  action  against  Board  which  was  dismissed  with  costs 

Seen  by  Sir  J.  Bazalgette  as  to  Bidley's  character  ... 

Subsequently  denied  having  made  allegations  against  Ridley,  as 
reported. 

Tenant  under  Board  of  '*  White  Horse,"  Whitcombe  Street,  after  their 
purchase  of  it. 

Turned  out  of  Vimeira  House,  Hammersmith  Road,  by  Board,  with 
compensation.    His  evidence. 

{See  wider  "  Bailey,  J.  T.") 

M,B.  W.  His  evidence  as  to  Boutcher's  purchase  of  a  Board  site  for  the 
erection  of  artizan's  dwellings,  and  of  the  erection  of  shops  thereon. 

Boutcher's  evidence  as  to  this       -  -  -  -  - 

Had  himself  dealings  20  years  ago  with  Board  site  in  High  Street, 
Kensington. 

Goddard  joined  him  in  a  site  in  High  Street,  Peckham;  he  paid 
Goddard  off  when  he  joined  the  Board. 

[Dead.]  Contractor  for  Criterion  Theatre ;  said  by  Verity  to  bo  very 
intimate  with  members  of  the  Board,  and  to  have  seen  Fowler  on  the 
matter. 

Corroborated  by  Fowler       --.--.. 

Also  contractor  for  sewers  and  embankments  ... 

As  to  quality  of  the  bricks  used  by  him  in  Southern  Low  Level  Works  - 


AJso  contractor  for  Chelsea  embankment    -  -  - 

As  to  other  tenders  for  same         -  -  - 

{See  also  under  **  Crow  "  and  **  Rowell.") 

Son  of  last.    Contractor  for  precipitating  tanks  at  Crossness 
His  evidence     -  -  -  -  - 

As  to  the  destruction  of  his  father's  books 


[Dead.]    Succeeded  Beck  in  tenancy  of  *'  Black  Horse,"  Kentish  Town, 

supposed  nominee  of  Goddard. 
Board  minutes  on  that  case  .... 


Put  in  as  tenant  of  "  Flying  Horse,'*  gave  M.  Gtxldard  25/. 
AJso  lent  him  25/.  or  30Z.,  repaid  -  -  .  . 

Employed  Fowler  to  build  warehouses  on  land  acquired  &om  the  Board 

in  Shoroditch. 
Had  an  agreement  with  the  Board  for  the  purchase  of  90,  Worship 

Street,  which  he  sold  to  Wm.  Pett. 

M.B.W,  for  St.  Panoras.     His  evidence       ..... 

On  the  Fire  Brigade  Committee   -  -  -  -  . 

Was  on  the  Robertson  Liquiry  Committee,  took  a  view  favourable  to 
Robertson. 

Was  one  of  the  three  members  to  whom  Robertson  was  willing  to  dis- 
close his  private  means ;  there  was  no  special  reason  for  this  confi- 
dence. 

As  to  Yulliamy  and  the  Pavilion  case         ..... 

As  to  committees  with  powers  to  act  .  .  -  - 

As  to  the  fire  brigade  ....... 

As  to  facilities  for  obtaining  information  from  the  Board 

Stimson  negotiated  purchase  for  him  of  premises  in  Church  Street, 
Camberwell,  from  Board. 

Surveyor  to  Westminster  District  Board,  communicated  with  by  Green 

as  to  AJbert  GtAto  plans. 
Informed  Green  of  the  reason  why  his  plans  had  been  disallowed 

As  to  the  contemplated  improvements  in.      The  purchase  and  re-sale  of 
the  "  White  Horse  "  by  the  Board. 
See  the  evidence  of  Earl  of  Londesborough,  8841-62;  Adam,  M., 
3363-83 ;  Keevil,  3384-91 ;  Fidler,  8392-3. 
Explanation  of  the  whole  matter  by  Selway  -  .  • 
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WmTB 
Whitb,  T.  J. 

Whublby,  W. 


WmiTLB 

Wilkinson 
Williams 


Williams  and  Wil* 

LINGTON. 

Williams,  T.  W.      - 


Williamson,  Dr. 
Willing 
Willing,  James 


WiLMOT,  0. 

Wilson  and  Long    • 
Wood 

Woodbbidgb     - 
woodwakd,  j.  a.  j. 


WOOLBY 
WOBOBSIBE 


A  principftl  assistant  cletrk  under  Hebb  for  general  business 

M.B,W.    Seconded  motion  to  refer  amended  application  re  Albert  G«te 

Buildings  to  Committee. 
His  evidence,    Ts  on  the  Finance  and  Fire  Brigade  Gonmiittees 

Erected  buildings  after  a  fire  in  1875  in  alleged  contrayention  of  sec.  27, 
Rule  4  of  Building  Act,  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  122;  Saunders,  arobitect; 
Boohe,  solicitor ;  Bndence  of  Gundry,  District  Surveyor  of  Padding- 
ton  ;  and  Board  Minutes. 

Foufler^s  evidence  on  the  case. 

Was  Chairman  of  the  Conmiittee  iha,t  granted  the  application 

Definition  of  a  "warehouse"  ...... 

Gases  in  which  the  Board  have  interfered  with  prosecutions  by  district 
surveyors. 

Evidence  of  Saunders  on  same  subjects         .... 

ofSelway  ------ 

ofBlashill 

Put  in  as  tenant  of  **  Marquis  of  Salisbury."     G^ve  M.  G^dard  201.     - 
Also  gave  Mm  25L  as  tenant  of  "  Three  Crowns,"  Eichmond  Street 

Architect  who  prepared  Silcock's  amended  plans 

District  Surveyor  of  Westminster  Board  of  Works 
Appeared  before  Building  Acts  Conmiittee  on  the  10th  January  1888, 
in  connexion  with  the  Albert  Gate  Building. 

Contractors  for  Battersea  New  Bridge         .  .  -  - 

Jlf.^.TF.  for  Lewisham  since  October  1885        -  -  - 

Moved  for  the  inquiry  into  Eobertson's  conduct        -  -  -        - 

Heard  the  statement  of  Phillips  at  the  Board  that  Yilliers  had  alleged 

that  to  obtain  a  site  he  must  pay  1,000?.  to  a  member  of  the  Bow^, 

and  employ  another  member  as  architect. 
As  to  his  proprietorship  of  newspapers,  and  the  Board  advertisements 

therein.  • 

One  of  the  four  eminent  chemists  to  whom  the  Board  submitted  its 
permanent  sewage  scheme. 

Of  '*  The  Granes."  Gave  M.  Goddard  50Z.,  also  lOZ.  re  the  **  George," 
and  lOZ.  re  the  **  Havelock  Arms." 

As  to  alle^d  arrangement  between  him  and  the  Board  for  advertising 
on  hoardmgs. 

Qis  evidence  as  to  his  payments  to  Goddard  and  B.obertson  for  infor- 
mation ^ven  re  hoardings. 

No  advertisements  i^owed  on  hoardings  of  the  Board        ... 

Disclaims  identity  with  Willing  of  the  "  Beaufort  Arms,"  wh<9  gave 
money  to  M.  G^di^d. 

Plropnetor  of  **  Terry's  "  Theatre  and  **  Grand  "  at  Islington.  {See  tmder 
"Theatres "  and  respective  sub-heads.) 

Architects  for  Knight  "  —   ■•- -  — ^"      -        -        -        . 

Accountant  of  the  Board  met  by  Fleuret  on,  valuation  of  fixtures 
Mentioned  by  Hudson  as  having  with  him  examined  and  reported  upon 
the  books  of  Drs,  Barnes  and  Watson. 

Solicitor  of  Hazell,  who  sold  land  to  the  Board  for  Battersea  New 
Bridge. 

Architect  and  District  Surveyor  for  Central  Lambeth.     His  evidence 
Has  known  Saunders  30  years.    Was  an  assistant  in  his  office 
Introduced  to  Villiers  by  Bobertson        .        -  -  .  - 

(For  the  circumstances  of  this  introduction  and  the  subsequent  visit 
to  Saunders,  see  under  **  Pavilion"). 
Received  200i.  from  Saunders  re  the  Pavilion  .... 


Acted  against  the  Board  in  certain  compensation  cases.     Gave  Saunders 

hfjf  his  commissions. 
Denial  of  this  by  Saunders  ...  .  .  . 

Gave  Bobertson  261,  re  Boone's  tender  for  site  at  Peckham      ... 
Visited  Lisson  Streot  with  Brown,  so  as  to  give  evidence  in  action  of 

Booth  V.  Brown. 

Accountant  of  Board,  met  by  Fleuret  on  valuations  of  fixtures    - 

Dealer  in  tricycles  and  secretary  of  certain  building  societies 

Stimson  bought  2,  Grove  Terrace  in  his  name,  and  gave  him  thi*ee 

guineas. 
Also  interested  with  Stimson.  in  44  and  45,  Devonshire  Street         •        • 

(See  also  wnder  **  Stimson/*) 
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WOKLBT,  B.  J. 


Wright,  H.  G. 


Wyke-Smith    - 


Joint  arohiteot  with  Saunders  of  new  Pavilion 

His  correspondence  with  "Vnlliamy  as  to  the  plans 

Sannders'  acconnt  of  his  appointment  as  joint  architect 

Saunders  was  not  architect  of  Piccadilly  Bestaurant 

Saunders  paid  him  fee  of  150/.  Pavilion  elevation 

As  to  his  being  pressed  upon  Saunders 

Explanation  of  such  pressure,  viz.,  that  Saunders  elevation  was  un 

satisfactory. 
Temporarily  employed  Putley  on  plans  of  Piccadilly  Bestaurant 
His  evidence  .  .  -  - 

Introduced  to  Bobertsou,  and  by  him  to  Villiers  and  Grey  in  the  hopes 

of  his  lending  pecuniary  assistance  in  the  financing  of  Pavilion  and 

Piccadilly  Bestaurant. 
Was  architect  only  for  the  elevation,  and  those  are  the  only  plans  to 

which  he  put  his  name. 
Irritation  of  Saunders  at  his  employment  -  .  .  - 

Never  authorised  his  name  to  be  put  to  the  joint  plans  of  the  two 

buildings. 
As  to  values  of  portions  of  Pavilion  site      -  -  -  -  - 

As  to  the  encroachment  of  the  building  on  the  street  -         -  - 

(See  dUo  wider  "  Pavilion.") 
Purchased  house  of  Bobertson  in  Curtain  Boad  for  his  brother-in-law 

Cox.     {See  aUo  **  Cox  ") 

Of  the  firm  of  Bonnor  and  Wright.  (See  also  under  "Albert  Gate 
Buildings.")  Present  on  one  occasion  before  superintending  architect, 
when  the  Albert  Gate  Building  plans  were  considered.  Heard  no 
conversation  between  Green  and  Lake.  His  evidence  as  to  the  strong 
language  alleged  to  have  been  used  by  Green. 

Formerly  solicitor  of  the  Board ;  to  whom  Minett  wrote  recommending 

Gordon  as  tenant  of  Grand  Hotel  site. 
Inquired  into,  and  reported  upon  Fuller's  complaint  against  Bobertson 
{See  also  correspondence  on  p.  174  of  Notes  of  Evidence.) 
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